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Chapter Six 

Education, the Cold War, and Academic Freedom: 
Protecting the Good Name of the Employing Society 

In the spring of 1948 Ohio State Archaeological and 
Historical Society curator Richard Morgan lost his post be
cause of his presumed associations with Communists. A bela
ted American Anthropology Association investigation deter
mined that the dismissal in no way reflected upon Morgan's 
professional competence. The Society's president explained: 

There are no charges on file against Mr. Morgan 
affecting his personal or professional, status.... 
He was not re-elected because his wife and stepson 
and their Communist associations were involved in 
an incident here in which the stepson's home was 
wrecked by a mob and his wife's bookstore driven 
out of business. Of course this reflected unhappily 
upon the good name of the employing Society. 
Richard Morgan was a museum curator, but what happened 

to him happened to educators with disturbing frequency during 
the Cold War years, as educators and their associations 
sought to protect their "good names1' against any identifica
tion with America's Cold War enemies. Unfortunately such 
protection often involved sacrificing academic freedom on the 
altar of good public relations. 

At the end of World War II educators had reason to be
lieve that they would find in the postwar years a congenial 

Arthur C Johnson to Harry L. Shapiro, July 8, 19 49, 
in "Proceedings of the American Anthropological Association 
for the Year Ending December, 1949," American Anthropologist, 
NS, 52 (1950), 443-44. 
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atmosphere for teaching, learning, and the exercise of aca
demic freedom. In contrast to the American experience in 
earlier wars, American schools and teachers labored under 
relatively few overt restrictions during World War II. Most 
educators genuinely supported the war effort; few ugly inci
dents arose to set teachers and schools apart from a national 
consensus on the virtue of that effort. Those who paid close 
attention to the status of educational freedoms found 1945 a 
propitious time. The leading spokesman for higher education 
on matters of academic freedom was Committee A, the Committee 
on Academic Freedom and Tenure, of the American Association 
of University Professors (AAUP). Committee A fs reports for 
1945-46 expressed general satisfaction with the World War II 
record on academic freedom. The committee noted that educa
tors could take heart at the absence of wholesale dismissals 
of teachers because of their views on the war or their inter
national sympathies. Dismissals for all reasons—financial 
exigency, pacifism, disloyalty, and subversive activity—de
clined steadily throughout the war. In 1942 Committee A re
viewed 149 cases; by 1945 the number had declined to 122. 
If AAUP officials were pleased with the drop-off in absolute 
numbers of violations, they were even more impressed by the 
almost complete absence from the academic world of the "hys
teria and misguided prosecutions so widespread in World War 
1.11 Committee A reported only one violation involving the 
dismissal of a pacifist, in sharp contrast to World War I 
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when pacifism frequently led to dismissal.2 

Other watchdogs of academic freedom made similarly en
couraging assessments of the war record. The American Civil 
Liberties Union discovered little worthy of note for its 
194 5-46 report on the status of civil liberties in schools 
and colleges. Only a few isolated cases spoiled an other
wise unsullied record in institutions of higher education. 
The ACLU noted more problems in the public schools, but these 
for the most part involved the released time program for re
ligious instruction and had little to do with the war or the 
international situation. The NEA's Committee on Tenure and 
Academic Freedom also painted a rosy picture of the status 
of academic freedom in the public schools: "During the pre
sent year (1945-46) the number of cases of arbitrary and un-

3 

just dismissal of teachers has been gratifyingly low.11 

The decline in reported violations of academic freedom 
continued in the immediate postwar period. Committee A inves
tigated 122 cases in 1945, 107 in 1946, and only 81 in 1947. 
But even though reported violations of academic freedom were 
fewer in 1947 than they had been in years, disturbing signs 
appeared on the horizon. What worried Committee A members, 

2Edward C. Kirkland, "Annual Report of Committee A on 
Academic Freedom and Tenure," AAUP Bulletin, 31 (Spring 1945), 
6; Kirkland, "Annual Report of Committee A," AAUP Bulletin, 
32 (Spring 1946) , 6-8. 

^ACLU, From War to Peace, American Liberties 1945-46 
(New York: ACLU, 19 4677 50-51; National Education Associa-
tion, Proceedings of the Eighty-fourth Annual Convention (Wash 
ington: NEA, 194 6) , 437 ; NEA, Report of the Committee~on Ten-
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even though 19 4 7 was a "comparatively fair weather year," 
were unsettling developments on the international scene. 
Growing tensions between communist and non-communist nations 
forced Committee A to begin consideration of the potentially 
sticky problem of communist teachers. The Truman adminis
tration's attention to loyalty and security in government 
employment must also have helped focus the attention of 
Committee A on similar problems in education. As chairman 
George Pope Shannon noted, it was not the normal practice 
of the Committee to make policy pronouncements on hypotheti
cal problems, but the likelihood of problems arising over 
the question of the rights of communist teachers seemed great 
enough to persuade Committee A to undertake a prolonged dis
cussion of the issue at an October 1947 AAUP Council meeting. 
At this and subsequent sessions Committee A developed its 
position and stuck to it throughout the years of Cold War 
controversy—teacher shortcomings had to be judged on an in-
dividual basis, not on the basis of political associations. 

Shannon's concern was not misplaced, for the ensuing 
months witnessed a noticeable rise in the number of viola
tions brought to Committee A's attention and an accompanying 

ure and Academic Freedom (Washington: NEA, 1946), 10. 
4 
George Pope Shannon, "Report of Committee A," AAUP Bulle

tin, 34 (Spring 1948), 116-19; Shannon, "Report of Committee 
AT1" AAUP Bulletin, 35 (Spring 1949) , 55-59 ; William LaPrade, 
"Report of Committee A," AAUP Bulletin, 38 (Spring 1952), 109. 
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rise in the attention given the problem of communist teachers. 
The election year also produced an allied problem—the can
didacy of Henry Wallace. Committee A fs report for 19 48 
noted that six dismissals for support of Wallace had been 
brought to its attention. Nor, the Committee cautioned, did 
such statistics tell the whole story of college administra
tors who merely admonished Wallace supporters and teachers 
who naturally trod carefully after such warnings.^ 

The election year impact of the Wallace candidacy com
bined with a growing concern about communist teachers presaged 
difficult times for academic liberties. From the 19 47 low 
of 81 cases, Committee A by 1951 found its work load increased 
to 120 cases. Again, numbers did not tell the entire story, 
as educators demonstrated escalating concern about an atmos
phere which seriously threatened academic freedom and unfet
tered inquiry. The AAUP reflected this growing preoccupation 
with its Bulletin. For the first three postwar years the 
Bulletin paid little heed to the subject of academic freedom 
beyond publishing the annual reports of Committee A. Begin
ning in 1949, Bulletin emphasis on that subject expanded sig
nificantly. Articles such as "Higher Education and Free
dom," "Freedom and Fear," "The Colleges, the Government, and 
Freedom," "What Price Freedom?" and "The Meaning of Intellec
tual Freedom" became part of the Bulletin1s regular fare. 

^Shannon, "Report of Committee A," AAUP Bulletin, 35 
(Spring 1949) , 59 . 
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AAUP activities of every description reflected an atmosphere 
in which educators found themselves increasingly on the de
fensive . ̂  

Over the next few years educators everywhere came to 
share Committee A !s concern about the increasingly perilous 
condition of academic freedom. The Harvard Crimson began 
annual surveys of academic freedom in 1949 and reported in
creased violations yearly. By 19 50 the Carnegie Foundation 
for the Advancement of Teaching was calling the defense of 
academic freedom and free inquiry the "most obvious and acute" 
problem facing higher education. In his 1952-53 report, Amer
ican Council on Education (ACE) President Arthur Adams called 
the twin issues of academic freedom and national security 
the most pressing problems facing American education. Six 
of ten public school superintendents believed the national 
climate for academic freedom worse in 19 5 3 than it had been 
in 1940. The subject of threats to academic freedom dominated 
educational conferences. A 195 3 Harvard Summer School-ACE 
conference on educational administration had as its theme 
"Causes of Public Unrest Pertaining to Education" because, 
said Harvard Dean Francis Keppel, "My colleagues and I agreed 
that the topic under discussion was the most important that 
could have been chosen." In an extensive Columbia University-

6LaPrade, "Report of Committee A," AAUP Bulletin, 38 
(Spring 1952), 105-09; Shannon, "Report of Committee A," 
AAUP Bulletin, 35 (Spring 1949). 
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Fund for the Republic survey of college social science facul
ties , taken in the spring of 1955, sixty-three per cent of 
the 2,451 respondents chose the first alternative posed by 
the question, "Do you feel that there is a greater threat to 
intellectual activity in America than there was a generation 
ago, less of a threat, or don't you see any differences?" 
Approximately half the respondents detected a decline in in
tellectual and academic freedom between 1948 and 1955. The 
survey's authors concluded, "The marked increase in the pres
sures and attacks experienced by American teachers during the 
postwar decade reflects more than a mere wave in the regular 
flow of democratic debate."^ 

Despite the proliferation of such voices of alarm, Car
negie Foundation President O.C. Carmichael bemoaned the appall
ing lack of public concern about threats to academic freedom. 
Carmichael urged college faculties to do their utmost to 
arouse the public, particularly that part of the public be
yond the normal limited reach of educators, their organiza
tions, and their press. The AAUP and the ACLU took the lead 
in bringing violations of academic freedom to public notice. 

7 
New York Times, June 17, 1952, 29; Carnegie Foundation 

for the Advancement of Teaching, Forty-sixth Annual Report 
(Philadelphia: William F. Bell, 1951) , 17; Arthur Adams, 
President's Annual Report, 1952-53 (Washington: ACE, 1953), 
27; NEA, Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom, What Poli
cies Should Guide the Handling of Controversial Issues? (Wash-
mgton: NEA, 1954) ? 5; Raymond F. Howes (ed.) , Causes of Pub
lic Unrest Pertaining to Education (Washington: ACE, 19FT); 
Paul F. Lazarsfeld and""¥agner Thielens, Jr. , The Academic Mind. 
Social Scientists in a Time of Crisis (Glencoe, Illinois: Free 
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But AAUP leaders were aware that their efforts reached only 
a relatively small, specialized constituency even though 
AAUP membership grew from 15,330 in 1940 to 37,524 in 1950, 
and Committee A exceeded its budget by fifty per cent once 
difficulties multiplied. Realizing its limitations, the AAUP 
gladly accepted allies with wider influence. It welcomed 
editors and authors such as Bernard DeVoto, Carey McWilliams, 
Alan Barth, and George Stewart to the fray. University of 
Chicago Chancellor Robert Hutchins and noted historian Henry 
Steele Commager both spoke out publicly and eloquently in 

o 

behalf of academic freedom. 
The ACLU helped with its extensive liberal connections. 

By 19 5 3 the ACLU was devoting much more attention to academic 
liberties than had been the case a few years earlier. Some 
ACLU projects, such as a prize-winning newspaper series on 
conformity in education by Kaiman Seigel, attracted wide no
tice. Still, all too often the ACLU reached only a constitu
ency which was already convinced of the validity of its cause. 
Thus the two major organizations concerned with safeguarding 
academic liberties faced the same problem--even though they 
had doubled and redoubled their efforts, those efforts still 
Press. 1958) , 35-39 , 71. 

^Carnegie Foundation, Forty-sixth' Report, 17; AAUP, 
Council Letter IV, 1950, Kansas University AAUP Records, Uni
versity of Kansas Archives, Spencer Research Library, Lawrence, 
Kansas (hereafter KU AAUP Records); LaPrade, "Report of Com
mittee A," AAUP Bulletin, 37 (Spring 1951), 77-78. 
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failed to reach those who needed them most. The Mills College, 
California, chapter of the AAUP had this shortcoming in mind 
when it urged other locals to join it in a resolution encour
aging national AAUP leaders to "form a committee of academic 
persons who have proven ability to reach a large public to 
plan and implement a campaign on the importance of maintain
ing academic freedom. 

Educating the public in the nuances of academic freedom 
thus became a necessary first step in any defense of that 
freedom. Such education did not promise to be easy, though, 
because important opinion-makers denied that any problem 
existed in the first place, and educators with the largest 
potential constituencies reacted but slowly to the threat. 
Whittaker Chambers, secure in his reputation as a knowledge
able exposer of domestic communists, answered a resounding 
"no" to the question, "Is Academic Freedom in Danger?" Cham
bers dismissed the "cracklings" of Robert Hutchins, Bernard 
DeVoto, Henry Steele Commager, and others as the voices of a 
"liberal neurosis" which automatically went into shock at any 
attempt to expose the communist conspiracy. American Legion 
spokesmen, who had close ties to the NEA, ridiculed the idea 
that hunting down communists in the nation's schools posed a 
threat to academic freedom. Other critics of education's 

9ACLU, Report, 1951-53 (New York: ACLU, 1953), 59; 
"Mills College AAUP Resolution," April 26, 1950, KU AAUP 
Records. 
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Cold War behavior blasted academic freedom as a haven for 
special privilege. Commenting on the Pasadena, California, 
school crisis, Frank Chodorov declared that those who used 
academic freedom as a defense against community pressures 
were trying to deny parents and taxpayers their legitimate 
voice in the selection of curriculum and teaching methods. 
Columbia University Teacher's College President William F. 
Russell refused to condemn a HUAC probe of textbooks: 111 pre
fer to judge the committee's study of textbooks by results. 
Certainly if the people of the United States are to retain 
control of education they have a right to study what the 
teachers teach." California's Tenney Committee defended its 
right to investigate educational institutions in a similar 
vein: "The University of California is not a sacred cow. It 
is supported from taxes by the people of the state of Cali
fornia." 1 0 

Even those who should logically have been alert to vio
lations of academic liberties sometimes reacted with distress
ing hesitancy. Although the president of Georgetown Univer
sity represented an extreme with his lament "The sacred fetish 
of academic freedom...is the soft underbelly of our American 

1 0Whittaker Chambers, "Is Academic Freedom in Danger?" 
Life, 34 (June 22, 1953), 90; NEA, Proceedings (1953), 58-59; 
U.S., Congressional Record, 82d Cong. , 1st Sess. , 1951, XCVII, 
Part 14, A4656 ; New York Times, June 19 , 1949 , IV-9; Edward 
L. Barrett, Jr., The Tenney Committee. Legislative Investiga
tion of Subversive Activities in California (Ithaca, New York: 
Cornell University Press, 195177 I 5 7* 
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way of life, and the sooner it is armorplated by some sen
sible limitation the sooner the future of this nation will 
be secured from fatal consequences," many educators seemed 
if not hostile to academic freedom at least wary about in
voking it during the Cold War. Despite early warnings, NEA 
leaders hesitated in reacting to the threat against academic 
freedom. In October 19 46 representatives of the Sons of the 
American Revolution appeared at a California School Trustee 
meeting and launched a virulent attack on the Building Amer
ica textbook series. Since the Building America series had 
been sponsored by the NEA, San Diego educators wrote NEA Ex
ecutive Secretary Willard Givens and described the incident 
in an agitated manner, urging, "the NEA must be aroused to 
the seriousness of these attacks by radical conservative ele
ments." Despite this warning, Givens ignored the incident 
and the NEA took no official action to defend the series. 
This malaise on the part of NEA leaders extended through the 
ranks. The NEA Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom, for 
instance, persisted in its emphasis on state tenure laws to 
the virtual exclusion of any effective defense of other as
pects of academic freedom until the threat became too ob
vious to ignore any longer. Finally, in April 1949 the Com
mittee, perhaps jarred by the impact of the University of 
Washington cases, discussed its possible obligation to speak 
out on the subject of communism and academic freedom and de
cided against making any declaration of policy so as not to 
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prejudice its judicial function. Even the Committee's infre
quent mentions of the right of academic freedom had a defen
sive tone to them: "That 'discretion is the better part of 
valor' was never more applicable than to the wise and temper
ate use of the privileges guaranteed to the teacher under the 
principles of academic freedom." Just how reluctant the Com
mittee was to associate too closely with academic freedom 
was revealed by its discussion of a proposed report to the 
1951 NEA annual convention. The Committee decided that the 
title of the report "should not be stated as academic freedom 
but in some other form to more readily attract teachers."^ 

When the Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom did 
get around to a study.of "The Freedom of the Public School 
Teacher," one of the most consistent and most disappointing 
findings of the survey was that public school teachers accept
ed all manner of restrictions, even on their personal lives, 
as an unavoidable occupational hazard: "In many places teach
ers seem to have the status of second-class citizens Cyet)... 
a surprisingly large number of respondants did not object to 
the restraints they reported." The survey concluded that edu-

1:LReverend Hunter Guthrie, S.J., "The Sacred Fetish of 
Academic Freedom," Vital Speeches, 16 (August 1, 1950), 632; 
Leonard Bowman to Willard Givens, October 7, 1946, Willard 
Givens File, NEA Archives , Washington, D.C.; "Minutes of the 
Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom," July 2, 1946; Octo
ber 11, 1946; July 7-9, 1947; February 26-27, 1949; April 14-
16, 1949; July 1-2, 1949; December 2-3, 1949; September 22-23, 
1950; February 17-18, 1951; NEA Archives; NEA, Report of the 
Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom (Washington: NES7 HT5"0) , 

r S ^ Froceedings~ri94 8) , 14 81 CTP"9) , 150-52 . 
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cators needed to protect academic freedom not only from out
side pressures but also from the indifference of their 
colleagues. Indifference sometimes yielded to outright hos
tility. A delegate to the 1950 meeting of the NEA Depart
ment of Classroom Teachers moved to strike a resolution oppos
ing the "limitation of the freedom of instruction and instruc
tors" because "I am not in favor of so-called academic free
dom when it goes to the point of working against our govern
ment." The same gathering voted 227-181 against a resolu
tion that would have put it on record as opposing loyalty 

1 2 
oaths for teachers. 

The primary issue which embroiled educators in the Cold 
War, domestic branch, was whether communists should be allowed 
to teach. All other academic freedom questions—loyalty oaths, 
the censorship of textbooks and curriculum, and the proper 
limits of legislative investigations—revolved around the cen
tral proposition that a communist or communist sympathizer 
teacher could do incalculable harm to American society. As 
has been indicated in chapter three, educators were often in 
the vanguard of the movement to exclude communists from the 
teaching profession. In this capacity, educators thus forged 
some of the tools used in the Cold War onslaught against aca
demic freedom. They did this out of a variety of motives — 

1 2NEA, The Freedom of the Public School Teacher (Wash
ington: NEA, 1951), 30-31; ""Proceedings of the Thirty-fifth 
Annual Meeting of the NEA Department of' CTassroom Teachers 
(1950) , 50-5l7 mimeograph, NEA Archives. 
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to some extent sincere conviction about the seriousness of 
the threat posed by communism to the American way of life but 
also out of fear of the consequences of not giving in to the 
national revulsion against communism. 

As the campaign against communist teachers and professors 
advanced, educators developed a familiar litany of justifica
tions for excluding such teachers. The Educational Policies 
Commission (EPC) set the pattern with the reasoning in its 
1949 statement, American Education and International Tensions, 
Tensions spelled out two of the staple arguments in the cam
paign against communist teachers. The statement asserted 
that communists should not be employed as teachers because 
Party membership meant the complete surrender of intellectual 
integrity and was thus inherently inconsistent with the prin
ciples adhered to by American educators. Most subsequent jus
tifications for excluding communists from the teaching pro
fession were simply variations on the theme that a teacher 
who in any way subscribed to the communist ideology was an 
ideological vassal to a hostile, sinister force at war with 
the basic tenets of American freedom. The University of Buffa
lo, for instance, adopted a policy embodying these principles: 

"A faculty member who has subjected himself 
to the discipline of a totalitarian party has by 
so doing renounced the right to speak and act in
dependently—a right the university is bound to 
preserve.... The University of Buffalo therefore 
deems it necessary to state that it cannot harbor 
on its faculty any present member of the Communist 
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13Educational Policies Commission, American Education and 
International Tensions (Washington: EPC, 1949), 35-39; Amen-
can Council on Education, Problems and Policies Committee, "A 
Discussion of Issues in Academic Freedom," May 13-14, 1953, 
ACE Archives, Problems and Policies Committee File, Washington, 
D.C. 

1 4NEA, Proceedings (1949), 98-101; "Remarks of President 
Conant to the Harvard Foundation for Advanced Study and Re-

Party." 1 3 

EPC members hammered away at these themes in their cam
paign to rally support for their position on communist teach
ers. John K. Norton told the 194 9 NEA convention, as it was 
considering a resolution of approval of Tensions , "The issue 
in the whole question may be briefly stated: Should there be 
freedom to destroy our freedom—and by using the schools as 
a means of doing it?" Past President of the New York State 
Teacher's Association Mary Sheehan told the same gathering, 
"It will be a black day for the world when we turn our class
rooms into sounding boards for an ideology that would destroy 
our democratic way of life. We say that an avowed communist 
should not be teaching in these United States." James Conant 
explained to the Harvard Foundation that while Harvard contin
ued to stand behind its honorable tradition of free inquiry 
and an independent faculty, the usual rules of political par
ties could not be applied in the case of the Communist Party, 
based as it was on conspiracy and calculated deceit. Thus, 
concluded Conant, educators were justified in making a single 

exception to the general rule of free inquiry and independent 
u 14 faculty. 
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The Communist Party's status as a legal political party 

caused consternation among educators who feared that banning 
party members might be a violation of political and academic 
freedoms. Hofstra College President John C. Adams took note 
of this troublesome issue when he told fellow ACE members, 
"I believe we must examine soberly the very troubled question 
of the Communist or Communist sympathizer in the teaching pro
fession. I believe we should disentangle this issue from 
the vital principle of academic freedom and evolve a clear-
cut, realistic policy which can be acted upon and widely pub
licized." To Adams such a separation had at the least a 
practical motive; twice in the past year Hofstra had been 
accused of harboring a communist and each time had "downed 
tools and made a full-length investigation." John L. Childs 
defended the action of the American Federation of Teachers 
in deciding against the right of communists to teach by stress
ing the civil libertarian backgrounds of members of the AFT 
commission which had recommended that policy. When asked to 
present his views to the AAU Committee on Academic Freedom, 
University of Kansas Chancellor Franklin Murphy fell back on 
the argument that the Party, even though legal, was subver
sive. Said Murphy: 

In 19 35 one could emphasize that a man could 
be a responsible investigator and honestly sympa
thetic to the aims of the Communist Party. In 1952, 

search," June 22, 1949, Box 25, Dwight D. Eisenhower Personal 
Files, James B. Conant File, Eisenhower Library, Abilene, 
Kansas. 
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!5ACE, Higher Education and National Affairs , II (Feb
ruary 12, 19 5 3;; John L. CEilds, "Liberty in America: Commun
ists and the Right to Teach," The Nation, 16 8 (February 26, 
1949), 230-31; Franklin Murphy to A. Whitney Griswold, Novem
ber 29, 1952, Franklin Murphy Papers, General Correspondence— 
Association of American Universities, University of Kansas 
Archives. 

1 6New York Times, July 12, 1949, 1. 

when the Communist Party stands unveiled as an 
instrument of international conspiracy, dedica
ted to the subversion of personal freedom and 
human dignity, one who still espouses its prin
ciples. ..has clearly lost his privileges of 
academic freedom.15 
Thus Committee A remained virtually alone in maintain

ing that teachers had the right to belong to the Communist 
Party so long as it was a legal political party. Committee 
A ?s parent body, the AAUP, endorsed the stand of its off
spring but handled that position delicately. Spokesmen for 
the AAUP carefully pointed out that Committee A had sole 
responsibility for investigating alleged violations of aca
demic freedom. AAUP leaders also took pains to point out 
that Committee A fs position on communist teachers did not 
eliminate the possibility of teachers being dismissed for 
"proven acts of disloyalty." Nor did everyone who belonged 
to the AAUP adhere to Committee A fs position. A.O. Lovejoy, 
an AAUP founder, declared in 1949 that the "conception of 
freedom is not one which implies the legitimacy and inevita
bility of its own suicide.1^ 

That Committee A fs position on communist teachers was 
not popular was demonstrated by that Committee's work load 
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over the next few years. Incident followed incident as the 
University of Washington cases proved to be only the first 
in a long series. The Committee began to feel the backlash 
of the Henry Wallace candidacy at about the same time the 
Washington cases broke. By February. 1949, eight college 
faculty members had appealed to Committee A on the grounds 
that they had lost their positions because of their support 
for Wallace. At Oregon State College President A.L. Strand 
refused to reappoint professors Ralph Spitzer and L.R. La-
Vallee, both active supporters of the Progressive Party. 
Strand privately accused Spitzer of adhering to the Communist 
Party line, but he did not publicly justify his refusal to 
reappoint on those grounds. Nevertheless, an inkling of 
Strand's real concern appeared when he told a women's club 
that Oregon State did not have to worry about a proposed 
legislative investigation of communist activity on college 
campuses because there had been only 150 votes cast for Henry 
Wallace in all of Benton County in the 1948 election. More 
blatant was the dismissal of professor George Parker of Evans-
ville, Indiana, College. During the AAUP investigation of 
Parker's abrupt dismissal, Evansville President Lincoln Hale 
admitted that Parker had been dismissed "because of his poli
tical activities (chairman of the local Wallace committee) 
both on and off campus, which, in the opinion of the College, 
put an end to his usefulness..." by antagonizing public opin
ion. Committee A's investigation led to the censure of 
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Evansville.17 

Harvard was the center of a furious controversy in the 
spring and summer of 1949 when Baltimore alumnus Frank B. Ober, 
the author of Maryland's Ober laws, engaged in an acrimonious 
exchange with President Conant. In April Ober announced his 
intention not to subscribe to the Harvard Law School Fund 
because of his distaste for Harvard's leniency toward the 
extracurricular activities of its faculty members. Ober be
lieved that the outside activities of several members of Har
vard's faculty gave aid and comfort to communism. He parti
cularly resented an appeal by Professor John Ciardi at an 
anti-Ober law fund-raising event and Professor Harlow Shap-
ley's activities as chairman of the New York Cultural and 
Scientific Conference for World Peace. Conant and the senior 
member of the Harvard Corporation, Grenville Clark, defended 
Harvard's policy against policing the extracurricular acti
vities of its faculty and emphatically rejected Ober's sugges
tions for closer scrutiny of such activities. When Ober made 
a point of Conant's recent Cold War stances (Tensions), Clark 
replied that Ober's recommendations went beyond excluding 
only genuine communists by taking steps against "disloyalty," 
a concept which was to Clark too vague and slippery. Conant 

1 7New York Times, February 28, 1949, 11; "Violations 
of the Principles of Academic Freedom at Oregon State College, 
1949," March 8, 1949, KU AAUP Records; "Academic Freedom and 
Tenure—Evansville College," AAUP Bulletin, 35 (Spring 1949), 
74-111. 
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seemingly had the last word: "There will be no harassment 
of professors for engaging in open and legal meetings.... 
The harm done by the effort to discover even a single clan
destine party member would outweigh any possible benefit. " 
As later events demonstrated, though, once educators took 
the position that communists were unfit to teach, it became 
difficult to deny the need for action to support a policy of 
exclusion. Non-educators were often prepared to take such 
action to lengths never dreamed of by educators.^ 

When the reaction against communist teachers led to a 
determination to search such teachers out, many non-educators 
decided that this was a job that educators themselves could 
not or would not tackle. This was in part the rationale be
hind legislative investigations of education--someone had to 
do it. Thus there developed during the Cold War years a 
thriving series of both state and federal investigations of 
education; at one point three different Congressional commit
tees were at work sniffing out subversives in the schools. 
Although educators sometimes protested that their agreement 
that communists should be excluded from teaching did not 
sanction investigations by outside authorities, during the 
initial EPC discussion of the issue at least some EPC members 

1 8Frank B. Ober to James B. Conant, April 26, 1949; 
Conant to Ober, May 11, 1949; Grenville Clark to Ober, May 
27, 1949; Ober to Clark, June 8, 1949; Clark to Ober, June 
11, 1949, AAUP Bulletin, 35 (Summer 1949), 313-25; "Conant 
Speech," June 20, 1949, Clipping, KU AAUP Records-
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believed that such investigations might be necessary. After 
the discussion had reached general agreement on the advisa
bility of barring communist teachers, James M. Spinning asked, 
"Does that mean that prospective teachers should be asked to 
state whether they are members of the Communist Party and 
should we go beyond their statements and find out whether 
they are or not?" Answered James Conant, 111 think we should." 

Despite the sanguine hopes of some educators that legis
lative investigations would vindicate the loyalty of educa
tors and the schools, in practice most investigations served 
only to confuse and villify. Rarely did they uncover nests 
of subversives; more often the same dreary witnesses paraded 
the same dreary names before the same dreary committees; only 
the location of the hearings changed. The Illinois Broyles 
Commission blustered along for months despite the finding of 
its professional investigator that most Illinois educational 
institutions leaned much further to the right than to the 
left. In spite of its total failure to uncover substantive 
evidence of subversion in the schools, the Broyles Commission 
lacked the grace to admit that it had failed at its appointed 
task. Instead the Commission went out in typical fashion 
with a report warning against the ever-present danger of com
munist infiltration of education. Former communist Grenville 

^Proceedings of the Thirty-Second Meeting, Educational 
Policies Commission, September 24-25, 194 8 (Washington: EPC, 
1948) , 330 , NEA Archives. 
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^uWalter Goodman, The Committee: The Extraordinary Career 
of the House Committee on Un-American Activities (New York: 
Farrar, Straus, and Giroux, 196 8); Walter Gellhorn (ed.), The 
States and Subversion (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University 
Press, IT51), 76-78; ACLU, Civil Liberties, 111 (August 8, 
1953). 

2 Sellhorn, States and Subversion, 79. 

Hicks had this comment about HUAC's 195 3 investigation at 
Harvard: 

I've been sitting in this hearing room for 
two days, and all that has been proved is that 
fifteen years ago, among the hundreds of faculty 
at Harvard, there were about a dozen Communists, 
all of them on the lower academic rungs, and that 
today there may be one Communist there. If that's 
the best the Communist Party can do, perhaps we're 
too worried about it.^O 
In spite of the failure of such investigations to estab

lish their case for widespread subversion in education, edu
cators took them quite seriously. Not, however, until Con
gressional Committees got into the act in 1952-5 3 did educa
tors devote their full attention to this phase of the struggle 
for academic freedom. By then, instead of state politicos 
seeking a name for themselves, educators were confronted 
with powerful national figures—Senators McCarthy and Jenner 
for instance. They were also confronted with strong public 

21 
support of such investigations. 

Given the persistence and popularity of such investiga
tions , educators treated them cautiously. Those who pushed 
for resistance constituted a minority. The strongest opposi
tion usually came from those most directly affected—local edu
cational organizations and individual educators. The Prince-
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ton chapter of the AAUP strongly condemned what it called 
the tendency toward legislative imposition of conformity in 
education through political tests and inquisitorial methods. 
When Kansas legislators discussed the possibility of a legis
lative investigation of subversive tendencies at the Univer
sity of Kansas, the University's AAUP chapter reacted swift
ly with a public resolution urging the legislators to furnish 
specific information which might be the basis for charges 
against faculty members; created a faculty committee to hear 
such charges, take testimony, and make findings of fact; and 
called for the Chancellor and the Board of Regents to report 
to the public on the status of such charges--or the absence 
thereof—by June 1, 1949. The legislature beat a hasty re
treat and rumors subsided. Harvard President Conant spoke 
boldly in his 19 5 3 report to the Board of Overseers at a time 
when Congressional Investigating Committees were quizzing 
Harvard faculty members. 

As I have said on more than one occasion... 
I would not be party to the appointment of a 
Communist to any position in a school, college, 
or university...even if there were disguised 
communists, though, the damage done to the spirit 
of the academic community by investigations would 
be far greater than any conceivable harm such a 
person might do. 

Chancellor Robert M. Hutchins consistently belittled legis
lative investigations, particularly the work of the Broyles 
Commission when that body called upon him to testify in 19 49. 

^Princeton University AAUP, "Statement on Political In
vestigations of Universities," March 16, 195 3; Kansas Univer-
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The major national educational organizations and associ

ations, more aware of the need for good public relations, 
protested legislative investigations of education only gently 
if at all and often qualified their opposition to such an 
extent as to render it ineffective. A major stumbling block 
to stronger opposition was the belief that such committees 
were legally constituted bodies performing constitutional 
functions. Committee A recognized this problem: "Without 
questioning the legal or constitutional right of state legis
latures to investigate or regulate state institutions, it is 
important, at a time when some state legislatures have re
cently sent investigating committees to college campuses, 
to say that such activities do more harm than good..." by 
disrupting normal procedures and fostering an unwholesome 
atmosphere of fear and uncertainty. While recognizing the 
right of legislatures to conduct investigations of education, 
the NEA urged legislatures to restrict such activities to in
vestigations with specific legislative ends in view and to 
install safeguards against abuses of legislative power. Be
yond such a relatively innocuous resolution the NEA would 
not go. When a delegate proposed stronger language that de
nounced specific misuses of investigative authority, his amend-

sity AAUP, undated resolution, April 1949; "Report by Dr. 
James Conant to the Board of Overseers of Harvard,11 January 
12, 1953; "Universities and Communism," Statement by Robert 
M. Hutchins to the Select Committee to Investigate Tax Exempt 
Foundations and Comparable Organizations, November 25, 1952, 
all in KU AAUP Records. 
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ment failed. His response to the vote struck close to the 
heart of the NEA attitude: "This seems a mild thing compared 
to what we ought to do, but I realize that we are opposed, 
by tradition, to speaking too frankly." Despite their neu
tral public stance, NEA leaders clearly regarded legislative 
•investigations as a serious threat. The Executive Committee 
kept close tabs on the activities of Congressional Committees 
as well as the response of press and public to the investiga
tions . 2 3 

For the most part educational institutions and organi
zations urged educators to cooperate with legislative inves
tigations. The University of Buffalo made it official pol
icy to encourage faculty members called upon by legislative 
committees to testify freely and frankly even though they 
might not approve of the committee's methods. The Associa
tion of American Universities (AAU) supported the same policy. 
In a report on "The Need for Academic Freedom," the AAU de
clared that cooperation with legislative investigations was 
a positive duty because universities were creatures of legis
lative acts and public charters and were usually supported 
by public funds. Furthermore, when the investigative power 
was abused, the AAU report advised, the proper remedy lay 
not in defiance but through the channels of informed public 

2 3"Report of Committee A," AAUP Bulletin, 36 (Spring 
1950), 39; NEA, Proceedings (195177 158-59, 220; (1954), 
127-28. 
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. . 24 opinion. 

NEA leaders left little doubt about their attitude to
ward non-cooperation; it simply was not considered. Execu
tive Secretary William Carr told the Executive Committee and 
State NEA Directors, "I believe the officers will agree with 
me that prompt and full cooperation with the Cox Committee 
is essential." The Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom 
expected NEA members called before Congressional Committees 
to sign notarized statements that they were not Communists 
and would give full information to the investigating commit
tee. Otherwise, asserted the Committee, the NEA and state 
educational associations would withhold legal aid. In gen
eral the Committee took the position that such investigations, 
"though distasteful and unfortunate as currently conducted 
by certain committees, will run their courses and therefore, 

are perhaps to be preferred rather than other courses which 
25 

might be more harmful in the end." 
Sometimes the question of whether to cooperate with 

legislative investigations caused dissension among educators. 
The ACE split sharply over whether to welcome or deplore the 
19 5 3 round of Congressional investigations. A minority 
urged resistance, but even when the investigations confirmed 

2 4ACE Problems and Policies Committee, "A Discussion," 
May 13-14, 1953; Whitney Griswold, "The Present Danger," 
Atlantic Monthly, 191 (June 1953), 46. 

"William Carr memo to the Executive Committee, undated 
(1953), William Carr File, NEA Archives; "Minutes of the NEA 
Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom," April 17-18, 195 3. 
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some of their worst fears, ACE leaders remained reluctant to 
condemn the investigative process. An ACE panel studying al
ternatives to legislative investigations pointed out that 
above all the ACE must avoid the impression that it opposed 
efforts to detect subversive elements in the schools: "The 
concern for alternatives to Congressional investigations is 
prompted by the desire to do everything possible to rid our 
institutions of subversive influence...." The panel dismissed 
the idea that one alternative to Congressional investigations 
was no investigation at all. The feeling seemed to be that 
the Cold War atmosphere demanded some kind of authority for 
protecting orthodoxy, some demonstration to the public and 
lawmakers that the schools and colleges were indeed vigilant. 
The panel thus concluded that self-discipline had to have 
all of the trappings of legislative investigations—especially 
subpoena power and the ability to punish for contempt. To 
overcome the difficulty in transferring such powers to educa
tional institutions, the ACE recommended that the AAUP, the 
AAU, the NEA, and the Association of American Colleges join 
it "in a study leading to the establishment of a central edu
cational investigation service, with personnel trained for 
objective investigation of violations of the Smith Act." 
That the ACE, one of the most influential of educational or
ganizations , could advocate the creation of a central educa
tional intelligence agency shows how serious it considered 
the dilemma posed by Congressional investigations. Fortu-



nately the wave of state and Congressional investigations 
of education passed shortly after the proposal was made, and 
it never made it beyond the blueprint stage. 2 6 

Some educators and educational institutions were not so 
fortunate, for the idea of self-investigation caught on with 
a few colleges and public school systems. In their anxiety 
to avoid suspicion and forestall legislative investigations 
these schools adopted tactics which HUAC and the Tenney Com
mittee would have heartily endorsed. New York City public 
school administrators compiled, with the aid of a private in
vestigator and professional informants, dossiers on teachers 
against whom any allegations of disloyalty had been made, 
no matter what the source. In California, trained, paid in
vestigators filed regular security reports with both the 
legislature and school officials. The Senate Internal Se
curity Subcommittee--the Jenner Committee--held the Califor
nia program up as one which other states might do well to 

9 7 

emulate.* 
In December 1950, University of Colorado Professor David 

Hawkins admitted in testimony before HUAC that he had been 
a member of the Communist Party from 19 38-194 3. University 
Regents, with the editorial prodding of the Denver Post, de-

2 6New York Times , February 1, 1953 , 15 ; "Preliminary 
Report of the 36th Annual Meeting of the American Council on 
Education, October 8-9, in Washington, D.C," Higher Educa
tion and National Affairs , II (October 26 , 1953)7 8-9 . 

21 Robert W. Iverson, The Communists and the Schools (New 
York: Harcourt, Brace £ Co. , 1959), 337 ; New York Times, July 
27, 1953, 14. 
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cided to outflank a proposed state investigation of subver
sive elements among the faculty. They ordered a confiden
tial probe and authorized University President Robert L. 
Stearns to hire two local attorneys with FBI experience. The 
investigators turned their dossiers and report over to Pres
ident Stearns who shared the contents only with Governor 
Thornton and selected legislative leaders. Fifteen faculty 
members were investigated; eight departed as a result. As 
a tactic to forestall a full-blown legislative investigation, 
the University's self-investigation worked, but few in the 
educational community considered the Colorado tactic more 
than an expedient compromise; the ACLU concluded that both 
administration and faculty had acquiesced in a bald violation 

2 8 
of academic freedom. 

Although there were exceptions, most legislative inves
tigating committees approached witnesses in an antagonistic, 
heavy-handed fashion. Not surprisingly many witnesses refused 
to cooperate or else answered only the most basic questions. 
These witnesses justified their refusal on a number of con
stitutional grounds, but the Fifth Amendment was the most 
frequently used. Investigating committees took the pleading 
of the Fifth as a virtual admission of guilt, and many teachers 
faced the Fifth Amendment blues when college administrators 
and the public made the same assumption. 

2^Richard M. Maclver, Academic Freedom in Our Time (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1955) , 290-304; ACLU, Civil 
Liberties, 110 (March , 19 5 3). 
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The Senate Internal Security Subcommittee, or the Jenner 

Committee, compiled a blacklist of educators who invoked the 
Fifth and saw to it that the list had a wide circulation. 
Columbia University prohibited speaking appearances by any
one convicted of contempt of HUAC. Teachers and professors 
who refused to cooperate with HUAC or other investigative 
committees courted dismissal as numerous college administra
tors adopted the position of the Jenner Committee: nThe Sub
committee submits that a professor or a teacher's refusal to 
answer before a proper tribunal under oath whether he is a 
member of the Communist Party...is violative of the trust 
and fiduciary relationship imposed upon him by virtue of his 
office and should be made grounds for dismissal." Some schools 
and colleges and indeed entire state educational systems made 
suspension or dismissal automatic when teachers invoked the 
Fifth Amendment. California's Dilworth and Luckel Acts made 
dismissal mandatory when teachers refused to cooperate with 
legislative inquiries. The Ohio State University oath of 
allegiance required signers to swear to answer the questions 
of legislative committees. At the University of Buffalo fail
ure to testify exposed the offender to automatic suspension 

2 9 

until a hearing could be held. 

2 9 
I vers on, Communists and the Schools, 343; ACLU, Our 

Uncertain Liberties, 194 7^"4FTNew York: ACLU, 1948), 48; 
U.S., Senate, Judiciary Committee, Subversive Influences in 
the Educational Process , 83d Cong., 1st Sess. , 195 3 , 9 ; New 
York Times, September 10, 1953, 15; December 31, 1953, 4; 
ACLU, Report, 1953-54 (New York: ACLU ? 1954), 40-41; ACE 
Problems and Policies Committee, "A Discussion," May 13-14, 19 53. 
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3 0NEA, Proceedings (1953), 159; (1954), 127; "Minutes 
of the Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom," April 17-
18, 1953; "The Present Danger," Atlantic Monthly, 191 (June 
1953), 46; "It Also Happened at Harvard: Basic Documents 
Concerning the Cases of Three Faculty Members Who Refused to 
Answer Questions Asked by Congressional Investigating Commit
tees," Educational Record, 34 (October 1953), 359-70. 

NEA policy strongly discouraged the use of the Fifth 
Amendment by public school teachers. NEA spokesman Paul 
Wamsley noted with pride that nary a single member of the 
NEA had "hidden behind the Fifth Amendment." The Committee 
on Tenure and Academic Freedom condemned the use of the Fifth 
by educators except in the most unusual circumstances. The 
AAU took the position that "Invocation of the 5th Amendment 
places upon the teacher a heavy burden of proof of his fit
ness to hold a teaching position." The AAU contended that 
the duty of university teachers to the academic community 
necessitated complete openness and candor in such matters. 
The Harvard Corporation advanced a similar argument: 

We deplore the use of the Fifth Amendment by a 
member of our Faculty....(Its use) is... entirely 
inconsistent with the candor to be expected of one 
devoted to the pursuit of truth.... Its use creates 
an inference of guilt as a matter of common sense; 
hence the use of the Fifth... constitutes misconduct, 
although not necessarily grave misconduct....30 

Numerous teachers at all levels of education came to 
grief over this interpretation of the taking of the Fifth 
Amendment. Between September 1952 and July 1953, 74 of 146 
witnesses called before HUAC's probe of education declined 
to answer questions. Only 12 of the 74 escaped retribution 



of some kind; 30 were dismissed outright; dismissal pro
ceedings were initiated against 2 others; 8 resigned; 10 
were suspended; and 12 cases were in the process of being 
investigated. The Chief Counsel for the California Senate 
Un-American Activities Committee asserted that in 19 5 3 more 
than 100 California teachers and professors had lost their 
jobs because of their alleged communist activities. That 
figure included a number who refused to answer investigating 
committees. A California school principal who offered to 
hire one of the teachers dismissed for refusing to answer 
HUAC questions found himself suddenly out of a job.^l 

One of the clearest cases of the impact of Congressional 
investigations and the Fifth Amendment upon university hiring 
and firing policies took place at Rutgers University. In 
19 52 Rutgers professors Simon Heimlich and Moses Finley in
voked the Fifth Amendment before the Jenner Committee. A 
faculty-trustee-alumni committee reported to President Lewis 
Webster Jones that the refusal of Heimlich and Finley to 
testify raised real questions about their fitness as faculty 
members. Rutgers trustees decided that there really were no 
questions; they overruled faculty hesitancy and dismissed 
the two. President Jones defended the dismissals in a pub
lic statement which struck right to the heart of the impact 

3 1New York Times. July 22, 1953, 13; December 31, 1953, 
4 ; MarcE~2Ü7T95 3 , 10 . 
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of the Cold War on education: 

The peculiar importance and newness of this 
issue arises out of the nature of communism and 
the world conflict between our country, embodying 
the western tradition of freedom, and the bloc of 
countries under Russian domination. The universities 
must carefully consider their responsibilities as 
key institutions in the defense of the free world. 

Jones argued that the universities were entrusted with a civic 
responsibility which made it impossible for them to withdraw 
or assume a neutral attitude on the "central moral issues 
of our times." The public interest in the universities had 
to be openly and squarely met; members of university commun
ities thus had an obligation to make public their personal 
convictions on matters of deep public concern; particularly 
whether they were or had been members of the Communist Party. 
As American Historical Association President Conyers Read 
phrased it in speaking of his discipline and the Cold War: 
"I am inclined to think that the first prerequisite for a 

32 
historian is a sound social philosophy." 

The Darling case at Ohio State University also revealed 
some of the hazards of taking the Fifth Amendment. In March 

3 2"Report of the Special Faculty Committee of Review 
Concerning Simon W, Heimlich and Moses I. Finley," ACE Prob
lems and Policies Committee File, ACE Archives; "It Did 
Happen at Rutgers; Basic Documents Concerning the Case of 
Two Professors Who Refused to Answer Questions Asked by the 
Internal Security Subcommittee of the U.S. Senate," Educa
tional Record, 34 (April 1953), 154-79; Congressional Re
cord, 83d Cong., 1st Sess., 1953, XCIX, Part 9, A545-47; 
Conyers Read, "The Social Responsibilities of the Histori
an," American Historical Review, 55 (January 1950), 285. 
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19 5 3 Professor Bryan Darling refused to answer HUAC questions. 
The University suspended him immediately and scheduled a 
hearing the following month. The hearing produced no evi
dence that Darling was either a member of the Communist Party 
or a poor teacher. Darling explained at the hearing his 
reasons for refusing to cooperate with HUAC. Nonetheless 
President Howard Bevis recommended dismissal. Bevis admitted 
that Darling's professional qualifications were beyond re
proach and that no evidence pointed to Darling's membership 
in any subversive organization. Instead Bevis based his 
decision on what he called "a lack of candor and moral inte
grity in matters vital to his (Darling's) professional sta
tus"—Darling's refusal to answer HUAC questions which put 

3 3 
the University in a bad light. 

The same destiny awaited professors Ralph Spitzer and 
Horace Davis of the University of Kansas City after they took 
the Fifth before the Jenner Committee in June 195 3. Spitzer 
was no newcomer to such incidents; he-had been dismissed from 
Oregon State College in 1949 after having been an active 
Wallace partisan in the 1948 election. With this episode in 
his background, Spitzer's refusal to answer questions about 
possible communist associations cast him under immediate sus
picion. The University Board of Trustees granted him an in-

3^ffCongressional Investigations and Classroom Freedom 
of English Teachers," April 25, 195 3, Unpublished AAUP 
Report, KU AAUP Records. 
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^"Report to the Kansas University AAUP re Davis and 
Spitzer Cases at K.C.U.," February 16, 1954; "Statement 
Regarding the Case of Dr. Horace B. Davis," undated, KU 
AAUP Records. 

formal hearing, but he still refused to answer any questions 
about his associations with communism. Nor would he give 
the local chapter of the AAUP any more information when it 
made an informal request for background information. Davis 
also rebuffed the Board of Trustees when it asked "the 64 
dollar question." A lengthy formal hearing ensued, the up
shot of which was the dismissal of both. Spitzer and Davis, 
even though at least in the Davis case the hearings did not 
substantiate any charges of Communist Party membership. As 
in the Rutgers cases, University officials thought a public 
explanation necessary, so they issued a statement on the 
Davis case because he was the only one of the two who was 
tenured. The primary justification for the dismissals was 
a variation on Jones's thesis that university faculty members 
had a Cold War obligation to make their political views pub
lic: 

Members of academic institutions have a 
responsibility to protect academic freedom— 
those who honestly pursue the truth must be willing 
to state their positions on matters of concern to the 
society of which the academic community is part.... 
In matters of basic social importance, all members of 
an academic community must stand up and be counted.... 
No member of this institution may refuse to state his 
position on a matter of such fundamental importance 
not only to this academic body but to all of American 
society. 34 
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Here and in Jones's statement on the Rutgers situation 

is a clear avowal of the social responsibility of higher 
education several years before the ferment of the 1960s led 
to the "discovery11 of that responsibility. Here also is a 
clear indication that American higher education has not al
ways assumed a neutral attitude on important political and 
social issues. Neither President Jones nor his counterparts 
at the University of Kansas City believed that faculty mem
bers had an obligation to be neutral on such issues, parti
cularly if such neutrality damaged public confidence in 
American education. They in fact demanded partisanship, but 
only partisanship in the proper cause. They in effect demanded 
a public airing of political views as the test for teaching 
fitness. 

The obligation of scholars and educators to speak out 
on public issues was exercised selectively during the Cold 
War. At the 1948 meeting of the American Historical Associ
ation, a delegate offered a resolution putting the AHA on 
record in favor of peace and the prevention of an atomic 
World War III. Frank M. Anderson, the AHA's senior member, 
"rose to point out the unwisdom of diverting the Association 
as a body to matters not implicit in its charter." The mo
tion failed by a wide margin. In October 1952 Professor 
Lou Tandy of Kansas State Teacher's College signed a petition 
urging clemency toward recently convicted Communist Party 
officials. The wire services funneled the story of the peti-
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oo"Minutes Qf the Business Meeting of the American His
torical Association, Washington, D.C., December 29, 1948,". 
American Historical Review, 54 (April 1949), 767; "Report 
on Conference at KSTC, Emporia, in re Dr. W. Lou Tandy, on 
February 14 , 19 5 3 ," KU AAUP Records" 

tion to their Kansas outlets with emphasis on Tandy's signa
ture since he was the only Kansan who had signed. His 
colleagues on the faculty condemned Tandy's action "in the 
light of public repercussions" and referred the matter to 
the administration. President Jacobs relieved Tandy^of his 
duties, an action supported by the KSTC faculty and AAUP. 
In the Tandy case and many others , "protecting the good name 
of the employing society" became a paramount concern of 
educators and their institutions during the Cold War. Even 
if this meant sacrificing some of the normal safeguards of 
academic freedom, it seemed a small enough price to insure 
remaining on the right side in the Cold War, domestic branch. 



Chapter Seven 

The Poisoned Fountain of Knowledge: 
Cold War Damage to Educational Liberties and Academic Freedom 

That was the Year of the Oath. In that year we 
went to oath meetings, and talked oath, and thought 
oath. We woke up, and there was the oath with us in 
the delusive bright cheeriness of the morning. fOath f 

read the headline in the morning newspaper, and it put 
a bitter taste into the coffee. We discussed the oath 
during lunch at the Faculty Club. And what else was 
there for subject matter at the dinner table? Then we 
went to bed, and the oath hovered over us in the 
darkness.... It was the month-after-month strain 
that wore us down, and the sense that we were always 
on the defensive....^-
Educators confronted a bewildering variety of challenges 

to academic freedom during the Cold War years. Some challen
ges affected all education; others sought out only certain 
levels. Dallas Superintendent of Schools Warren T. White 
described these differences at a symposium of the Problems 
and Policies Committee of the American Council on Education 
(ACE). Philosophically, White said, the problems of the pub
lic schools and higher education were identical; yet their 
specific applications and the processes for coping with them 
differed widely. White defined the difference in terms of 
a concern with personnel on the one hand (in the colleges 
and universities) and a concern with instructional materials 
on the other (the public schools). From the point of view 

1George R. Stewart, The Year of the Oath. The Fight 
for Academic Freedom at the University of California (New 
York: Doubleday & Co. , 13TTÜ") , 9-11. 



of a spokesman for the public schools, White said, academic 
freedom lost its "glamour" when it became a daily struggle 
to defend long-used courses and textbooks which had abruptly 
become suspect for one reason or another. As far as the pub
lic schools in Dallas were concerned, concluded White, member
ship in the Communist Party would be "plenty" of reason to 
dismiss a teacher; he could not imagine such a dismissal 
creating any controversy.^ 

Loyalty oaths provided one point at which the public 
schools and the colleges found themselves waging a common 
struggle. During the immediate post-World War II years state 
after state either enacted loyalty oath legislation for 
teachers or dusted off statutes which had not been used for 
years. Two NEA surveys taken only four years apart (19 45 
and 1949) revealed a definite trend toward new, more compre
hensive loyalty oaths for teachers during that interval. The 
194 5 survey noted with some relief that just half of the 
states required loyalty oaths for teachers and that with few 
exceptions those oaths were innocuous enough. In 1949 the 
situation had changed dramatically. All but four states now 
had loyalty oaths or some other form of restrictive legisla
tion which applied specifically to teachers. The recent 

2 
American Council on Education Problems and Policies 

Committee, "A Discussion of Issues in Academic Freedom," 
May 13-14, 195 3, Problems and Policies Committee File, ACE 
Archives, Washington, D.C. 
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spate of loyalty oath bills seemed more ojninous than their 
earlier counterparts. During the late winter and early spring 
of 1949, state legislatures considered at least eight bills 
authorizing the dismissal of teachers for membership in sub
versive organizations or any other display of disloyalty. 
If state action was not a serious enough problem, municipal 
and county authorities often added their own refinements. 
The Chelsea, Massachusetts, school board required an oath 
stating, "I am not a communist and I am free of any communist 
ideas." Teachers in Phoenix, Arizona, had to contend with, 
in addition to the regular state loyalty oath, a special oath 
drawn up by the executive committee of the local classroom 
teacher's association. Several Phoenix teachers complained 
of pressures from their peers, principals, and superintendents 

3 

to sign--all but two caved in. 
By 19 50 the American Association of University Professors 

considered loyalty oaths one of the most prevalent of all vio
lations of academic freedom. The oath fever struck all re
gions, all levels of education, and often anyone even remote
ly connected with education. The Pennsylvania Pechan Act of 
19 51 required certification of the loyalty of all state em
ployees and specifically singled out teachers. Pennsylvania 

3Walter Gellhorn (ed.), The States and Subversion (Ithaca, 
New York: Cornell University Press, 1952) , 410 ; NEA, Committee 
on Tenure and Academic Freedom, Teacher's Oaths—Statutory 
Requirements and Oath Forms (Washington: NEA, 1945) , 3-14; 
Teacher's Oaths and Related State Requirements (Washington: 
NEA, 1949), 3-13; "Minutes of the Committee on Tenure and 



276 
State College, however, used the act to discharge non-faculty 
employee W.S. McRae after the college loyalty board would not 
clear him when he refused to take the oath or answer a loy
alty questionnaire. New Jersey school authorities dismissed 
a non-Communist, pacifist teacher who refused to take an oath. 
The same fate awaited seven members of the Oklahoma A £ M 
faculty after that state adopted a loyalty oath for all 
teachers. The oath movement snared as victims anyone who had 
even a remote connection to education. The Harrison, New York, 
Board of Education refined its regular oath for teachers by 
requiring oaths for all school employees, speakers at school 
functions, and officers of organizations using school facili
ties. The Texas oath, which required signers to swear that 
they did not or had not belonged for the last five years to 
any organization on the U.S. Attorney General's list of sub
versive organizations, applied to students as well as all 
employees of state-supported colleges and universities. The 
oath had to be filed yearly, as Texas legislators apparently 
had little faith in the volatile nature of loyalty. All 
authors and publishers of public school textbooks had to sub
mit loyalty affidavits with their work. 4 

Academic Freedom," April 14-16, 1949, February 17-18, 19 51, 
NEA Archives, Washington, D.C. 

4American Civil Liberties Union, Report, 1951-5 3 (New 
YorkrACLU, 1953), 52-53 , 60 ; ACLU, Civil Liberties ~ 1 0 9 
(February 1953); New York Times, August 19 , 1949 , 7. 
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The most notorious controversy over loyalty oaths erupted 

at the University of California after the California Board 
of Regents imposed, in addition to the standard constitution
al oath of loyalty to state and nation, a special oath of 
anticommunism. On March 25, 1949, the Regents proposed that 
all faculty members take the two-part oath. The standard 
oath to uphold the Constitutions of the United States and 
California did not raise many eyebrows , but the second half 
of the oath caused problems. It asserted that the signer 
was not a Communist and was not "associated or connected 
with ideas or enterprises that could render his loyalty doubt
ful.11 The Academic Senate, Northern Section, raised an imme
diate storm of protest and remained adamantly opposed to the 
second part of the oath through the end of the calendar year. 
By January 1950 , the faculty and the Regents had reached an 
impasse. The faculty agreed to sign the Constitutional oath 
and to make every effort to prevent unfit persons (most agreed 
that Communists were unfit) from joining the faculty but re
fused to have anything to do with the second half of the oath ., 
The Regents refused to back down on the second half of the 
oath, issued an ultimatum setting April 30 as the deadline 
for signing, and threatened dismissal for those not meeting 
the deadline. After protracted debate and extensions of the 
deadline, the Regents agreed to drop the offensive oath re
quirement on the condition that faculty members sign a spe
cial letter declaring, "I am not a member of the Communist 
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Party or any other organization which advocates the overthrow 
of the Government by force or violence, and that I have no 
commitments in conflict with my responsibilities with respect 
to impartial scholarship and free pursuit of the truth.11 

This satisfied most of the faculty, but twenty-six declined 
to sign. After a faculty Committee on Privilege and Tenure 
found none of the twenty-six to be a Communist, it recommended 
all for reappointment despite their refusal to sign. Presi
dent Sproul endorsed this recommendation, but the Regents 
revoked the appointments of the twenty-six non-signers any
way. Although they admitted that no charges of adhering to 
communism could be sustained against any of the twenty-six, 
the Regents justified their action as "a matter of discipline." 
The case then went to the courts, where it eventually resulted 
in an order for the reinstatement of the non-signers.^ 

The impact of the California loyalty oath controversy 
reached far beyond those involved in litigation. It disrupted 
the entire campus. As one Berkeley professor succinctly put 
it, "The thing that is really messing things up, however, is 
this g.d. loyalty oath." When the Regents leveled their sign 
or resign ultimatum, more than eighty per cent of the faculty 
had already signed. The ultimatum "galvanized the entire 

5"Report on the Controversy at the University of Cali
fornia by the Group for Academic Freedom, Berkeley, Califor
nia," December 1, 1950, Kansas University Chapter of the AAUP 
Records, University of Kansas Archives, Spencer Research 
Library, Lawrence, Kansas -(hereafter KU AAUP Records). 
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University community into action, uniting the faculty, the 
teaching assistants , and the student body more than one might 
have thought possible." This unity did not endure, however, 
for the faculty, while unanimous in repudiating the oath, 
voted nine to one in a secret ballot to accept a policy of 
excluding Communists--if the faculty retained power over the 
excluding process. This action alienated student opinion by 
seeming to turn the dispute into a simple jurisdictional 
struggle. Feelings ran high when the Regents rejected a fac
ulty compromise at a March 31 meeting. Regent John Francis 
Neylan, editor of Hearst's San Francisco Examiner, warned, 
"If the Regents back down now, every Communist in the United 
States will try to get on our faculty." Matters deteriorated 
still further when the Regents proposed to usurp the faculty 
prerogative in the selection of new faculty members. Once 
news of this threat got out, department chairmen complained 
of terrible difficulties in making new appointments. The 
Political Science Department reported that two of six pro
spective new faculty members had turned down job offers when 
they learned of the Regents' proposals and that others were 
growing restive. It seemed almost a certainty that the AAUP 
would place the university on its censured list; Phi Beta 
Kappa threatened not to hold elections at California until 
the oath and the ultimatum were withdrawn; the Modern Lan
guage Association cautioned members not to accept positions 
in the state university system until tenure conditions had 



280 

°Rhoten Smith to Leland Pritchard, April 7, 1950, KU AAUP 
Records; New York Times, September 19, 1950, 1; December 30, 
1950 , 16 ; March 11, 1951, 71; Max Radin, "The Loyalty Oath 
at the University of California," AAUP Bulletin, 36 (Summer 
1950). 237-48. 

'Kansas City Star, March 25, 1949; Lawrence (Kansas) 

improved. A faculty committee on academic freedom concluded 
that the dispute cost the university the services of at 
least 110 scholars, including "some of the most illustrious 
minds of our generation." The university dropped 48 courses 
during the dispute for want of qualified instructors. Doubt 
and uncertainty penetrated the entire university community. 
Wrote one faculty member to a Kansas friend: 

Barb and I feel like we are sitting on a powder keg. 
You can see why we are wishing we had not been so 
hasty in starting on this house.... We may keep it 
and live there a year somehow (I can always sell 
shoes or something) , then next year I can apply for 
a job somewhere else. This will mean the loss of a 
whole school year, but I can hardly see the percentage 
in going on at a school which will be coming apart at 
the seams and being rendered orthodox by fiat. 
Even where loyalty oaths did not lead directly to dis

missals or resignations, they still created severe stresses 
for educators and their institutions. The Kansas legisla
ture took up the matter of loyalty oaths in 1949 after a 
state legislator complained that his sons had been subjected 
to communist influences at the University of Kansas. In March 
the legislature pushed through an oath law with but a single 
dissenting vote. Worried university officials denied the 
need for such a measure and went to great lengths to deny 

7 
the presence of communists on the faculty. 
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University faculty members were most obviously dis

tressed, especially those who felt that their colleagues had 
accepted the oath all too readily. John Richard Malone ex
pressed disappointment with both the oath law and the "more 
than half our faculty" who seemed undisturbed by the impli
cations of the oath. Malone admitted that he was keeping his 
eyes open for another position. The University of Kansas 
chapter of the AAUP clearly anticipated problems as the re
sult of the oath. The chapter created a special committee 
to help colleagues beset by oath-related difficulties. The 
chapter president assured Chancellor Deane Malott that the 
committee had been selected "with a view to the delicacy and 
difficulty of the problem with which they may be confronted." 

The negativism inherent in the loyalty oath campaign 
characterized much of education's Cold War effort. Neverthe
less, many educators thought that the loyalty oath movement 
was taking this negativism a step too far. The ACE, for in
stance, expressed alarm at a proposal for extensive FBI in
vestigations of all National Science Foundation employees 
and scholarship candidates and was instrumental in a lobbying 
effort to modify such security precautions. The Educational 

Journal World, March 25, 1949; KU AAUP Records, "Anger at 
Loyalty Bill," Clipping. 

8John Richard Malone to Richard Bock, March 24, 1949, 
KU AAUP Records; Leland Pritchard to Deane Malott, May 26, 
1949, Malott Papers, General Correspondence—A, University 
of Kansas Archives. 
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Policies Commission (EPC) thought the loyalty oath question 
serious enough to require a special meeting in October 1949. 
Out of this session emerged a statement warning that special 
state loyalty oaths for teachers damaged educational autonomy 
and freedom. The EPC hedged, though, by reaffirming the 
strong anticommunism of its June report American Education 
and International Tensions. University of Chicago Chancellor 
Robert Hutchins took a more aggressive stance against oaths, 
branding the movement as more antiliberal than anticommunist 
and taking other educators to task for their dereliction in 
not fighting the current wave of hysteria.9 

A more cautious attitude prevailed among other educators 
who no doubt recognized the strength of public sentiment for 
the oath movement. The Association of American Universities 
settled upon a strategy of ignoring loyalty oaths unless the 
president of a member institution requested AAU intervention. 
Thus the AAU took no action on the University of California 
controversy even though some twenty professional societies 
passed resolutions of censure. Secretary-General Ralph Him-
stead of the AAUP advised local AAUP chapters to remain calm 
and quiet in the face of what he called ,fthe present mild 
wave of anti-Communist suspicion." Himstead told chapter 

9"Report on the Problems and Policies Committee," Educa
tional Record, 31 (July 1950), 212-13; NEA, Proceedings of 
the Eighty-eTghth Annual Meeting (Washington: NEA, 1950),"T20; 
New York Times, October 9, 1949, 1, 33; "Hutchins Brands 
Loyalty Oaths," Kansas Teacher, 57 (September 1949), 13. 
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officers that their best course of action lay in referring 
oath-related grievances to national headquarters ; stirring 
up local passions would only create more problems. 1 0 

Some educators who objected to loyalty oaths for teachers 
did so less out of opposition to the principle of loyalty 
oaths than out of embarrassment at being singled out as a mem
ber of a profession requiring special attention. The Nation
al Commission for the Defense of Democracy through Educa
tion (NCDDE) deplored "the constantly increasing legislation 
appearing in various states which impugns the integrity of 
the teaching profession by requiring teachers to take oaths 
other than those required by all officeholders." The NEA 
Department of Higher Education protested on similar grounds, 
condemning "legislative actions which restrict freedom of 
learning and freedom of lawful association and by implication 
make the American teacher suspect by virtue of his calling." 1 1 

Educators were more alert to another common violation 
of academic freedom—the attempted censorship of textbooks 
and other instructional materials. Most public school edu
cators would probably have agreed with Superintendent Warren 
White of the Dallas school- system when he asserted that cen-

10"Minutes of the AAU Annual Meeting, University of 
Rochester, Rochester, New York," October 26-27, 1950, Malott 
General Correspondence—Association of American Universities; 
"KU AAUP Executive Committee Minutes," April 27, 1949, May 10, 
1949, KU AAUP Records. 

1]-New York Times , May 29 , 1949 , E-9. 
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sorship was the greatest problem facing the public schools. 
Voices of alarm proliferated during the early Fifties. Hough
ton-Mifflin Publishing Company Executive William E. Spaulding 
indicated that in his experience public concern about subver
sive textbooks was a widespread phenomenon. Typical, said 
Spaulding, was the question of a friend, an executive in one 
of New England's largest industries: "Bill, when are you text
book publishers going to get the communism out of your books?" 
Spaulding warned educators that such concern went beyond the 
activities of extremist organizations such as the National 
Council on American Education: "for lack of understanding, 
large segments of the American public have accepted their 
program (antieducation forces) in the name of patriotism and 
as one means of defense against the menace of communism." 
Former Librarian of Congress Luther Evans called attacks on 
librarians a problem of crisis proportions. The American 
Library Association's Committee on Intellectual Freedom echoed 
Evans' concern. The ALA committee contended that the problem 
was actually worse for school and college libraries than for 
the more celebrated State Department Overseas Libraries which 
were then under attack from Senator McCarthy. In 1951, forty-
one per cent of the advisory members of the NEA Committee on 
Tenure and Academic Freedom reported that one or more pressure 
groups had tried recently to influence textbook selection in 
their schools. ̂  

1 2Tbld., October 21, 1951, 51; May 25 , 1952 , 51 ; NEA, 
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An instance of actual book-burning in Sapulpa, Oklahoma, 

represented an extreme manifestation of the trend, but a. 
growing body of self-appointed censorship groups made its pre
sence felt, often in spite of the existence of legally consti
tuted bodies for the screening of school texts. Prominent 
educational leaders including U.S. Commissioner of the Office 
of Education Earl McGrath, President Virgil Rogers of the 
American Association of School Administrators, Hubert Arm
strong of the Public Education Association, and Richard Kennan 
of the NCDDE all voiced concern over mushrooming attempts at 
censorship in their jurisdictions. Different NEA committees 
worked to combat the rising tide of "book burners, purgers, 
and...would-be censors." x 

Such censorship was all the more effective because it 
was the work of a creature with a thousand heads. Although 
national figures such as Allen Zoll and Lucile Cardin Crain 
pushed censorship, and although national organizations such 
as the National Association of Manufacturers and the American 
Legion contributed to the drive, it was local pressure which 
often proved most deadly. Indeed some nationally based cam
paigns for censorship stumbled badly. Such was the fate of 

NCDDE, First Conference on Public Education in a Dangerous 
Era (Washington: NEA, 19T3") , 13; NEA, Committee on Tenure 
and Academic Freedom, The Freedom of the Public School Teacher 
(Washington: NEA, 19 5l77~14. 

13New York Times, May 25 , 1952 , 1; NEA, Proceedings 
(1953) , 158. 
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a House Un-American Activities Committee (HUAC) search for 
subversive textbooks in 1949, 

The HUAC probe began quietly enough when the Sons of 
the American Revolution requested an investigation into the 
charge that many school texts were slanted toward socialism 
and communism. After considering the SAR petition, the Com
mittee came to no formal decision on whether or not to conduct 
an investigation, but the investigating staff took it upon 
itself, using Chairman John S. Wood's (D-Ga.) name, to pro
ceed. Chairman Wood later admitted that the committee had 
not approved of an investigation but added, "It never occurred 
to me that anyone would object." The staff sent a letter 
under Wood's name to various colleges, universities, and 
school districts: 

"The Committee on Un-American Activities is 
desirous of obtaining lists of textbooks, with 
names of authors, in use in our educational in
stitutions throughout the country in the fields 
of American literature, geography, economics, 
government, philosophy, history, political science, 
and others of the social science group." 

The letter offered no explanation of what would be done with 
the lists. 1 4 

Educators met HUAC's request with a mixed response. 
Most public school systems cooperated fully. Richard Kennan 
of the NCDDE worried primarily about unfavorable publicity 

1 4"Bitter at Probe," June 19, 1949, Clipping, KU AAUP 
Records; Congressional Record, 81st Cong., 1st Sess., 1949, 
XCV, Part 14, A3916-17, A3933, A4062; John S. Wood to Deane 
Malott, June 9, 1949, KU AAUP Records. 
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if public school educators resisted too firmly. Institutions 
of higher education displayed more reticence, although some — 
the University of Washington, Bryn Mawr College, and the Uni
versity of Alabama—complied without protest. The ACE ad
vised member institutions to withhold compliance until its 
legal counsel had investigated the matter thoroughly. Pres
ident George Zook of the ACE publicly blasted the HUAC request, 
saying it raised "grave issues" of academic freedom. Zook 
also corresponded with Chairman Wood to try to find a grace
ful way out for both sides. This exchange convinced Zook 
that HUAC would not use its broad subpoena powers to force 
the issue, that HUAC had no concrete plans for using the lists, 
and that Wood was somewhat shaken by the furor over what he 
considered a routine request for information. Zook was con
vinced that the committee regretted that the project had ever 

15 
gotten off the ground. 

The request generated heated criticism from both educa
tors and politicians. Many institutions complied, but only 
grudgingly. President J.L. Morrill of the University of 
Minnesota publicly denounced the "gravely unfortunate" course 
HUAC had chosen and warned that it might cause irreparable 
damage to education. Morrill agreed to meet the request, how
ever, because the information was readily available and be-

-^George Zook to Deane Malott, June 10, June 14, June 21, 
1949, Malott General Correspondence--HUAC; Richard B. Kennan 
to Malott, June 17, 1949; New York Times, June 13, 1949, 11. 
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cause the request had been made by a duly appointed committee 
of Congress. New York University, Oregon, and Wisconsin 
joined Minnesota in grudging compliance; Kansas, Dartmouth, 
Cornell, Lawrence College, Harvard, Kentucky, and Princeton 
chose not to comply at all. Some sugar-coated their refusals. 
President Lewis W. Jones of the University of Arkansas replied 
that he would gladly comply upon receiving Wood's assurance 
that HUAC did not intend to threaten or censor anyone with 
the lists. Malott of Kansas wrote, "Your letter asking for 
lists of textbooks... involves an almost impossible and cer
tainly meaningless task.... Even if it were possible to pro
vide such a list, it would not be desirable." Others refused 
more bluntly. Chancellor E.E. Day of Cornell replied crusti
ly that if HUAC members wanted to know what was being taught 
at Cornell they could come to Ithaca and matriculate. Har
vard President James Conant ignored the request completely. 
Others waffled. Columbia officials drew up a tough reply 
which charged HUAC with complete ignorance about the nature 
of the university process. The actual reply, however, was 
much milder, explaining the difficulty of keeping records on 
such a matter, sending several announcements of course offer
ings, and concluding, "We hope these lists will assist your 
committee in visualizing the contemporaneous treatment of the 
social sciences in a university."1** 

1 6J.L. Morrill to Malott, June 10, 1949; George Zook 
to Malott, June 21, 1949; Malott to John S. Wood, June 13, 
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Wood and other HUAC members seemed stunned by the re

sponse. Wood acknowledged the widespread opposition the 
request had aroused, but declared that it had never been HUAC's 
intention to interfere with academic freedom. In addition to 
flak from educators Wood had to contend with political sniping 
from HUAC Republicans who sought to place the onus for the 
botched up affair with Wood and other HUAC Democrats. Angry 
committee members charged that they had not been informed of 
the inquiry beforehand. One of the angriest was Representa
tive John McSweeney of Ohio. Even though a Democrat, McSwee-
ney waxed indignantly because his alma mater, Wooster College, 
had been subjected to the HUAC request. McSweeney had visited 
Wooster at commencement time and discovered the campus in a 
turmoil over the request. Republican Wayne Hays of Ohio 
warned that he might reverse his long-time support for HUAC 
appropriations if HUAC continued its "Gestapo investigations 
of good Christian schools." 1 7 

The HUAC probe died an ignominious death. This failure 
did not, however, discredit the notion that close tabs needed 
to be kept on school textbooks in order to check subversive 

1949; Wood to Malott, June 17, 1949; Malott General Corres-
pondence--HUAC; New York Times, June 25, 1949, 2; Bernard 
DeVoto, "The Colleges, the Government, and Freedom," Harper j s 
Magazine, 1192 (September 1949), 458-75; Dwight D. Eisenhower 
to John S. Wood, June 20, 1949, Box 117, Dwight D. Eisenhower 
Personal Files, Eisenhower Library, Abilene, Kansas. 

1 7"Bitter at Probe," June 19, June 21, 1949, Clippings, 
KU AAUP Records; Congressional Record, 81st Cong., 1st Sess., 
1949, XCV, Part 6, 8065; Part 14, A3916-17, A3933. 
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tendencies. But the impetus for such action switched to 
local groups, as HUAC and other Congressional committees 
steered clear of the textbook tangle in subsequent investi
gations of education. 

National organizations which did successfully prosecute 
the drive for censorship usually did so through their local 
affiliates. The National Small Business Men's Association 
(NSBMA) carried out its attacks on "collectivist" textbooks 
by applying pressure at the local level. NSBMA President De-
Witt Emery encouraged censorship in appearances before local 
businessmen's organizations. In Fargo, North Dakota, for 
example, he called on local businessmen to mobilize against 
the use of the college textbook Economics: Principles and 
Problems. The American Legion approached the problem of 
subversive textbooks in a similar fashion by pushing for 
joint Legion-NEA textbook screening committees at the commun
ity level. The Legion waged a successful campaign to ban a 
series of children's phonograph records made by "subversives" 
by forming local committees to warn school authorities and 

1 ft 

retailers of the danger. 
The Legion had little difficulty in finding willing allies 

for a censorship campaign. When the librarian for the Peoria, 
18Congressional Record, 80th Cong., 1st Sess., 1947, 

XCIII, Part 10, A478; NEA, Proceedings (1952), 236-37, 328-
29; (1953), 304-05; Congressional Record, 81st Cong., 2d 
Sess., 1950, XCVI, Part lg, A5452. 
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Illinois, public schools ordered the U.N. film Ojf Human 
Rights, a coalition of angry citizens , led by local Legion 
officials, denounced the film as subversive. Joining the 
Legion were the Peoria Junior Chamber of Commerce and the 
Peoria Star. Local newspapers figured prominently in other 
campaigns against subversive teaching materials. The Forest 
Republican of Tionesta, Pennsylvania, editorialized, 

"a dangerous proportion of American teaching and 
textbooks is based on the theory that practically 
everything is wrong with the U.S., that the economic 
system called free enterprise exists to exploit the 
people, that the founders of the country, from Wash
ington down, were self-seeking and dubious charac
ters 1 , 1 9 

Despite the rise of self-appointed censors, state legis
latures scarcely abdicated their right to influence and con
trol the textbook selection process. Most states used a 
system similar to California's whereby the state decreed an 
official list of acceptable textbooks and left the specific 
selection up to local school boards. During the Cold War 
some states supplemented this system with legislative watch
dog committees. The caliber of such bodies is illustrated 
by the suggestion of one member of the Illinois Textbook Com
mittee that the only textbooks approved should be those "that 
come out strictly for Americanism rather than those that tend 
to take that somewhat false scholarly attitude that you must 

19Congressional Record, 82d Cong., 2d Sess., 1952 , XCVIII, 
Part 10, A3118-19; 81st Cong., 1st Sess., 1949, XCV, Part 12, 
A2 36 . 
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give full recognition for all concerned." The Nebraska legis
lature operated on similar assumptions when it ordered local 
school boards to appoint Committees on Americanism to inspect 
all textbooks on American history and government. One Nebraska 
orator put it this way: "Borrow a lesson from Hitler and Stalin 
and teach our children Americanism." The Tennessee legisla
ture created a special Joint Committee on the Study of Text
books in 19 5 3 after receiving complaints that subversive 
materials were being used in the schools. The investigation 
failed to substantiate the charge that "communistic and so
cialistic theories of government are being injected into the 
textbooks," but it did criticize the textbook selection pro
cess for favoring "a watered-down brand of Americanism or 
patriotism...." The committee also noted, "There was an ex
pression of concern that authors at times may show more fi
delity to their science, subject matter or profession than 
to the needs of American youth, our system of government and 
way of life." 2 0 

The Texas legislature topped all competition with a 
19 5 3 proposal for the regulation of textbook selection. 
Prompted by complaints from the Minute Women, the legisla-

20"Textbooks for the Teaching of American History, Con
stitution, and Civics," California Schools, XXII (July 1951), 
278; Gellhorn (ed.), States and Subversion, 82-83, 276; 
"Report. Joint Committee on the Study of Textbooks to Seventy-
Eighth (Tennessee) Assembly," 19 53, William G. Carr File, 
NEA Archives. 
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2 1ACE, Problems and Policies Commission, "A Discussion," 
May 13-14, 1953. 

ture's proposals, although eventually defeated, must have 
caused nightmares for many a school librarian. Dallas School 
Superintendent Warren White believed that the proposal had a 
good chance of success—it passed the Texas House of Repre
sentatives : 

It shall be unlawful...to use...(in) any 
public school or any state-supported college or 
university...any book, magazine, publication, 
pamphlet or literature of any kind which: seeks to 
discredit the family as the proper unit in raising 
and training children; (or) holds up to ridicule 
and scorn the American constitutional form of 
government... freedom of religious worship and 
religious instruction...American or Texas 
history or the parts played therein by patriotic 
Americans from Texas.... 2 1 

As often as not, local groups inclined to favor censor
ship needed little or no encouragement from state government. 
Educators themselves sometimes initiated censorship. An El 
Dorado, Kansas, high school teacher instigated an investiga
tion of a correspondence project between her students and 
Japanese students by asking Senator Frank Carlson to see if 
the Japanese correspondence was "strictly communistic mater
ial." A New York school superintendent requested an investi
gation of the authors of pamphlets being used in his schools. 
The investigation disclosed the "shocking" employment of sub
versive authors such as Ernest Melby, whose chief claim to 
that status was his opposition to a ban against allowing 
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communists to teach.22 

One of the inevitable results of Cold War-inspired cen
sorship was a tendency for educators, particularly in the 
public schools, to accept standards of textbook selection im
posed by non-educators. Such standards had one redeeming 
quality in the eyes of harried public school educators—they 
lifted the responsibility from their shoulders. Englewood, 
New Jersey, teachers and administrators breathed a collective 
sigh of relief when the State Board of Education ended a 
three-month dispute by establishing a statewide policy for 
the selection of textbooks and the teaching of controversial 
subjects. Englewood teachers had resisted an earlier effort 
to make them accountable for all materials used in their class
rooms. The Denver, Colorado, school board reacted to a dis
pute over textbook selection by capitulating to new criteria 
for such selection. After dropping fifty-two controversial 
pamphlets, including ACLU Director Roger Baldwin's Human Rights, 
the board decreed that henceforth textbooks had to satisfy 
two requirements: authors had to support the principles of 
American constitutional government and the nature and content 
of the texts had to be consistent with those same principles . 2 3 

Occasionally educators were able to resist the efforts 

2 2 
Congressional Record, 83d Cong., 1st Sess., 1953, XCIX, 

Part 2, 2185-86; 82d Cong., 2d Sess., 1952, XCVIII, Part 8 % A346. 
2 3New York Times , July 25 , 1952 , 15 ; June 25 , 1953 , 17 ; 

ACLU, Report, 1953-54 (New York: ACLU, 1954), 43. 
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of censors. In Scarsdale, New York, in 1949, a self-appointed 
Committee of Ten began a campaign to force the school board 
to establish a definite policy on the teaching of American
ism and the selection of history and social studies textbooks. 
A group of Scarsdale educators and civic leaders led the bat
tle against the Committeefs proposals. The school board 
stiffened and voted to retain all of the books under attack. 
The Committee of Ten did not give up easily, though, and the 
dispute dragged on for three years. Ultimately various citi
zen's groups cleared the schools of all charges of counten-
ancing subversion. n 

What appalled many educators about the Cold War drive 
toward censorship was that it often picked on textbooks which 
had been used for years without any problems, as in the case 
of Frank Magruder's American Government (see chapter three). 
Sometimes the main problem was textbook lag. As late as 1952 , 
the American Textbook Publishers Institute pointed out that 
many public schools were still using textbooks published in 
the mid-Forties or even earlier. Pre-World War II vintage 
books were not at all unusual. Such texts naturally reflected 
a much less hostile attitude toward the Soviet Union as brave 
World War II ally or as the home of an exciting experiment in 
social organization than they would have shown toward the 
Soviet Union as Cold War enemy. 

2 l |New York Times, October 14 , 1949 , 29 ; October 15 , 1949 , 
5; NovemEer~T7 19 49 , 12 ; ACLU, Report, 1951-53 (195 3), 61. 

25"Are Your Textbooks Subversive?" Colorado School Bulle-



296 

tin, X (July 1952), 56-59. 

Textbooks were the main target of would-be censors, but 
other instructional materials and even extra-curricular acti
vities also bore the brunt of Cold War restrictions. Senator 
Joseph McCarthy sponsored legislation prohibiting the use in 
schools or by government agencies of films based upon scripts 
written by persons with communist or communist-front connec
tions. The American Legion post of Fairlawn, New Jersey, 
expelled a nursery school from Legion premises after it was 
revealed that the school used phonograph records made by per
sons on HUAC lists of subversives. The Portland, Oregon, 
school board refused the use of school facilities to any group 
on the Attorney General's list of subversive organizations. 
Regents and overseers at colleges and universities kept close 
tabs on the political status of speakers appearing at their 
institutions. In 1949 the Kansas Board of Regents requested 
of the University of Kansas a list of all university-spon
sored speakers and their topics since 1946. A storm of pro
test went up after Ohio State University invited Harold Rugg, 
Columbia University Teacher's College professor emeritus, to 
speak. Rugg was considered in some circles an educational 
radical, and as a result of the furor over his speech Gover
nor Frank Lausche called upon the University Board of Trustees 
to conduct an investigation. The Board subsequently adopted 
a policy governing the selection of speakers which required 
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complete clearance to be given every prospective speaker by 
University President Howard Bevis. The "gag rule" split the 
campus 3 particularly after Bevis turned down a proposed 
appearance by a pacifist Quaker. In December 1947, Columbia 
formed a Faculty Committee to Study Student Organizations 
after a controversy over the appearance of author Howard Fast 
before the Columbia Chapter of the Progressive Citizens of 
America. Fast was under federal indictment at the time. 
The Faculty Committee later decided that the final decision 
in cases involving questionable speakers should be left up 
to a special committee of the Student Council. 

Certain student clubs were proscribed in some areas. 
Those interested in world government and the United Nations 
often felt the pinch. A Pawtucket, Rhode Island, principal 
suspended the charter of a high school UNESCO study club. 
The Houston Board of Education forbade students to partici
pate in an essay contest sponsored by the American Associa
tion for the United Nations. In April 1949, Columbia placed 
on probation the student Marxist Society and the Progressive 
Students of Columbia for holding unauthorized meetings and en
gaging unauthorized speakers. University of Kansas officials 

26Congressional Record, 82d Cong., 2d Sess., 1952, 
XCVIII, Part 7, 9537-42; ACLU, Security and Freedom--The 
Great Challenge (New York: ACLU, 1951), 27, 33; Raymond 
Nichols to Herbert Brighton, Secretary, Kansas Board of Re
gents, March 4, 1949, Malott Papers, State Correspondence--
Board of Regents; ACLU, Report, 1951-53 (1953), 67; New York 
Times, October 28, 1951, E-9; April 13, 1948, 29. 
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banned the on-campus sale of the student leftist publication 
The Dove because the Dove stand had been set up in an unauthor
ized area. Spokesmen for other student publications, however, 
admitted that they had violated similar regulations with no 

27 
repercussions.c ' 

The communist teacher issue, loyalty oaths, legislative 
investigations, textbook censorship--all of these pressures 
combined to exert a chilling impact upon the exercise of aca
demic freedom. All too frequently, caution in speaking out 
on Cold War issues became the norm. Astute observers of 
educators and their ways noted a decided trend toward play
ing it safe, toward accepting the orthodox without challenge. 
Carl Ackerman, Dean of the Columbia Journalism School, lamented 
that the vast majority of college and university teachers had 
learned that promotion and security depended upon conformity. 
What was even worse, said Ackerman, was that teachers had 
transmitted this attitude to their students. Other observers 
corroborated Ackerman!s impressions. The ACLU reported that 
educators who worked with ACLU chapters "are generally of the 
opinion that such an unhealthy condition Ca reign of fear on 
campus) does exist." According to President Virgil Hancher 
of Iowa State University, the academic credo for 1953 was, 

27Congressional Record, 83d Cong., 1st Sess., 1953 , 
XCIX, Part 9, A859 ; New York Times , April 5, 1949, 22; 
University Daily Kansan, March 23, 19 51, KU Archives. 
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tfdon!t say, don't write, don't do. "2 8 

During the 1950-51 school year, journalist Kaiman Seigel 
surveyed seventy-two colleges and universities in an attempt 
to determine whether fear and apathy really had taken a death 
grip on higher education. Seigel found—after interviews 
with faculty, administrators, and students—substantial evi
dence of a subtle, creeping paralysis on campus. He detected 
not so much a reign of terror as the paradox of an increasing
ly restrictive atmosphere with few overt restrictions. The 
fear of being labeled "pink," the fear of social disapproval, 
the fear of being criticized by groups such as the Regents 
or legislative committees had contributed to a large degree 
of self-censorship. Seigel attributed this atmosphere to a 
"mature awareness of the true nature of communism" which in 
turn led to a widely accepted feeling that the national in
terest required "unswerving allegiance to established concepts." 
As Alan Eurich, president of the State University of New York, 
put it, "In recent months justifiable fear of communism has 
set in motion unjustifiable behavior denying (the validity of 
the principles of academic freedom and free inquiry).... We 
as educators are concerned daily with these attitudes creep
ing onto the college campuses." 2 9 

2 8Gellhorn (ed.), States and Subversion, 377; Congression
al Record, 83d Cong. , 1st Sess. , 1953 , XCIX, Part 3, 3478; 
ACLU, Report, 19 53-54, 39. 

2 9New York Times, May 10, 1951, 1, 28; May 11, 1951, 
29, 48. 
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Seigel reported that this caution permeated every aspect 

of college life. On many campuses, liberal student organi
zations struggled to maintain even a minimal following. 
After 194-6, leftist student organizations such as the Ameri
can Youth for Democracy and the Young Progressives of Ameri
ca lost members until only hard-core communists remained. 
As one professor put it, "You no longer get the Marxist view 
brought up in class." Faculty members in the mid-Fifties 
generally judged students to be much more cautious than they 
had been six or seven years earlier. Forty-six per cent of 
the college faculty members responding to a Columbia Univer
sity survey of academic freedom thought that their students 
were less willing to join unpopular student organizations in 
the mid-Fifties than they had been in 1947-48; thirty-six 
per cent detected less willingness on the part of students 
to express unpopular political opinions in the classroom. 
Even casual observers agreed that the Cold War generation of 
college students was much less interested in public affairs 
than the pre-World War II generation had been. A sizable 
number of the faculty members admitted that they encouraged 
a noncommittal attitude in their students. A most common 
form of this encouragement was to advise students "not to 
take an extreme position either right or left." Of 2,451 
Columbia survey respondents, 264 said that when they talked 
privately with students with unpopular opinions they urged 
those students to tone their views down, at least in the class-
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room. o u 

Nor was caution the only noticeable student reaction to 
Cold War pressures. College teachers reported that a major 
cause for their own caution was a generation of stridently 
conservative students who approached certain topics—such 
as the possibility that socialism might be a workable social 
and economic system—as untouchable. Dean Millicent Mcintosh 
of Barnard told of a meeting with students at which some of 
the women had held that any political speech mentioning peace, 
freedom of speech, and the negotiation of Cold War differ
ences was communist-inspired. A New England college teacher 
could not recommend the New York Times for use by his classes 
because of student remarks such as "Well, obviously the New 
York Times is Communistic," and "The New York Times is not 
allowed in my house because it is Communistic." Teachers 
reported that their conservative students were especially 
prone to make snap judgements and to take offense, "That 
sounds Communistic to me," being a common student retort to 
close off discussion. In class discussions about the Soviet 
Union and communism, a number of professors noticed that stu
dents were often cautious about countering even the most out
landish allegations about the Soviet system. Allowing gross 

3 0Ibid.; "Are Students Afraid of Politics?" New Repub
lic, 12 5 (October 29, 19 51), 16; Paul Lazarsfeld and Wagner 
Thielens, The Academic Mind. Social Scientists in a Time 
of Crisis (Glencoe , Illinois : Free Press , 19 5 8) ,~Tl"3"-16 . 

If 
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distortions to go unchallenged seemed to be preferred to the 
risk of appearing to defend the Soviet Union. Finally, stu
dents often demonstrated a marked reluctance to do anything 
or express any ideas which would reflect unfavorably on their 
chances for future employment. FBI inquiries about students 
seeking government jobs helped foster the impression that pro
spective employers had direct pipelines of information to the 
classroom. One professor confessed that he had lately become 
more careful in assigning controversial readings "because 
students are more apprehensive that readings will reflect on 
them." 3 1 

Seigel warned, and the same caution applies to similar 
surveys, against reading too much into his findings about 
caution on campus. He speculated that much of what he noticed 
could probably best be explained by good old-fashioned apathy 
of the kind that did not necessarily stem from the work of 
dark and sinister repressive forces. Chairman Lane Lancaster 
of the University of Nebraska Political Science Department 
put it this way: "I fear I must make the mournful reflection 
that many of our students are so politically inert that they 
are unaware of any such influence (McCarthyism) ." Ivy League 
faculties also reported that many students had not related 
repressive forces in American society to their own situations. 

31Lazarsfeld and Thielens, The Academic Mind, 86, 204-
09, 217; New York Times, May 10, 1951, 1, 28; May 11, 
1951, 29, 48. 
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3 2New York Times, May 11, 1951, 29, 48; Dwight Dumond, 
"The Mississippi: Valley of Decision," Mississippi Valley 
Historical Review, XXXVI (June 1949), 25. 

Historian Dwight Dumond underscored the pervasiveness of 
student apathy in his 1949 Mississippi Valley Historical 
Association presidential address: 

The bitter truth is that nine-tenths of the 
young men and women in our public schools, colleges, 
and universities are utterly ignorant of, and apathetic 
toward the great questions of the hour. Free inquiry 
and discussion is so outraged by Teachers Oath laws 
and circumscribed by the rules and regulations of boards , 
regents, and administrators, that the interest of students 
in public questions and their ability to make sound 
judgements are almost completely paralyzed.^2 

What Columbia University researchers Paul Lazarsfeld and 
Wagner Thielens called patterns of caution also affected 
college and university teachers. University of Chicago 
Chancellor Robert Hutchins , himself no shrinking violet when 
it came to courting controversy, described one common form 
of faculty caution, caution in making new associations: 

When a man is asked by a person he trusts to 
join an organization for stated purposes which he 
shares, it seems pusillanimous not to accept. Hard
ly a day passes that I do not feel pusillanimous, 
because I must now refuse to associate myself with 
anything without knowing the political views of 
every other person who is associated or who may 
later become associated with the movement. 

More than a quarter of the teacher advisory members of the 
NEA Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom knew personally 
victims of this "creeping miasma of intimidation,11 teachers 
who refrained from political activity for fear of punishment 
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or reprisal. Twenty-two per cent of the respondents in the 
Lazarsfeld-Thielens survey reported exercising increased 
care in expressing political opinions or joining controver-

3 3 
sial organizations. 

The Lazarsfeld-Thielens study also indicated more subtle 
restraints at work. Substantial minorities of respondents 
acknowledged submitting to caution in different guises. Some 
thought it necessary to make clear to students that they held 
no extreme political leanings either right or left. One re
spondent made it a practice to balance any criticism of the 
United States with a criticism of the Soviet Union. Twelve 
per cent admitted taking increased precautions in assigning 
potentially controversial works to classes. As a southern 
economics professor put it, "It's not so much an avoidance 
of controversial issues, as a feeling of uncertainty in pur
suing a discussion of these issues in the classroom." An 
Ivy League instructor, to avoid any misunderstanding in a 
course in "A Critical Study of the Philosophy of Marxism," 
systematically recorded every class session. H 

At the public school level, hesitancy and uncertainty 
in pursuing controversial issues often hardened into out
right avoidance. Rural teachers polled by the NEA Research 

3 3Robert M. Hutchins, Freedom, Education, and the Fund. 
Essays and Addresses: 1946-1956 (New York: Meridian Books , 
1956), 159; NEA, The Freedom of the Public School Teacher 
(Washington: NEA, 1951), 20 ; Lazarsfeld and Thielens, The 
Academic Mind, 192. 

^Lazarsfeld and Thielens, The Academic Mind, 192, 198-
99 , 202-03. 
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Department indicated obvious timidity about teaching contro
versial subjects. The teachers studiously avoided such emo
tion-laden subjects as sex education, criticism of prominent 
local citizens, socialism, and communism. Most who avoided 
one or another of these subjects cited public opinion as 
their reason for doing so; few would admit to having been 
flatly forbidden by school authorities to discuss certain 
s ub j e et s . 3 5 

NEA leaders illustrated a strong degree of timidity 
with their anxiety not to offend powerful opinion leaders. 
When a delegate to the 19 51 NEA convention offered an inno
cuous resolution commending "efforts.to bring about a logi
cal peace in Korea...," the resolution was voted down because 
of a fear that it might be "misunderstood." After a savage 
attack on the NEA in the American Legion Magazine, and after 
Legion officials rebuffed all NEA efforts to resolve differ
ences between the two organizations, NEA officers simply turned 
the other cheek and dismissed the insult. They specifically 
rejected the possibility of an angry or challenging response 
to the Legion, no doubt at least partially because the Legion 
had established credentials as a powerful critic of education.3 

The trend toward timidity and caution was illustrated by 

3 5"Rural Teachers in 1951-52," NEA Research Bulletin, 31 
(February 1953), 32-33. 

36NEA, Proceedings (1951), 156-67; (1952), 144-45. 
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a series of episodes at the University of Kansas, which by 
no means labored under the most severe Cold War restrictions. 
Beginning in 1949 the University sponsored a radio series 
called "The World in Crisis." The program was designed to 
foster greater understanding of Cold War issues, but it reaped 
more misunderstanding than understanding and created numerous 
headaches for University officials. On one program, a fac
ulty member aroused criticism by defending the right of com
munists to teach. Alf Landon complained about the program 
to Chancellor Malott, citing Edmund E. Day as the best answer 
to such immature thinking: "The faculty of any college or 
university should be made up of free, honest, inquiring 
minds.... The mind of a member of the Communist Party is a 
fettered mind, enslaved.•.manifestly unqualified as a teacher 
in a free...society." Chancellor Malott!s reply was reveal
ing. He thanked Landon for his interest and assured him that 
"you and I wouldn't be a thousandth of an inch apart on commun
ism, you know that." Then he proceeded to show that they 
were indeed some distance apart on the subject of communist 
teachers. "Anyone becoming a Communist, at least in this 
country, does so of his own free will and accord." Malott 
dismissed Day's argument as a rationalization to skirt the 
problem of the legal status of the Communist Party. But even 
though Malott disagreed completely with Landon and Day, he 
thought it necessary to reaffirm the strength of his anticom-
munism in his response to Landon!s complaint. 3 7 
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When a Concordia, Kansas, lawyer took Malott to task for 

advocating the diplomatic recognition of Communist China, 
Malott again responded so as to emphasize his essential anti-
communism. In addition to sending his critic a copy of his 
entire speech, Malott also sent a Lawrence (Kansas) Journal-
World article applauding the absence of subversives at the 
University. As the international situation grew more tense, 
University officials became increasingly sensitive to adverse 
public reaction to the radio series. When an Emporia woman 
lambasted one segment as confirmation of the reports that 
the University was a hotbed of "motheaten atheists and par
lor pinks," and requested transcripts of some of the talks, 
the station program director decided not to release any more 
transcripts "because of the rapidly changing national and 
international situation." 3 8 

Malott!s successor, Franklin Murphy, demonstrated an 
even deeper concern for complaints about subversive tenden
cies at the University, a concern out of proportion with 
the seriousness and frequency of such complaints. No reproach 
seemed too trivial to merit Murphy's attention. When a Kansas 

3 7Alf Landon to Deane Malott, August 17, 1949; Malott 
to Landon, August 19, 1949, Malott General Correspondence—L. 

3 8Charles Walsh to Deane Malott, September 26, 19 50; 
Malott to Walsh, September 28, 1950, Malott General Correspon
dence-^; Franklin Murphy to Zelma Dodge, January 4, 1952; 
Mildred Seaman to Zelma Dodge, January 24, 19 52, Franklin 
Murphy Papers, General Correspondence—D., University of 
Kansas Archives. 
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City man complained that an English instructor had used the 
word "myth" in discussing a series of readings on "Success 
in America," Murphy conducted a personal inquiry and required 
the instructor to submit a detailed report on the incident. 
Murphy answered the complaint personally: "I am quite certain 
that Mr. Krival is indeed a loyal, upstanding, and God-fear
ing citizen..., a sound, patriotic American who is quite as 
convinced as...I that we have a real obligation to defend 
freedom and democracy against a Godless totalitarian force." 
Murphy assured the complainant that he had asked the College 
of Liberal Arts and Sciences to review the entire freshman-
sophomore program to insure that the material presented was 
commensurate with the maturity and development of the students. 
Murphy's course of action in this case illustrated a concern 
expressed by many faculty members in the Lazarsfeld-Thielens 
study; that if students complained about something they said 
in class, administrators would assume that the complaint had 
merit. 3 9 

The Kansas faculty also exhibited a tendency to step 
lightly on occasion. When the legislature passed a loyalty 
oath for teachers bill in the spring of 1949, the K.U. AAUP 
chapter explored methods of shoring up public confidence in 
faculty loyalty. Among the suggestions were the creation of 
a select committee to defend victims of the loyalty oath, a 

3 9Franklin Murphy to Louis De Yong, November 3, 1951, 
General Correspondence--D.; Lazarsfeld and Thielens, The 
Academic Mind, 207. 
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series of lectures on the fallacies of communism, and a lec
ture series on "The World Today." The overriding reaction 
of AAUP members was caution. 

Series of lectures? No objection in principle, 
must be handled very carefully. Public relations 
must be considered very carefully; mustn't look like 
rearguard action, smoke-screen to protect the guilty. 

Select committee? What could it do? Nothing 
in advance.... lectures? Objections to Communism. 
Afraid of it. Would draw national attention: publi-
city might easily get out of hand.... If series 
were held, speakers must not be in any way identi
fied with left.... Probably best for AAUP to do 
nothing. Simplest way, resolution, wire governor 
that chapter will cooperate in matter of oath. 

...in favor of AAUP doing nothing; or at most, 
of executive committee gathering facts from other 
institutions.... 

...against doing anything until there are 
definite charges against particular individuals. 
Doubts that a series of lectures would achieve 
anything.... 

...thinks any statement looks defensive and 
unwise.... 

...doubts whether.•.would be happy about 
joint sponsorship if AAUP was or seemed to be 
combatting oath.^0 
This caution on the part of educators carried over to 

general attitudes toward academic freedom. Between 1947 and 
19 5 3 educators modified to a significant extent some previous
ly solid ideas about the nature and purpose of academic free
dom. Perhaps few educators were as candid as James Conant 
in admitting that they had changed their ideas about academic 
freedom in the face of the Cold War, but many must have under
gone a similar transformation. By 194 7 Conant admitted that 

4 U"Notes on AAUP Members' Reactions," April 10-12, 1949, 
K.U. AAUP Records. 
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he was ready to "re-examine my fine words" spoken in defense 
of absolute academic freedom at the Harvard Tercentenary in 
1936: "On this point, there can be no compromise; we are 
either afraid of heresy or we are not." Conant avowed that 
because the threats of 19 34 were not those of the late For
ties, he had by the latter years become much less certain of 
the validity of his 19 30s defense of academic freedom. World 
events had transformed for Conant what had appeared to be an 
absolute matter of black and white into a series of difficult 
questions. Even the AAUP, which grappled with the problems 
of academic freedom in a Cold War atmosphere earliest and 
longest, experienced difficulty in maintaining its bearings. 
The subject first came to the attention of the AAUP Council 
in October 19 4 7. Prompted by President Truman's Loyalty Order 
for federal employees and an increasingly tense international 
situation, the Council gave careful scrutiny to the relation
ship between Communist Party membership and the teaching pro
fession. Although not denying that the Communist Party dif
fered from other political parties in important particulars, 
Committee A rejected the chain of reasoning which automati
cally made all party members tools of subversion.41 

Pressure to modify this policy mounted after the commun
ist teacher issue became a matter of national concern. At a 

1 + 1 James B. Conant, M£ Several Lives. Memoirs of a Social 
Inventor (New York: Harper £ Row, 1970) , 446-53; AAUP, 11Coun
cil Letter IV, 1950, Agenda for March 2 4 and March 2 7 Council 
Meetings," KU AAUP Records; "Report of Committee A," AAUP 
Bulletin, 34 (Spring 1948), 120-26. 
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November 1949 Council meeting, Professor James Hart of the 
University of Virginia proposed that the Council endorse the 
principle that membership in the Communist Party in and of 
itself constituted justifiable grounds for dismissal and 
that the Council appoint a committee distinct from Committee 
A for a thorough restudy of the principles of academic free
dom and tenure in relation to Communist Party membership. 
The Council rejected Hart's proposal and braced for further 
assaults • 1 + 2 

Such bracing was necessary because the AAUP acquired a 
reputation as the strongest defender of the right of commun
ists to teach. This reputation was enhanced by the close 
attention paid by journalists to Committee A's investigation 
of the dismissal of Professor George Parker from Evansville 
(Indiana) College. Press characterizations of Committee A fs 
activities clearly bothered some AAUP members. President 
Leroy H. Buckingham of the Cooper Union chapter asked AAUP 
President Ralph Hinstead to explain Committee A fs actions 
because "members of our faculty have been caused some mis
givings by the Report of Committee A for 194 8...and by news 
items in the New York Times and Journal-American. . . .tf Him-
stead tried valiantly to allay such anxieties while at the 
same time he stoutly defended Committee A. He painstakingly 
pointed out that Committee A fs views did not bind all AAUP 

4 2AAUP, "Council Letter IV, 1950." 
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members absolutely: "these two reports... speak for the Com
mittee, which means they speak for the Committee only. 
Nothing in these two reports can be construed as implying 
that they speak for the membership of the Association." 
Himstead repudiated the idea that Committee A fs position ne
glected reality or gave aid and comfort to communists: 

A careful reading...will make it clear that nothing 
in these two Reports can be construed as an expression 
of belief in or support of communism, of Communist 
regimes, or an unawareness of the nature of communism 
or Communist regimes. None of the members of the 
Committee believes in or supports, or has ever believed 
in or supported, communism. All are opposed to the 
theory of communism.... All are aware of the nature 
of communism and Communist regimes. All are also 
aware of the facts of the present international situ
ation.... Nothing in the Reports... gives countenance 
to the infiltration of the profession by persons 
whose purpose is inculcation of the doctrines of com
munism. . . . Nothing...gives countenance to participa
tion by members of the academic profession in covert 
or conspiratorial activities. 4 3 

In other correspondence Himstead betrayed anxiety that 
Committee A fs position might be undermined at local chapters. 
Prior to an important meeting of the Cornell chapter, he 
lobbied vigorously for Cornell's support of Committee A. He 
told Professor George Thompson, "It is important that you 
present and emphasize this viewpoint (Committee A's) in the 
forthcoming meeting of the Chapter of the Association at Cor-

H dAAUP, "Correspondence with a Chapter Officer, October 
13 and 20, 1949," Chapter Letter II (November 1, 1949), KU 
AAUP Records. 

^Ralph Himstead to George Thompson, November 15 , 1949 , 
KU AAUP Records. 
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When the attention of other educators turned to aca

demic freedom, the results were not consistently in line with 
AAUP principles. The NEA continued to oppose allowing commun
ists to teach, although less vocally once the 1952-5 3 series 
of Congressional investigations of education were underway. 
Perhaps too late NEA leaders realized: 

The formula, guilt by association, is not only too 
elementary to be effective, but it is also dangerous— 
dangerous because those who endorse it are in effect 
inviting legislatures to assist in finding members of 
the academic profession who are members of the Communist 
Party.... The rationale of this formula is the 
rationale of un-American activities investigations, 
teacher's oath laws and legislative investigation of 
text books•... 5 

In May 19 5 3 the ACE Problems and Policies Committee— 
one of the most influential ACE committees—met at the Univer
sity of Illinois for a broad ranging discussion of academic 
freedom in a Cold War setting. This session illustrated well 
the dilemmas facing educators, for although the discussions 
almost always began on the high ground of principle they usu
ally descended to less exalted environs. Chancellor T.R. 
McConnell' of the University of Buffalo seemed to be endorsing 
the AAUP position when he said, "There should be no intellec
tual test for an appointment to a university faculty except 
competence in the judgement of one's peers, independence of 
mind, and determination to promote and defend the freedom of 
the university." Applying these criteria to Communist Party 

4 5AAUP, Chapter Letter II (November 1, 1949). 
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membership, however, McConnell detected enough evidence of 
the devious, coercive, subversive, and conspiratorial nature 
of the Party to nput aside the ordinarily compelling prin
ciple of individual determination.11 McConnell admitted that 
it had taken him a long time to reconcile the apparent con
tradiction in such a formulation, but that the Cold War had 

4fi 

convinced him that his position was defensible. 
The consensus of the Problems and Policies Committee was 

that Party membership was sufficient cause for dismissal. 
In effect the Committee said that Party membership was cause 
for dismissal, but the case could not be put in exactly those 
terms. To resolve this dilemma, the Committee declared that 
procedural safeguards had to be built in to the dismissal 
process. Thus, hearings should always be held even if their 
conclusion was predetermined. Reverend John J. Cavanaugh of 
Notre Dame offered as a rule of thumb the principle "that it 
(the university) is very, very likely to discharge any card-
carrying Communist, but it will nonetheless examine the evi
dence." President George Stoddard of the University of Illi
nois asked, "You mean there is a mathematical chance for an 
active Communist to be retained...?" Replied Cavanaugh, "I 
wouldn't state it that way." This ambiguous position seemed 

47 
to satisfy most of those present. 

4 6ACE Problems and Policies Committee, "A Discussion," 
May 13-14, 19 53, ACE Archives. 

47i b i d. 
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As a final order of business the Committee turned its 

attention from specific problems to the general topic of 
academic freedom. Most of the group agreed with the propo
sition that the threat of communism necessitated changes in 
long-established concepts. In particular, the long-estab
lished rules of the AAUP did not apply to the current inter
national situation. Proponents of a modified concept of 
academic freedom pointed out that AAUP founders in 1915 could 
not possibly have understood the threat posed to academic 
freedom, indeed all freedom, by romantic idealism, or commun
ism. Gordon Chalmers of Kenyon (Ohio) College even used the 
original AAUP charter as a justification for changing standards. 
According to Chalmers, the 1915 statement, which read: "uni
versities must be free so that no fair-minded person shall 
find any excuse for even a suspicion that the utterances of 
university teachers are shaped or restricted by the judgement, 
not of professional scholars, but of inexpert and not disin
terested persons outside their ranks," meant that universities 
had only themselves to blame for attacks on academic freedom. 
Said Chalmers, the public had reason to suspect that univer
sities had not done a good job of cleaning their own houses 
of such "not disinterested persons" during the 19 30s and 1940s. 
Chalmers left little doubt that the "not disinterested persons" 
to whom he referred were communists and their sympathizers. 
Thus universities were now reaping the whirlwind caused by 
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4 8Ibid. 
^Minutes of the Meeting of the Problems and Policies 

Committee, October 7, 195 3, Problems and Policies Committee 
File, ACE Archives. 

the justifiable suspicions of their neighbors. 4 8 

The purpose of this and similar ACE sessions was to 
"clarify" issues and procedures of academic freedom. Yet 
many ACE members expressed doubts about how well they had 
done the job of clarifying. The Problems and Policies Com
mittee hesitated to publish the proceedings of the Illinois 
meeting because committee members agreed that the manuscript 
made no clear statement in behalf of academic freedom. The 
committee decided instead of publishing the manuscript to 
use it only as a working paper. The Problems and Policies 
Committeefs confusion was not unique in the world of educa
tion. By 19 5 3 such confusion was widespread. Educators 
knew that academic freedom was under attack, but they also 
thought that a defense of absolute academic freedom in the 
midst of Cold War tensions was an untenable position.4^ 



Chapter Eight 

Education and the Cold War: 
The Impact of Korea 

Few educators relished the memory of their World War II 
experience. Yet in January 1951, barely six months after 
the outbreak of the Korean conflict, American Council on 
Education (ACE) President Arthur Adams opened an important 
ACE conference on education and national defense with the 
observation that in recent months it had been his experience 
that when people talked of the good old days they usually 
meant World War II, when "we at least knew where we stood.... 
Today we are afflicted with uncertainty." Adams 1 remarks 
touched upon a frustration felt throughout American society, 
but those remarks had particular meaning to educators as they 
pondered their new role in the latest phase of the Cold War."** 

A few months earlier, Louisiana State University Presi
dent Harold Stoke had elaborated upon the problems of defining 
that role in his keynote address to the National Education 
Association (NEA) Annual Conference on Higher Education. In 
his address, "Education as National Policy," Stoke asked, 

"Just how far can an educational system, no 
matter how versatile, be used as the solution to 
noneducational problems and remain primarily an 
educational system?... Are values so identical 
and purposes so similar that an educational system 

1Francis J. Brown (ed.) , National Defense and Higher Edu
cation (Washington: ACE, 1951), 5. 
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describable as an 'instrument of national policy1 

remains the same as one to which no such description 
applies ?lf 

As an example of such value discrepancies, Stoke pointed to 
the frequency with which Americans spoke of people as "resour
ces" as though people were merely one more material element 
in the national stockpile.2 

Stoke offered no easy answers to the questions he posed, 
but within a short time the Korean War and the mobilization 
of American society forced educators to find their own answers 
to those questions. Almost without exception, American edu
cators indicated by their actions approval of the use of 
education as an instrument of national policy. They mobilized 
for the most part voluntarily, for the war effort in particu
lar and the larger defense effort in general. But while they 
gave themselves over to the idea of serving national policy, 
they also attempted to influence that policy in such a way 
as to minimize the disruptive impact of the war. Educational 
leaders realized that they would be called upon to contribute 
to national defense; their strategy was to beat that call by 
volunteering to serve in hopes of gaining a voice in the de
cision-making process. 

The strategy of beating government to the punch was relat 
to a desire to avoid a repetition of what many educators con
sidered the mistakes of World War II. Although by the end of 

^National Education Association, Addresses on Current 
Issues in Higher Education (Washington: NEA, 195ÜT, 7. 
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World War II some educators, notably the ACE's Committee on 
Relationships of Higher Education to the Federal Government 
(CRHEFG), had achieved a hand in making policy, and although 
some institutions had developed rewarding contacts with 
government agencies and the armed forces, for the most part 
educators had experienced little but frustration during the 
war. Thus in 19 50 educators spoke constantly of the need to 
gear up for the defense effort with less wasted motion than 
in 1942. They particularly advocated that they be given a 
stronger hand in decision-making instead of simply reacting 

q 

to policies handed down from above. 
Educators were not unique in basing their initial re

sponses to the Korean conflict on their World War II exper
ience. The first few weeks after the outbreak of the conflict 
were characterized by a series of dramatic events—particu
larly Truman's June 2 7 and 30 orders committing American mili
tary forces—which created a crisis, rally-round-the-flag 
atmosphere. Newsweek reported that Truman's decisive action 
"electrified" the nation. The wartime glamour of radio news 
centers returned. Commented CBS News editor-in-chief Ted 
Church, "It's kinda like seeing an old movie again." Even 
the movie-makers resorted to the techniques of the old movies. 

3New York Times, July 29, 1950, 11; August 27, 1950, 
91; Elaine Ext on, ""The Schools in the National Emergency," 
American School Board Journal (ASBJ), 121 (September 1950), 
35; Current Issues in Higher Education (1950), 221; NEA 
Journal, 39 (September 1950) , 417. 
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Twentieth Century Fox magnate Darryl F. Zanuck invoked the 
spirit of World War II with the patriotic film "Why Korea?"4 

It soon became all too apparent that the revival might 
not have the happy ending of the original version. The near
ly unanimous approval accorded Truman during the early days 
of the crisis turned alternately to despair, momentary ela
tion at apparent breakthroughs, and finally to apathy at best 
and outright disgruntlement at worst. The November entry of 
the Chinese Communists into the fray marked the beginning of 
a prolonged stalemate characterized by advances and retreats 
on both sides. Truce talks began in mid-19 51, a cease-fire 
line was agreed upon by the end of the year, and an armistice 
was signed only after two additional years of fighting and 
casualties. A frustrated public vented its displeasure by 
giving Truman ever lower ratings in public opinion polls, down 
to a nadir of twenty-three per cent approval of the way he was 
handling his job as President.^ 

Even though the unifying effect of the Korean conflict 
was short-lived, that conflict did serve an important role 
in institutionalizing the Cold War. After the initial surge 
of excitement had subsided, attention focused less and less 

^Newsweek, 36 (July 10, 1950), 24, 50; Darryl F. Zanuck 
to John R. Steelman, February 2, 1951, Box 1356, Harry S. 
Truman Official File 4 71B, "Why Korea?" File, Truman Library, 
Independence, Missouri. 

5Ronald J. Caridi, The Korean War and American Politics: 
The Republican Party as a Case Study (Philadelphia: University 
of Pennsylvania Press, 196 8), 33-116 ; John E. Mueller, War, 
Presidents and Public Opinion (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 
1973)J 44-52. 



upon Korea itself and more and more upon Korea as a signifi
cant departure in the Cold War pattern of confrontation be
tween communism and democracy. To contemporaries, Korea 
marked an obvious turning point in the Cold War. Accord
ing to President Truman, Korea meant that the Soviet Union 
had switched from the tactics of subversion and propaganda 
warfare to the tactics of outright armed conquest in its 
drive for world dominion. Certainly the majority of opin
ion leaders—especially journalists and politicians—held to 
the Truman interpretation. Journalist-broadcaster Edward R. 
Murrow, even before the outbreak of the Korean conflict, gave 
an ACE gathering his impression of the probable course of 
the Cold War: "We are today, I suggest, on the defensive 
almost everywhere in this conflict with the Soviet Union.... 
We must prepare ourselves to live in a state of perpetual 
crisis, with expensive military requirements and hard to get 
along with allies...." Korea converted liberals who had 
been less than enthusiastic about Truman's pre-Korea Cold 
War policies. Henry Wallace resigned from the Progressive 
Party and by November was condemning the Soviet Union and ad
vocating large-scale rearmament.^ 

If there were critics of this Cold War consensus, they 

DLloyd C Gardner (ed.), The Korean War (New York: Quad
rangle, 1972), 3 ; Edward R. Murrow, "Thelforld Crisis—Our 
Way Out," Educational Record, 31 (July 1950), 327-28; Alonzo 
Hamby, Beyond the New Deal: Harry !3. Truman and American Lib
eralism (New York: Columbia University Press, 1973), 403-04. 



322 
were scarce among educators and their organized spokesmen. 
Many educators had of course been ardent Cold Warriors before 
June 25, 1950, but the events of that day and subsequent de
velopments in the Korean embroglio definitely confirmed them 
in their beliefs and convinced many doubters of the efficacy 
of official interpretations of the Cold War. As ACE Presi
dent Adams put it, before June 25, "There were those among 
us who questioned the seriousness of the conflicts between 
the ideologies of democracy and communism. But surely now 
we have all come to the conclusion that there is a present 
danger.11 7 

American military spending had not been inconsequential 
prior to June 1950, but the Korean War inspired a long-range 
change in the military's percentage of the national budget. 
Reaction to this change and especially to the notion that it 
had to be a long-range proposition promised to have an impact 
upon the shape of American society in the future. Most edu
cators accepted such changes as necessary and unavoidable. 
President James B. Conant of Harvard spoke for many educators 
when he said, "I doubt if anyone will question the need for 
increasing the size of the armed forces...nor challenge the 
statement that this process will have a forceful impact on 
formal education beyond the high school.11 Although many edu
cators feared that this impact would be deleterious, they re-

^Mueller, War, Presidents and Public Opinion, 122; 
Arthur S. Adams'^ ""President's Annual Report,11 Educational 
Record, 32 (July 1951), 237. 
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signed themselves to the idea that education would have to 
adjust to survive. As the Educational Policies Commission 
(EPC) phrased it, "The American people have assumed wider 
responsibilities and heavier burdens than were ever under
taken in a time of ostensible peace.. It is not only desir
able but also essential that all American institutions be 
evaluated in the light of new demands." In the same vein a 
National Conference on the Mobilization of Education study 
group on "Public Relations and School Support" agreed "that 
if we are to ask the public to consider how vital the educa
tional process is...we must make it crystal clear that the 
forces of professional education are united in pledging their 
utmost effort and devotion to the mobilization of the country 
in the emergency."8 

Educators sought to make the necessary adjustment not 
by questioning the need for high military expenditures but 
by bringing education under the beneficent umbrella of defense 
spending. As one educator noted when told that national de
fense priorities necessitated cutbacks in non-defense programs, 
"I assent to the latter suggestion only if we include in the 
defense program education...." U.S. Office of Education (OE) 

"Special Memorandum from President Conant to Members 
of the Association of American Universities," October 6, 19 50, 
Deane Malott Papers, University of Kansas Archives, Spencer 
Research Library, Lawrence, Kansas, General Correspondence— 
AAU Minutes; EPC, Education and National Security (Washing
ton: EPC, 19 51), iixl "Report of the National Conference 
for the Mobilization of Education," September 9-10, 1950, 
Willard Givens File, NEA Archives, Washington, D.C 
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planners espoused a similar viewpoint. An OE White Paper, 
"Full Strength for the Long Pull," warned "The peoples of 
the Free World...face the probability of a prolonged period 
of stress during which it will be necessary to maintain armed 
strength at hitherto unthought of peacetime levels...." 
Therefore, the White Paper concluded, it was essential for 
educators to emphasize education's crucial role in maintain
ing military strength. Yale President Whitney Griswold of
fered this succinct version of the "education is national 
defense" theme: "There is more identity between our long-
run cultural interests and our short-run military interests 

Q 

than there is conflict." 
That educators knew that Korea-induced changes would not 

be temporary was indicated by ACE President Arthur Adams' 
19 5 2-53 annual report. Adams announced that after more than 
a year of wrestling with mobilization problems, the ACE staff 
could not avoid the conclusion that high expenditures for 
defense had to be considered a normal and continuing state 
of affairs, and that every physically fit young man had to 
expect to serve a period of active military service if the 
fight against communism was to be sustained. In the spring 
of 1951, Adams had asked top ACE staffers to give him their 

9Edward D. Canham, Henry H. Hill, and Henry T. Heald, 
Supplementary Statements on Education and National Security 
(Washington: ACE, 19 52 ), 10 ; "Full Strength for the Long 
Pull," October 28, 19 50 draft, Ambrose Caliver Files, Records 
of the Office of Education, Record Group 12, National Archives; 
Whitney Griswold, "Survival is not Enough," Atlantic Monthly, 
187 (April 1951), 26. 
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l uAdams, "President's Annual Report, 1952-53," 25-26; 
Interstaff Memo, May 7, 19 51; Raymond F. Howes Memo to 
Arthur Adams, May 24, 1951, Raymond F. Howes Manpower Memos, 
1951-52, ACE Archives, Washington, D.C. 

opinions on what would happen to manpower policy if hosti
lities ceased in Korea. Some offered comparisons to the 
postwar eras 1919-20 and 1946-47 when large military estab
lishments had been disbanded. Staff consensus, however, 
seemed to favor the point of view that even should hostili
ties in Korea end, the nation would find it both necessary 
and desirable to maintain a consistently high level of mili
tary preparedness. Replied one key Adams aide: 

I feel that the Korean crisis has lasted long 
enough, and that its global implications have become 
sufficiently expounded, to make the American people 
aware of a serious and continuing threat to our 
national security, even if there should be a cease
fire in Korea.... The fear of UMT (Universal 
Military Training) as such, with its straw man of 
possible military control of the country, is to my 
mind an old wive's tale that no longer carries much 
weight with the public, although it will continue 
to be exploited^y certain left-wing groups and 
some educators. 
At least one prominent educator believed that educators 

had gone much too far in acquiescing in the principle that 
education should serve as an instrument of national policy 
in the Cold War. A few days after a large ACE conference on 
education and national defense, University of Chicago Presi
dent Robert M. Hutchins offered this biting insight: 

The presidents of the greatest universities have 
met and enthusiastically voted to abandon the higher 
learning so that the universities may become part of 
the military establishment. By endless reiteration 
of the slogan, 'America must be strong,' we have been 
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^Robert M. Hutchins , Freedom, Education, and the Fund: 
Addresses and Essays, 1946-56 (New York: Meridian Books, 
1956). 79. 

l2New York Times, July 29, 1950, 11; July 30, 1950, 35; 
"Minutes of the Problems and Policies Committee," August 5, 
1950, ACE Archives; "Minutes of the Meeting of the Interim 
Committee—National Conference for the Mobilization of Educa
tion," August .9 , 19 50 , August 14, 19 50 , Givens File, NEA Ar
chives; Edgar Fuller, "How We May Serve—The Teaching Pro
fession Explores Its Opportunities in the National Emergency," 

able to put a stop to our mental processes altogether 
and forget what strength i s . 1 1 

Hutchins1 barbs, however, were no match for the momen
tum which developed in favor of educational mobilization 
during the Korean crisis. Educators responded to the con
flict with a series of ad hoc conferences and committees, 
usually sponsored by one or the other of the major education
al associations. A July 2 8 meeting of thirty leading educa
tors in Washington led to the creation of a five-member in
terim committee on education and mobilization. The NEA and 
the National Council of Chief State School Officers (NCCSSO) 
were the prime movers in the movement. The interim committee's 
ability to speak for all educators suffered a blow when the 
ACE Executive Committee declined to join, preferring instead 
to stake out its own leadership role. Nevertheless, the in
terim committee pushed ahead with its mobilization plans. 
NEA leaders conferred frequently with OE Commissioner Earl 
McGrath in behalf of the committee. The committee's primary 

job, however, was to organize the September National Confer-
. . . . 12 ence for the Mobilization of Education. 

Having rejected the overtures of the interim committee, 
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the ACE moved quickly to establish its claim to leadership. 
ACE Chairman and President of the University of Minnesota 
J.L. Morrill boasted, "Broadly representative as it is of 
the entire field of American higher education, the American 
Council on Education has inescapable responsibilities in the 
current crisis." To meet those responsibilities, the ACE 
sponsored a series of conferences on different aspects of 
the emergency. The first, on July 7, brought together rep
resentatives of nineteen national educational organizations 
with officials from key defense agencies—the Department of 
Defense, National Security Resources Board, Scientific Re
search and Development Board and Selective Service. Out of 

this exploratory conference came the call for a second, more 
13 

extensive gathering to be held August 5. 
As the August 5 conference approached, ACE President 

Zook asked college and university presidents either to act 
as or appoint liaisons with the ACE and to begin appraisals 
of staff and physical facilities with an eye toward their po
tential application in the defense effort. The all-day, off-
the-record August 5 session in Washington included meetings 
between key ACE committees--Executive, Problems and Policies, 
and Federal Relationships—members of other national education-
NEA Journal, 39 (September 1950), 417. 

13 
Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities 

(ALGCU), "Circular Letter #44," August 8, 1950; George Zook 
to Deane Malott, July 25, 1950, Malott General Correspondence— 
ACE; ACE, Higher Education and National Affairs., Bulletin 15 7 
(August 14, 19 50). 
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al organizations, and spokesmen for government defense agen
cies. Discussions followed general lines, as neither educa
tors nor government officials were prepared yet to discuss 
specific programs. Aside from emphasizing the need for 
cooperative planning, educators promised to do everything 
they could to provide specialized training, skilled special
ists, and research facilities for the defense effort. De-

# 

fense agency spokesmen assured educators that as yet there 
were no plans in the works for programs similar to the World 
War II ASTP, V-12 , and language school programs. Above all, 
the educators implored government officials to guard against 
the "tendency to regard colleges and universities merely as 
convenient places to house and feed large numbers of men and 

14 
to train signalmen, cooks and bakers and the like." 

At the conclusion of the August 5 session, the three 
ACE committees met jointly and authorized a letter to Presi
dent Truman offering the full cooperation of higher education. 
The committees also decided to reorganize and expand the Com
mittee on Relationships of Higher Education to the Federal 
Government CCRHEFG) so it could serve as the focal point for 
cooperation with defense agencies. Finally, the ACE released 
a statement of principles on education and mobilization. The 
statement endorsed the principles that manpower programs should 

1 4Zook to Malott, July 25 , 1950 ; Walter C. Toepelman 
to Deane Malott, August 11 , 19 50 , Malott General Correspon
dence—National Association of State Universities; ALGCU, 
"Circular Letter #44," August 8, 1950. 
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take into consideration long-term national interests as well 
as short-term military necessity and that educators in re
search and instruction could best serve the defense effort 
by remaining at their civilian posts as opposed to enlist-
ing in special government projects. 

As the weeks after the onset of the Korean crisis passed, 
the normal round of educational conferences and meetings con
tinued to emphasize the mobilization effort. President John 
Hannah of the Association of Land-Grant Colleges and Univer
sities offered President Truman the full cooperation of his 
organization and suggested that Truman convene a special con
ference of college and university administrators for an ex
change of ideas on mobilization. In August the NCCSSO met 
in Washington and gave its undivided attention to problems 
created by the Korean emergency. The School Officers praised 
the work of the interim committee of five and pressed for a 
more active policy-making role for educators. The National 
Student Congress and the American Association of Colleges for 
Teacher Education also held meetings devoted primarily to edu-
cation's role in mobilization. 

1 5ALGCU, "Circular Letter #44," August 8, 1950; ACE, 
"Second Council Conference on the Role of Colleges and Uni
versities in the Present Emergency," Higher Education and 
National Affairs (HENA), Bulletin 15 7 (August 14, 19507T" 
ACE, "Preliminary Report on the August 5 Conference," HENA 
Emergency Supplement No. 64; "The American Council on Edu-
cation Takes Action on the Emergency," School and Society, 
72 (August 12, 1950), 107-08. 

l gNew York Times, August 21, 1950, 16; August 23, 1950, 
36; August 27, 1950, 38, 91; "Minutes of the Meeting of the 
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Mobilization and education's contribution to national 

defense continued to preoccupy educators for months after 
the initial excitement of the Korean conflict had passed. 
The National Association of Secondary-School Principals 
(NASSP) adopted a special "Nine-Point Program for Secondary 
Education and National Security." "Higher Education and 
Long-Range National Security" was the theme of the NEA's 19 51 
Conference on Higher Education. Of a total of fifty addresses 
and discussion topics considered at the three-day conference, 
twenty-six dealt directly with mobilization-related problems 
and most of the rest at least touched upon the subject. 
Even the Mid-Century White House Conference on Children and 
Youth could not ignore the impact of mobilization. Panel 
discussion topics included "The Influence of Mobilization and 
War on Children." In his "Report to the Nation" on the White 
House Conference, President Truman accentuated the interna
tional crisis and the communist threat to the virtual exclu-

17 
sion of any mention of children and youth. 

The most significant attempts to mobilize education, 
however, took place in the fall of 1950. September brought 
the opening of a new school year, record enrollments, and in
creased attention to the impact of the Korean War on American 
Interim Committee of the National Committee for the Mobiliza
tion of Education," August 9, 19 50, Givens File, NEA Archives. 

17"The Nine-Point Program for Secondary Education and 
National Security," Bulletin of the NASSP, 35 (May 1951), 5-
12 ; Current Issues in Higher Education (1951) ; Edward A. 
Richards (ed.), Proceedings of the Midcentury White House Con-



331 
education. As if to underscore the significance of the new 
school year, educators met September 9-10 in Washington and 
made their most ambitious plans for mobilization yet by or
ganizing the permanent National Conference for the Mobili
zation of Education (NCME) in order to "tie American educa
tion into the new defense program." The NCME, which replaced 
the interim committee of five, grew out of a recommendation 
first made at the July 2 8 NCCSSO meeting. More than 150 
educators and laymen representing 75 educational organizations 
attended the two-day session. 1 8 

The NCME had a two-fold purpose: to serve as a permanent 
clearing-house for information on defense and manpower pro
grams affecting education and to advise the U.S. Office of 
Education, which President Truman had designated as the fed
eral government's primary advisory and consulting agency on 
matters of education and the defense program. NCME leaders 
hoped that their organization could succeed in making the 
interchange between educators and government policy-makers 
a two-way street. Thus Conference organizers invited a num
ber of government agencies to participate—among others the 
National Security Resources Board, the State Department, the 
Defense Department, the Federal Security Agency, and Selec-

ference on Children and Youth (Raleigh, North Carolina: Health 
Publications Institute, 1951) , 49-53 , 111-122 , 279-80. 

ISExton, "Schools in the National Emergency," ASBJ, 121 
(September 1950), 35-36; New York Times, September 11, 1950, 
24; "Report of the National Conference for the Mobilization 
of Education," September 9-10, 1950, Givens File. 
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tive Service. Representatives from both sides repeatedly 
stressed what were becoming standard themes at such gather
ings: the struggle promised to be a protracted one which 
would be fought largely in the realm of ideologies. Educa
tors used this emphasis upon ideology to buttress their case 
for a high priority for education's needs. The ideological 
nature of the conflict seemed to educators all the more rea
son that their task should not be ignored by the federal 
government even if the military build-up reached the "garri
son state" proportions freely predicted by some authorities. 
If today's eight-year-old was to be tomorrow's front-line 
soldier, then no effort should be spared to prepare him for 
that role. 1 9 

While the NCME marshalled the energies of public educa
tion, the ACE concentrated on higher education. Key ACE 
standing committees—Executive, Problems and Policies, and 
CRHEFG—concluded that widespread confusion on defense plan
ning necessitated a conference specifically devoted to the 
mobilization of higher education. The result was the cap
stone of the ACE's effort to organize higher education for 
mobilization—the Washington Conference of October 6-7. 

1 9"Report of the National Conference for the Mobiliza
tion of Education,"; New York Times, September 11, 19 50, 
24; "Education Organizes for the Nation's Defense—II," 
School Life, 34 (November 1950), 24-26; "Planning for De
fense Mobilization," Higher Education, VII (November 1, 1950), 
49-51; Current IssuesinHFTigher Education (1950 ), 221-5 3. 
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Second in size only to the World War II Baltimore Conference, 
the October gathering illustrated several trends in the 
thought of educators about their role in mobilization. If 
nothing else, the sheer size of the conference demonstrated 
the desire of educators to present a solid front in their 
request for a voice in policy-making. Some 1,00 0 delegates, 
including 400 university presidents, attended. Ninety-one 
national organizations--civic, educational, business, labor, 
and political—were represented. ACE leaders expected this 
immense gathering to be "very significant in determining the 
role of higher education in the current mobilization pro-. 
gram." 2 0 

The conference also gave educators the opportunity to 
affirm publicly their support for Cold War and Korean poli
cies, and they made the most of the chance. Speaker after 
speaker, resolution after resolution offered higher educa
tion's full support for national defense policies. ACE Pres
ident George Zook avowed that educators would not be found 
wanting in the effort to mobilize every phase of American 
society to stem the scourge of communist aggression. The 
very title of the Conference--Higher Education in the Nation
al Service—was calculated to underscore education's dedi-

2 0New York Times, October 8 , 1950 , 91 ; Francis J. 
Brown, "Conference on Higher Education in the National Ser
vice," Higher Education, VIII (November 15, 1950), 67-68; 
W.C Toepelman to Deane Malott, October 3, 1950, Malott 
General Correspondence--NASU. 
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cation to whatever it took to win the Cold War. The assem
bly adopted word-for-word a resolution of support that had 
been sent to President Roosevelt in 1942. Perhaps Cornell 
President E.E. Day captured the mood of the Conference best 
with his appraisal of the long-range role of higher educa
tion : 

...even if it does not issue in a catas
trophe... the struggle between the forces of 
authoritarianism, led by Russia, and those of 
democracy...will almost certainly dominate 
world affairs for at least a generation to come. 
The struggle is one of life and death between 
two entirely irreconcilable concepts of politi
cal organization and human relationships...• In 
the kind of world we now face higher education 
cannot afford to be neutral with respect to the 
intellectual, moral, and spiritual issues of our 
time. It must do more than demand freedom. It 
must act positively... in thwarting the attack 
the Communists are making on the whole intellectual, 
moral, and spiritual structure of society.21 

The October ACE Conference illustrated the desire and 
determination of educators to get in on the ground floor of 
the war effort. ACE Staff Associate Francis J. Brown ad
mitted that the primary purpose of the conference was to or
ganize the forces of education before government agencies 
had a chance to dictate policy as they had done in World War 
II. The main feature of the conference was a direct exchange 

1^New York Times, October 8, 1950, 91; Francis J. Brown 
(ed.), Higher Education in the National Service. Report of 
a National Conference of University and College Administra
tors , Government anHHMilitary Officials, and Representatives 
of National Organizations, Held in Washington, P.C., October 
6-7 , 1950~TWashmgton: ACE, November, 1950) , 42 , 48. 
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of views between educators and the 140 representatives of 
government agencies in attendance. On October 7, the Reso
lutions Committee summarized the thrust of the conference 
with six general declarations of policy. The first pledged 
to maintain high educational standards during the crisis 
and urged the enactment of a properly safe-guarded student 
deferment policy so that higher education could continue to 
serve the national interest. Other declarations called for: 
a survey of the facilities of higher education in order to 
determine the material needs of educational institutions, 
continued basic research in all fields as well as the neces
sary military research, a leadership role for educators in 
the civil defense program, the promotion of the principles 
of American democracy and American international responsi
bilities , and the continued study of the problems posed by 
the conference.22 

The October 6-7 Conference marked the culmination of 
one phase of education's mobilization—demonstrating educa
tors1 interest in and enthusiasm for the defense effort by 
building a broad coalition of educational organizations. By 
this time educators had emphasized and re-emphasized their 
reluctance to accept faits accomplis in public policy where 

2 2Brown, Higher Education in the National Service; New 
York Times, October 8, 1950 , 91 , E-9 ; Adams, "President's 
Annual Report," Educational Record, 32 (July 1951), 254-55; 
Raymond Walters, "ACE Conference on Higher Education in the 
National Service,1' School and Society, 72 (November 4 , 1950), 
297-98. 
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the vital interests of education were concerned. Having 
demonstrated in a general sense their interests and expec
tations , educators turned from the tactic of large confer
ences on the broad topic of mobilization to a strategy of 
smaller meetings and intensive lobbying campaigns on speci
fic issues. 

The on-going pattern of attention to specific issues 
took several forms. The ACE continued its role as a leader 
in the discussion of mobilization policy through its normal 
committee structure and through special conferences on se-
lected issues. ACE leaders also lobbied privately with De
fense Department officials--Anna Rosenberg for example. In 
his President's Report for 19 51, Arthur Adams noted that 
problems arising from mobilization had dominated the agenda 
of the Council's standing committees for the past year. 
CRHEFG, for instance, spent several sessions on the sticky 
question of whether or not colleges and universities should 
accelerate their academic calendars. Since interest in that 
question ran high among member institutions, the ACE convened 
a special conference on acceleration in March 1951. 2 3 

As the concern about acceleration demonstrated, the prob
lem of manpower planning dominated the regular business of 
the ACE and inspired several special sessions. The CRHEFG 

2 3Adams, "President's Annual Report," Educational Record, 
32 (July 1951), 254-57; W.C. Toepelman to Deane Malott, 
January 26, 1951. 



337 
scheduled a special meeting in Atlantic City on January 8, 
1951, to coincide with the annual convention of the Associ
ation of American Colleges (AAC). Manpower planning also 
monopolized discussion at the ACE's January 19-20 annual 
convention. By this time the Defense Department had finally 
submitted its manpower proposals, which thus served as the 
basis for discussion at the ACE meeting. Out of this dis
cussion and out of negotiations between ACE leaders and other 
prominent educators emerged what for want of a better des
cription could be called a consensus on manpower. By no 
stretch of the imagination, though, did the ACE's January 
session settle the manpower policy problem once and for all. 
In September, for instance, the Council touched upon another 
aspect of that problem with a conference on womanpower and 
defense. 2 4 

James B. Conant, President of Harvard and one of the 
nation's most visible educators, played a leading role in the 
creation of one of the most influential ad hoc groups inspired 
by the Korean crisis—the Committee on the Present Danger (CPD) . 
Conant was convalescing from an operation when the crisis 
broke, so he gave it little thought until mid-August when a 
talk with former Undersecretary of the Army Tracy Voorhees 
convinced him that the nation faced severe dangers because 

2l*Adams, "President's Annual Report," Educational Record, 
32 (July 1951), 257. 
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of inadequate manpower policies combined with an absence of 
public concern about the defense of Western Europe. Voor-
heesf remarks struck a responsive chord in Conant, who had 
long been a critic on national manpower policy. To alert 
public opinion to the gravity of the situation, Conant 
suggested creating a citizens1 group along the lines of 
William Allen White's Committee to Defend America by Aiding 
the Allies. This suggestion was the genesis of the CPD, and 

25 
Conant became that group's chairman. 

Although the CPD was not primarily an educator's organ
ization, it did have important contacts with educators. 
Nearly a dozen members were presidents of major colleges and 
universities, including James Phinney Baxter of Williams, 
Henry Wriston of Brown, Harold Dodds of Princeton, Robert 
Sproul of California, and Frederick Middlebush of Missouri. 
They in turn influenced other educational organizations in
terested in defense policies. Wriston and Middlebush were 
presidents of the Association of American Universities (AAU). 
James Phinney Baxter was instrumental in persuading the AAC 
to adopt the CPD position on manpower. Conant used his friend
ship with other educators to disseminate CPD proposals far 
and wide. Harvard Business School Dean Donald David, for 

25James B. Conant, My Several Lives. Memoirs of a So
cial Inventor (New York: Harper & Row, 1970) , 507-14 ; 
William M. Tuttle, Jr., "James B. Conant and Universal Mili
tary Training and Service, 1944-1952," 19-20 (in author's 
possession). 
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instance, presented a Conant memo on the need to strengthen 
American military forces to a September meeting of fifty 
prominent New York citizens. The CPD also proved adept at 
bringing its point of view to the attention of important 
Defense Department officials , including Secretary of Defense 
George Marshall and Undersecretaries Anna Rosenberg and 
Marx Leva. 2 6 

The CPD pursued two basic goals: a strong American 
commitment to the defense of Western Europe and Universal 
Military Service (UMS). The second, of course, was of more 
immediate interest to most educators. Conant later rated 
the CPD's failure to secure passage of its UMS program as 
the CPDfs greatest disappointment; nonetheless he and the 
CPD played a significant role in shaping both the educational 

2 7 
and national debate over manpower policy in 1950-51. 

Established educational organizations and ad hoc groups 
set a frenzied pace of mobilization planning, but individual 
schools and colleges still often found themselves facing the 
prospect of mobilizing with only vague and general guide
lines to follow. The suggestion that colleges and univer
sities survey their faculties and physical facilities for 
potential contributions to the war effort left much to the 

2 6Conant, My Several Lives , 507-14; Tuttle, "Conant 
and UMTS," 21-30. 

2 7Conant, My Several Lives , 517-20; Tuttle, "Conant 
and UMTS," 31-35. (See Chapter 10 for more on Conant, the 
CPD, and manpower legislation). 
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28"Inventory of College Facilities—1951," Carton 4, 
Records of the U.S. Office of Education, RG 12; J.O. Maloney 
to American Council on Education, July 13, 1950, National 

imagination, as the wide variety of responses to that ACE 
and Office of Education request illustrated. Without spe
cific guidelines, individual institutions improvised. The 
University of Kansas Research Foundation drafted a plan for 
emergency operations in the event of full-scale war. The day 
after the outbreak of the Korean conflict, the University of 
Wisconsin held the first in a long series of faculty and 
staff conferences in an attempt to answer the question, "In 
today's world, how can the university best serve the people 
of the state and the nation?" As a first step, university 
officials established an ad hoc Defense Resources Committee 
and instructed it to compile a continuing inventory of the 
university's reservoir of resources for the defense effort. 
The university strengthened ties with national organizations 
such as the ACE and the NCME, as J. Kenneth Little of the staff 
participated prominently in the autumn round of mobilization 
conferences. In his address to the faculty at the beginning 
of the new school year, Wisconsin President E.B. Fred made 
it clear that the university should expect to play an active 
role in mobilization: 

This is not the time for routine performance. 
We of the university faculty must be alert to every 
international development. We must keep abreast of 
the inescapable obligations, responsibilities, dangers, 
and opportunities which world events have brought to 
us as a group and as individuals. A university campus 
is not a shelter; it is an outpost.28 
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Almost every aspect of campus life felt the impact 

of the Korean crisis. The university established its own 
Selective Service office, assured senior faculty members 
full military leaves, and granted either fee refunds or par
tial credit to students forced to leave school for military 
service. ROTC units expanded, Asian Studies programs 
flourished, and resident teaching and extension work "par
took of a renewed emphasis on the privileges and obligations 
inherent in the American way of life." The university pub
lished its own confidential newsletter on the ever-changing 
mobilization program, the UW Defense Bulletin. President 
Trumanfs December 16 proclamation of a state of emergency 
inspired an even more frantic pace. Department chairmen de
vised new guidelines for evaluating teaching, research, pub
lic service, and campus community welfare programs in terms 
of the crisis. Guidelines on research policy, for instance, 
included the explicit suggestion that the university should 
actively encourage a closer liaison with federal agencies and 
aggressively seek out federally funded research projects. 2 9 

One direct result of the Korean conflict was a determin
ation by educators and their organizations to keep a sharp 
eye on events in Washington. Many organizations and even 

Emergency File, ACE Archives; Clay Schoenfeld, "Mobilizing 
a University," School and Society, 73 (March 10, 1951), 145-
49. 

29Schoenfeld, "Mobilizing," School and Society, 73 (March 
10 , 1951) , 145-49 . 
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some individual institutions dispatched special observers 
and lobbyists to Washington in the weeks after June 25, 19 50. 
The Board of Control for Southern Regional Education, repre
senting colleges and universities in fourteen states, retained 
a full-time office in Washington for the duration. The Nation
al Association of State Universities CNASU) sent Walter C. 
Toepelman to the August 5 ACE conference on mobilization. 
Toepelman reported back that "my two days there last week 
convince me more than ever that the Separated State Univer
sities must have someone there to report what is going on." 
NASU officials arranged to have Toepelman stay on as their 
representative for at least a year. 3^ 

Toepelman made regular reports on the constant round of 
conferences on the role of higher education in the defense 
effort. He also established contacts with key government 
officials whenever possible. At one point he discovered to 
his pleasant surprise that the Chief of the Field Division 
for National Selective Service Headquarters was a former 
colleague from his World War II days in Selective Service; 
thereafter he promised prompt consideration of any NASU pro
posals on deferment policy. Despite occasional breakthroughs, 
however, even Toepelman, who was in Washington constantly, 
found government planning vague and confusing. Those without 

3 0School and Society, 73 (May 5, 1951), 283; W.C. 
Toepelman to Deane Malott, August 11, September 13, 1950. 
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direct government contacts found it doubly so. At the be
ginning of the 19 50 school year college presidents made a 
mass exodus to Washington in an attempt to bring order out 
of the prevailing confusion. As SMU President Umphrey Lee 
portrayed the Washington scene, "By now there will have been 
as many college presidents in Washington as there are blank 
pages in a freshmanfs notebook." Some larger universities 
rented offices because their representatives spent so much 
time there. By January 19 51, a number of organizations had 
established command posts in the ACE building. The NEA 
assigned J.L. McCaskill from its Department of Higher Educa
tion to permanent duty as watchdog over the mobilization 
program and co-ordinator for the on-going activities of the 
NCME. The NEA Executive Committee made a special $10,000 
allotment for keeping tabs on mobilization.^1 

The concern of educators for watching events in Washing
ton revealed a general and widespread confusion about the 
course of the mobilization program. The main source of con
fusion was manpower policy. In the absence of a firm policy, 
rumors flourished, and educators contributed to the confusion 
with their inability to agree on a single policy. Chancellor 
Deane Malott of the University of Kansas vented his frustra
tion in a confidential letter to Kansas City Star editor 

31Toepelman to Malott, September 13, 1950, October 3, 
19 50, January 8, 19 51; Umphrey Lee, "The Colleges in This 
Crisis," AAC Bulletin, 37 (March 1951), 78; NEA, Proceedings 
(1951), 1797 191, 198. 
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Henry Haskell. Wrote Mallott, !,I am disturbed by the lack 
of intelligent plans emerging from Washington and at the 
tendency of all sorts of groups to pass resolutions and 
endorse training programs which are little understood."32 

The confusion generated by manpower policy affected 
nearly everyone in the universities. As rumors spread psy
chologists and counselors reported increased symptoms of 
unrest, uncertainty, and apathy among male students. Toepel
man called such reports the most disconcerting aspect of the 
entire confused situation. New York State Superintendent of 
Schools William Jansen acknowledged how deeply the demoral
izing influence of the uncertain manpower situation had 
affected students in his state. There was an almost univer
sal belief among students, said Jansen, that the Armed Ser
vices intended to lure them into the service and then leng
then their terms. To this President Conant amended, "If they 
(the Truman administration) had deliberately set out to de
moralize the youth of the country, I submit they could do no 
better than they have done within the last six months." 
Chancellor Malott became concerned enough over this trend to 
take direct action. Because he knew that the male students 
had been "at a loss all fall to know what was going to happen 
to them; what would be expected of them...," Malott wrote 

32Toepelman to Malott, December 14, 1950; January 26, 
February 14, 19 51; Malott to Henry J. Haskell, December 13 
1950, Malott General Correspondence—H. 
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an open letter on manpower policy for the student newspaper. 
The problem had been festering all autumn. In mid-December 
a number of rumors appeared in the press, climaxed by a 
Kansas City Star story to the effect that all men would be 
called from the universities by February. This caused "ter
rific disquiet" among students; some withdrew from the uni
versity in order to enlist and beat the draft. Malott sought 
to dispel the impact of such rumors with his letter. He 
pointed out that government authorities had not substantiated 
any of the wildest rumors. Malott's ploy worked temporarily, 
but he noted again in January the persistence of a serious 
morale problem and an undercurrent of panic. Even though 
there had not yet been any University of Kansas students 
drafted, at least fifty male students had rushed to enlist 

q q 

after the Christmas break. ° 
If students were confused, their mentors were scarcely 

less so. Divisions and differences of opinion among educators 
stymied education's mobilization effort as educators and their 
organizations jockeyed for positions of influence. When the 
NCCSSO and a group of NEA affiliates created the interim com-

33Toepelman to Malott, January 26, 1951; Proceedings 
of the Thirty-Seventh Meeting of the Educational Policies"" 
Commission, March 29-31 , 19 51 Washington: EPC, 19 51), 43, 
NEA Archives; Malott, "To the Men Students of the Univer
sity," December 12, 1950, Malott General Correspondence— 
Selective Service Information; Malott to Martin Fruhman, 
December 22, 1950, Malott General Correspondence—F.; Malott, 
"Statement by Chancellor Malott," January 9, 1951, Selective 
Service Information. 
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3t+ALGCU, "Circular Letter #44," August 8 , 1950 . 
3 5For a more detailed treatment of the struggle over 

manpower policy, see chapter ten. 

mittee of five to represent education in dealings with the 
federal government, a spokesman for the Association of Land-
Grant Colleges and Universities remarked, "It is unlikely 
that this committee will play much of a role so far as higher 
education is concerned, or that institutions of higher educa
tion will recognize it as the 'voice1 of higher education." 
When in September 1950 the NEA and the NCCSSO created the 
National Conference for the Mobilization of Education, the 
ACE went ahead with its own mobilization conference less than 
a month later. Not even the exigencies of war and mobiliza
tion could make allies of the NEA and the American Federation 
of Teachers, as the latter continued to issue periodic denun-

3 4 
ciations of the former as a "company union." 

The most serious disagreements among educators stemmed 
from manpower policy disputes. The forces of organized higher 
education coalesced into two opposing camps--one favoring a 
liberal deferment policy within the framework of Selective 
Service and the other pushing for universal military service 
with no deferments. In December 1950 Walter Toepelman la
mented : 

It seems incredible that American higher 
education, which is supposed to develop the 
leadership so vital to the future of the nation, 
cannot find within itself the leadership to 
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1951. 

coordinate the divergent points of view so as 
to^make possible some unanimity of thought in 
this time of crisis. Federal bureaucracy will 
exploit (this weakness)...to the utmost and 
hand us ready-made manpower decisions and pro
grams which we will have to accept whether we 
like them or not. 

In January 1951, new ACE President Arthur Adams began an ear
nest effort to compromise such differences; by January 26 
Toepelman could report, to his surprise, that most outstand
ing differences had been eliminated thanks to the efforts of 
Adams and the ACE staff. 3 6 

The Korean War had a significant impact upon American 
education. Much of that impact was simply an extension and 
amplification of the impact of the Cold War on American edu
cation. The trends which became apparent during the Korean 
War had in some cases been under way for several years. Cold 
War related attacks on the schools intensified and legisla
tive investigations into possible subversion in the schools 
plagued educators, but these activities had been in evidence 
for some time prior to Korea. School curricula were influ
enced by the Cold War, but this tendency also predated June 
25, 1950. Despite such qualifications, however, Korea had 
a notable, and in some ways unique, impact. 

The inflation which accompanied the defense build-up 
struck all educational institutions to some extent. The pur-

36Toepelman to Malott, December 14, 19 50; January 26, 
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chasing power of public school teachers, never extravagant, 
diminished sharply as the result of rapid price rises. One 
NEA survey estimated that inflation alone accounted for a 
twenty per cent hike in the expenditures of the nation's 
public schools during the first year of the war. School con
struction projects often had to be sent back to the drawing 
board because skyrocketing materials prices made the original 
bids obsolete—assuming of course that materials could be had 
at any price. Many large city school systems reported diffi
culty in persuading contractors to bid on school construction 
jobs. Inflation struck privately-endowed institutions with 
equal if not greater force. Henry M. Wriston, President of 
the Association of American Universities, warned that a num
ber of smaller private colleges and universities might go 
under as a result of financial pressures. A New York Times 
survey revealed that twenty-two per cent of all institutions 
of higher education were operating in the red. Even highly 

37 
endowed Harvard had to tap its reserves during the war. 

Not since the end of World War II had educators been so 
deeply concerned about the economic health of education. In 
June 1951, a National Conference on Teacher Education and 
Professional Standards convened in Palo Alto, California, to 

3 7"Imprint of the Defense Effort," NEA Journal, 41 (No
vember 1952), 528-29; "The Effects of Mobilization and the 
Defense Effort on the Public Schools," Research Bulletin of 
the_ NEA, XXX (October 1952 ) , 70 , 76 ; New York 'Times, Octo-
ber 24 , 1950 , 31 ; November 27 , 1950 , 21. 
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assess the damage wrought by a year of mobilization. Finis 
Engleman of the NEA Commission on Teacher Education called 
the situation desperate on all fronts—more teachers had 
left the profession for other work in 1950-51 than during 
any other "peacetime" year on record; state and local govern
ments had in many areas reduced support to the schools; 
teacher and building shortages were so severe that half-day 
school sessions had become the rule in some areas. If all 
this were not enough, the prospects for general federal aid 
to education were as bleak as they had been since World War 
ii. 3 8 

Adding to the problems of inflation and building short
ages were problems created by war-related population mobility. 
As defense industries were reactivated or created anew, many 
school systems were swamped with the children of defense 
workers. In December 19 51, 19.9 per cent of the school sys
tems responding to a NEA survey reported large in-migrations 
within the past two years. Cities of between 10,000 and 
500,000 often experienced this phenomenon. Such in-migra-
tion frequently exacerbated existing teacher and building 

qq 

shortages• 
War and mobilization spurred school systems to change 

and adjust curriculum policies, though continuing, of course, 
3 8New York Times, July 1, 1951, E-7. 
39TrEffects of Mobilization and the Defense Effort on the 

Public Schools," NEA Research Bulletin, XXX (October 1952), 70. 
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were Cold War-related curriculum developments already under 
way such as increased emphasis on citizenship, democracy, 
communism, and international relations. Mobilization promp
ted schools to increase the tempo of curriculum revision. 
More than thirty-five per cent of the school systems respond
ing to a NEA survey, including more than fifty per cent of 
those in cities of more than 100,000 population, accelerated 
curriculum revision after the Korean War began. For the most 
part these changes represented responses to the need for 
military preparedness, not changes prompted by trends in peda
gogical theory. One in five school systems reported in
creased attention to social studies; one in four more empha
sis on vocational training. Twenty-eight per cent provided 
more extracurricular activities, at least partially because 
of pressure from working parents. Twenty-five per cent ex
panded the scope of their physical education programs, a trend 
inspired largely by the discovery that too many American youth 
could not meet the minimum physical standards of the armed 
forces. The EPC and the American Association for Health, Phy
sical Education, and Recreation, alarmed by revelations of 
educational shortcomings in health and physical education, 
concocted a minimal six-point health program for every Amer
ican child and began a push to have it adopted by the public 
schools. As one physical education expert put it, the Korean 
emergency might even be a "blessing in disguise" if it opened 
the door for a national health program for the schools. Some 



351 
schools and school systems did not wait for a national pro
gram; Forest Hills High School in New York City offered 
emergency ranger training in health classes.40 

The Korea-era curriculum change most directly related 
to the war effort was a greatly increased emphasis on first 
aid and safety, particularly in the larger cities. Thirty-
five per cent of the NEA survey respondents reported increased 
emphasis on these subjects. The direct impetus for this surge 
in first aid and safety training was the civil defense scare 
which accompanied the Korean War. In the months after June 
25, 1950, civil defense became a national concern—almost a 
national hysteria--as national leaders from the President 
down voiced dire warnings of the danger and likelihood of an 
atomic attack. When the mayor of Wauseon, Ohio, gravely 
announced the strengthening of the town's civil defense or
ganization because "Wauseon lay at the very heart of America's 
war production area," some residents decided that Wauseon 
had become a bull's-eye and made plans to move to Delta or 
Napoleon.1+1 

The public schools were swept along on this wave of con-

4 0Ibid. , 92-93 , 96-97 ; Druzilla Kent and Beulah I. Coon, 
"The Family—A School Responsibility for the Nation's Defense," 
School Life, 34 (April 1952), 103, 111; Arthur V.G. Upton, 
"Our Most Valuable Resource—Good Health," School Executive , 
70 (June 1951), 66; Renee J. Fulton, "Survey of Student Opin
ion on the Present National Emergency," High Points, 33 (Sep
tember 1951) , 15. 

4 1Federal Civil Defense Administration, Federal Civil De
fense Conference Report (Washington: U.S. Government Printing 
Office (U.S.G.P.O.) , May, 1951); New York Times Magazine, 
January 14, 19 51, 20. 
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Defense—Education 's New Obligation." 
The schools responded to the civil defense scare with 

a variety of activities—drills, exercises, first aid instruc
tion, and written explanations of school civil defense pro
cedures for parents. The Columbus, Ohio, school system cre
ated a school civil defense committee with a regular chain-

4 2William McGowan, "Civil Defense: The Public School's 
Role," Clearing House, 27 (November 1952), 139; Earl K. 
Peckham~ "The Place of Civil Defense in Education," School 
and Society, 76 (August 9, 1952), 87-90; J.B. Coss, "Why 
Not" Build School Plants Underground?" ASBJ, 123 (July 1951), 
26; Winston L. Roesch, "Civil Defense Against Enemy BOMBS," 
Nation's Schools, 47 (January 1951), 38-40; Robert E. Wilson, 
"Is Your School Ready for the A-Bomb?" ASBJ, 122 (May 1951), 
19-21; John J. Pritchard, "Disaster From the Air," Nation's 
Schools, 47 (April 1951), 34-36; Urban H. Fleece, "The Teacher 
and Civil Defense," NEA Journal, 40 (November 1951), 542-43; 
Paul T. Rankin, "More Than a Place to Hide," NEA Journal, 40 
(December 1951), 604-05; "What Are You Doing About Civil De
fense?" NEA Journal, 41 (September 1952), 364; Dwayne Orton, 

cern. The Cold War emphasis on citizenship took on a new 
dimension—civil defense. California State Department of 
Education consultant William McGowan thought it vital to 
citizenship training for children to know that 60,000 people 
could be killed in an atomic attack on a single large city. 
Educators made civil defense an almost mandatory topic for 
discussion wherever they convened, and educational journals 
bombarded readers with the likes of "Why Not Build School 
Plants Underground?", "Civil Defense Against Enemy BOMBS," 
l!Is Your School.Ready for the A-Bomb?", "Disaster From the 
Air," "The Teacher and Civil Defense," "More Than a Place to 
Hide," "What Are You Doing About Civil Defense?", and "Civil 
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of-command--principals to school staffs to students and 
PTAs—for passing on the latest instructions. The program 
included monthly drills and first aid instruction for one-
third of the city's teachers. Chicago teachers and students 
returning to school in September 19 50 were greeted with gen
eral instructions on civil defense and the effects of atomic 
weapons; the pamphlet "Should an A-Bomb Fall" was widely dis
tributed. After nearly a year of drills and classroom in
struction, New York City's 1,250,000 pupils reacted like sea
soned air raid veterans during a city-wide atomic bomb drill 
in November 19 51. They trooped to designated shelter areas 
within three minutes. Detroit parents reacted unhappily, how
ever, when some children were ushered to boiler rooms during 
air raid drills. The Detroit schools made the Federal Civil 
Defense Administration (FCDA) pamphlet "Survival Under Atomic 
Attack" a basic text for fourth graders and gave all sixth, 
ninth, and twelfth graders first aid instruction. An Ameri
can Legion-published comic book series on civil defense was 
in great demand; local PTAs helped in their distribution. The 
FCDA also resorted to comic strip characters for its school 
programs, as Bert the Turtle appeared in classrooms everywhere 
telling students to "duck and cover." 4 3 

"Civil Defense—Education's New Obligation," Current Issues 
in Higher Education (1951), 149-52. 

4 3NASSP Bulletin, 36 (April 1952), 185-88; Herold C. 
Hunt, "Chicago's Blueprint for Civil Defense," School Exe
cutive , 70 (June 1951), 62; New York Times, November 29, 
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Although some parents objected, school authorities de

voted considerable attention to the gruesome task of identi
fying bodies after an attack. A conference of leading edu
cators at the Civil Defense Staff College in Olney, Maryland, 
rejected tatooing (because of its unwholesome connotations 
and impermanence in the case of severe burns, fingerprinting 
(an invasion of rights; anyway too slow where large numbers 
of bodies were involved) , and identification cards before 
finally settling upon metal tags and chains (over objections 
that the kids would trade them and give them to girl friends). 
Several cities adopted the dog tag scheme, although Denver 
and Philadelphia school boards rebelled at giving the tags 
away free. San Francisco students forked over six cents for 
their tags; New York City led the way with 2,500,000 tags 
distributed at a cost of $159 ,000. 4 4 

The NEA, U.S. Office of Education, and other education
al organizations cooperated with the FCDA and the Red Cross 
on a number of projects for the schools. Educators by the 
score flocked to the May 19 51 national civil defense confer
ence in Washington. The NEA and the FCDA collaborated on 

1951, 22, 24-25; Pritchard, "Disaster," Nation's Schools, 
47 (April 1951), 36; Rankin, "Place to Hide," NEA Journal, 
40 (December 1951), 604-05; FCDA, National Civil Defense 
Conference Report, 46 , 62 ; NEA Journal, 41 (February 19 52 ) , 
96-98. 

4 4New York Times, October 19, 1951, 14; William T. 
Lamers, "Identification for School Children," NEA Journal, 
41 (February 19 52), 99; Elementary School Journal, 52 (Sep-
tember 1951), 12; New York Times, September 13, 1950, 12; 
May 22, 1951, 37. 
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producing the film, "Civil Defense for Schools.11 In the 
autumn of 1952, the NEA sponsored a massive conference for 
educators on "Civil Defense and the Schools." 4 5 

In another obviously war-related curriculum development, 
secondary schools and colleges revamped counseling services 
so as to accentuate guidance for military service. Educators 
frequently reported that the prospect of being drafted into 
the military service resulted in a "don't care" or "what's 
the use" attitude among male students. To counteract student 
fatalism about military service, the New Hampshire State 
Department of Education devised, in cooperation with the Fort 
Devens Army Reception Center, the "New Hampshire Plan" for 
preparing high school students for military service. The 
plan stressed the value of education in the military service, 
instruction on the need for military preparedness, study of 
the Selective Service and Universal Military Training and Ser
vice laws, and stepped-up physical fitness and psychological 
counseling programs. The Washington State Office of Public 
Instruction and the Washington Secondary-School Principal's 
Association established a state-wide reference service on 
counseling students for military service. Los Angeles schools, 
in addition to counseling students about military service, 

4 5Elaine Exton, "The School's Task in Civil Defense," 
ASM, 122 (March 1951), 39-39 ; Clyde W. Meredith, "Civil 
Defense and the Schools," School Life, 34 (April 1952), 
99-100; FCDA, National Civil Defense Conference, 46. 
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brought representatives of the armed forces into the secondary 
schools for lectures to assemblies and physical education 
classes. The U.S. Office of Education compiled and made a-
vailable a number of instructional films on military life and 
the reasons for military service—"Are You Ready for Service?", 
"What It's All About," "Getting Ready Physically," "The Nation 
to Defend," and "Why You?" among others. The OE also issued, 
with the assistance of an advisory committee of secondary edu
cators, a bulletin on counseling students during the defense 
build-up. The bulletin stressed the need for the schools to 
provide accurate information about the armed services—in
duction procedures and military occupations for instance— 
and the need to help students find, through tests and ques
tionnaires, where they fit best into the armed forces. Some 
counselors approached this last admonition with almost reli
gious fervor, seeing military service as one way of disposing 
of difficult cases. Psychologist Eugene Mills of Whittier 
(California) College spent the 19 5 1 - 5 2 school year as a visi
ting counselor at a large high school. What he observed 
appalled him. Mills reported that it had not been uncommon 
to hear counselors talk of trying to convince difficult cases 
into joining the army. Said one discouraged fellow counselor, 
"I'd certainly hate to be a student who was having some per
sonal difficulty which the counselors couldn't understand.... 
They would have me in the Army and no doubt about it." 4 6 

4 6 t f £ ff e cts of Mobilization and the Defense Effort on 
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the Public Schools," NEA Research Bulletin, XXX (October 1952), 
93, 99; Jack F. George and Arthur B. Shedd, "New Hampshire 
High School Boys Prepare for Military Service," Journal of 
Health and Physical Education, 22 (November 1951) , 19-20 ; 
Werner C. Dieckman, "Military Service and the High School's 
Responsibility for Guidance to Youth," NASSP Bulletin, 37 (Feb
ruary 1953), 14; A.J. Stoddard, "Los Angeles Plans for Mobili
zation," School Executive, 71 (October 1951), 59; U.S. OE, 
Counseling High School Students in a Defense Period (Washing
ton: U.S.G.P.O., 1952), iii-iv, TI-14, 21-24; Eugene S. Mills, 
"The Military Services and the High School Counseling Program," 
School and Society, 76 (November 8, 1952), 292-93. 

The Korean conflict and its implications for the course 
of the Cold War influenced educators not only in their imme
diate behavior but also in their thinking about the future 
of American education. In 195 3 the ACE staff assembled a 
list of problems which in their judgement would, be the major 
issues facing education five years hence. Ranked first on 
the list was the subject "Problems of Public Understanding," 
a choice which reflected the importance educators attached 
to Cold War-related criticism of education. "An understand
ing of the value and purpose of academic freedom" also ranked 
high on the list. Other predictions which reflected Cold War 
concerns included: implementing sound relationships among 
higher education, the military establishment, and government; 
inculcating an appreciation of democracy and its principles; 
enhancing individual moral and spiritual development; achieving 
"maximum utilization of manpower... in a period of partial mo
bilization,"; and incorporating sponsored research into regu
lar research programs with maximum efficiency and within total 
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4'"Issues in Higher Education Five Years Hence," undated— 
195 3, Probl ems and Policies Committee File 9 ACE Archives. 

educational objectives.4^ 



Chapter Nine 

Educators, Manpower, and National Defense: 
1944-1950 

They had gone to the White House February 25, 1944, ex
pecting to talk about manpower policy, but this was not 
exactly what they had in mind. The delegation from the Amer
ican Council on Education (ACE) Committee on the Relationship 
of Higher Education to the Federal Government (CRHEFG) hoped 
to convince President Roosevelt to expand the wartime Army 
Specialized Training Program to include gifted 17 year-olds 
graduating from high school. But James B. Conant, President 
of Harvard; W.H. Cowley, President of Colgate; and Francis 
J. Brown of the ACE staff had no more than outlined their 
proposal when the President changed the subject. He had, 
Roosevelt told them, come to the conclusion that it would 
be a good thing for all American boys to devote one year to 
national service. His plan would of course include some mili
tary training, but it would also have educational purposes. 
Not only that, but it would be a splendid way of using the 
now nearly deserted Army training facilities which would other
wise go to waste in peacetime.1 

Perhaps it was because they were stunned to silence, but 

William M. Tuttle, Jr., "James B. Conant and Universal 
lilitary Training and Service, 1944-52," (in author's posses
ion) ; James B. Conant, Several Lives: Memoirs of a Social 
nventor (New York: Harper g Row, 1970) , 351-54 . 
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Roosevelt seemed to think that the three educators agreed 
with him on the need for national service. He would soon 
have rid himself of that impression had he accompanied them 
as they returned to their colleagues to report on the meeting. 
When Cowley and Conant described the session with Roosevelt 
first to the ACE Problems and Plans Committee and then to 
a joint meeting of that committee and the Educational Policies 
Commission (EPC), those groups took Roosevelt's ideas as a 
call to battle. Since the President had requested an ACE 
memorandum on the subject of national service, the joint 
meeting participants spent most of their time discussing how 
best to formulate their objections to national service. One 
response took the form of a resolution by the ACE's consti
tuent membership of national and regional associations: lfIt 
is unwise to commit the nation at this time to a year of uni
versal military training.11 Roosevelt did not acknowledge the 

. . 2 
ACE memo expressing this opposition. 

Although Conant, Cowley, and Brown were stunned by Roose
velt's February 25 declaration, it was not because they as 
educators were unaware that since 1940 the Roosevelt adminis
tration had occasionally unleashed rumblings about national 
military service. Since 1942 ACE spokesmen had been intimate
ly involved in discussions about manpower policy and higher 

2Tuttle, "Conant and UMTS," 2-4; Conant, M^ Several Lives, 
351-54. 
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education, and the specter of peacetime national service never 
seemed far from view. In December 1944 the ACE Committee on 
Youth Problems petitioned the President to appoint a civil
i a n commission on manpower policy. Beginning in 194 3, the 
E P C also carefully reviewed peacetime military training pro
posals. Thus even before the war ended the EPC released a 
policy statement, Compulsory Peacetime Military Training, 
w h i c h mustered an impressive array of arguments against such 
-ttraining any time and for any purpose. According to the EPC 
statement, not only had it not been convincingly demonstrated 
h o w such training would contribute to national security, but 
s u c h a program might well create obstacles to postwar inter
na.!: ional understanding and hinder the work of the proposed 
United Nations. The statement also denied the legitimacy of 
"the ancillary benefits claimed for such training and conclu
d e d that better ways of meeting the educational needs of the 

3 
American people could be devised at far lower costs. 

As World War II drew to a close, Americans from many 
walks of life began to ponder the course of postwar American 
society. Sharing this concern were influential individuals 
a n d organizations in politics, business, labor and the mili-
t a r y , What is sometimes overlooked, though, is that American 

3"A Petition to the President of the United States to 
Appoint a National Commission to Consider Proposals for Com
pulsory Military Training,ff 1944 ; Franklin D. Roosevelt to 
George Zook, December 19 , 1944 , Committee on Youth Problems 
F i l e , ACE Archives, Washington, D.C; Educational Policies 
Commission, Compulsory Peacetime Military Training (Washing
t o n : EPC, 1945), 3-15. 
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education, particularly through representatives of its most 
prestigious institutions, also shared this concern and help
ed shape the contours of the postwar discussion of America's 
domestic priorities. Because of the impact of defense and 
manpower policies on their institutions, educators took an 
especially active role in the national debate on those sub
jects. 

That debate heated up in January 1945 when Roosevelt 
called in his State of the Union message for universal mili
tary training (UMT) as an "essential factor in the mainten
ance of peace in the future." Coming on the heels of a strong 
administration push for UMT in 1944—Secretaries Marshall, 
Knox, and Stimson all praised UMT highly in well-publicized 
statements — Roosevelt 1 s State of the Union message caused 
mushrooming concern among educators. The message also pro
voked firm resistance. As Conant recalled, "It had been clear 
ever since the discussion of Cowley's report to the Problems 
and Plans Committee that almost all my educational friends 
were opposed to the enactment of a universal military train
ing law while the war was still in progress." Among those 
who reacted most strongly were Conant, President E.E. Day of 
Cornell, and President Donald Tressider of Stanford. They 
were the prime movers in the composition of an open letter to 
Roosevelt urging him to delay a decision on UMT until after 
the war had ended. The letter also suggested that he recommend 
further study of the whole subject of national defense before 
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making any firm policy decisions. The presidents of eleven 
major universities—including Princeton, Chicago, Tulane, 
Missouri, Brown, California, Indiana, Vanderbilt, and Kansas — 
signed the statement. 

If one of the purposes of the letter was to attract 
attention to the anti-UMT forces, it was a success. Within 
two weeks, fourteen other university presidents, including 
those of Yale, Johns Hopkins, Rutgers, Northwestern, and MIT, 
composed their own open letter which took direct issue with 
the anti-UMT position. This group argued that now was indeed 
the time to make a decision instead of waiting until after 
the war when the nation might be overcome by a false sense 
of security. 

To prove that the anti-UMT forces were in the majority 
among educators, the ACE joined with the American Association 
of University Professors (AAUP) and the American Association 
of Junior Colleges (AAJC) in sponsoring a questionnaire on UMT. 
In February 1945 the ACE and AAJC polled 1,6 85 college, uni
versity, and junior college presidents. More than three-quar
ters of those responding agreed that any decision on UMT 
should await the end of the war. A second question asked for 
opinions of the proposal that President Roosevelt establish 
a national commission to study all aspects of national defense 
and make recommendations to Congress for a comprehensive pro-

4Tuttle, "Conant and" UMTS," 4-7; Conant, My Several 
Lives, 3 5 3-54. 

^Tuttle, "Conant and UMTS," 7-8; Conant, My Several 
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gram. Eighty per cent approved of this procedure. A third 
question, on the wisdom of the general principle of UMT, 
elicited a forty-seven per cent unfavorable and a thirty-
eight per cent favorable rating. The ACE publicized the re-
suits of its poll widely. 

The ACE did not confine its interest in manpower policy 
to the issue of UMT. Another policy question which had to 
be settled in the immediate postwar era was the future of 
the Selective Service system. Although educators were gen
erally not ecstatic about any form of peacetime compulsory 
military training, they accepted Selective Service because it 
operated on a selective basis and because draft calls did 
not promise to be a major burden in peacetime. Since the 
Armed Services asserted that their postwar needs required a 
Selective Service system, ACE leaders bent their energies to
ward securing a liberal student deferment policy within the 
framework of Selective Service. At the request of Office of 
War Mobilization and Reconversion Director John W. Snyder 
the ACE submitted a series of recommendations on deferment 
policy.^ 

Despite such diversions, however, the ACE and other edu-

Lives« 354. 
°American Council on Education, "Summary of a Poll of 

College Presidents on Universal Military Training," Higher 
Education and National Defense, Bulletin 85 (June 8, 1945); 
Minutes of the President's Advisory Commission on Universal 
Training, January 15, 1947, Box 2, Harry S. Truman Library, 
Independence, Missouri• 
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cators kept a sharp eye on the still warm carcass of UMT. 
An ACE newsletter warned in October 1945 that UMT was not 
yet the "dead issue" some assumed it to be. Close tabs 
were kept on the House Military Affairs Committee after that 
committee was rumored to be mulling over the possibility of 
reopening hearings on UMT. The CRHEFG sent President Truman 
a special message advising against reopening the hearings. 
Noting the confusing impact of the atomic bomb, the CRHEFG 
called upon Truman to create a presidential commission on 
national defense. Such a commission, the message cautioned, 
should investigate all aspects of national defense in as com
prehensive a fashion as possible. In particular, the CRHEFG 
message warned against any consideration of UMT apart from 
other measures for national defense.0 

Individual educators, particularly prominent university 
presidents, maintained a lively interest in the course of man
power policy. In July 1945, President Donald Tresidder of 
Stanford took advantage of a trip to the East Coast to discuss 
strategies on UMT with presidents Conant, Day, Harold Dodds of 
Princeton, and Robert Hutchins of Chicago. All agreed on the 
need for a comprehensive approach to national security and 
eschewed one-track programs such as UMT. The five also agreed 
that a presidential commission along the lines of a British 
Royal Commission might be desirable as a means of promoting a 

8ACE, Higher Education and National Defense, Bulletin 
91 (October 8, 1945T. 
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comprehensive program. In order to place these ideas before 
President Truman, Tresidder turned to midwestern colleagues 
Deane Malott of Kansas and Frederick Middlebush of Missouri. 
Tresidder believed that Malott1s and Middlebush's midwestern 
connections might give them an in with Truman because of 
the President's Kansas City area background. Tresidder of
fered to join Malott and Middlebush in either a written state
ment or a personal delegation to the President. Malott in 
turn suggested that Tresidder and Conant should confer with 
Truman. He was more than willing to join such a venture, 
Malott asserted, but he doubted any need for his personal 
participation if Conant and Tresidder carried the ball.9 

By mid-September, the sense of urgency had gone out of 
the exchanges among these university presidents. Conant wrote 
George Zook, "I am inclined to think that the atomic bomb 
blew up most of what was left of the force behind compulsory 
military training." He confided to Tresidder that he doubted 
that any serious drive for such training would be mounted 
soon as it would be "ridiculous to pass an act for compulsory 
military training until the whole strategy and tactics of 
modern warfare have been developed in a clearer light." Both 

9Deane W. Malott, "Universal Military Training," School 
and Society, 63 (March 2, 1946), 145; Donald P. Tresidder 
to Deane Malott, July 28 , 1945 ; Tresidder to Malott, Sep
tember 6, 1945; Malott to Tresidder, September 18, 1945; 
Deane Malott Papers, General Correspondence—T, University 
of Kansas Archives, Spencer Research Library, Lawrence, 
Kansas. 
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continued to promote the commission idea. Wrote Tresidder 
to Conant, "To me, the lack of evidence that the Army, Navy, 
and the Administration plan to restudy the problem of main
taining our security is seriously disturbing." Tresidder 
suggested obtaining the backing of prominent industrialists, 
professional men, and labor leaders for a commission on na
tional defense. Conant still clung to the idea that a dele
gation of educators —Malott, Tresidder, and Middlebush for 
instance—going directly to Truman might be the most effec
tive means of pushing the commission alternative. Conant 
played down the possibility of any role for himself in such 
a delegation: "I have the feeling that Harvard has been suffi
ciently prominent in Washington the past twelve years." To 
solidify plans he suggested a meeting of minds at the October 
meeting of the Association of American Universities (AAU) in 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina. Tresidder had not planned to 
attend the AAU meeting, but he changed his mind at Conant's 
urging. 1 0 

Out of the AAU meeting emerged a decision to push the 
commission idea not through personal lobbying but instead 
by soliciting the support of other prominent educators for 
another round in the battle of open letters. This being accom-

1 0James B. Conant to Tresidder, September 19, 194 5; 
Tresidder to Conant, September 22, 1945; Conant to Malott, 
September 24, 1945, Malott General Correspondence--C.; Malott 
to Tresidder, October 2, 1945; Tresidder to Malott, October 3, 
1945; Conant, My Several Lives, 356. 
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plished, Conant, Tresidder, and the others waited for the 
proper moment. That moment came when the House Military 
Affairs Committee reopened hearings on UMT in November 1945. 
On November 20, Conant, Tresidder, and Malott each released 
the text of a telegram to Chairman Andrew J. May of the Mili
tary Affairs Committee. Thirty-four university presidents 
signed the telegram, which consisted of a series of proposed 
alternatives to UMT. These proposals included a one-year 
extension of Selective Service, the vigorous promotion of 
voluntary enlistments combined with a program of inducements 
to secure such enlistments, and the postponing of a decision 
on UMT until a National Defense Commission had been given a 
chance to offer a comprehensive plan for national security. 
The thirty-four promised that if such a study concluded that 
UMT was indispensible, they would then endorse i t . 1 1 

The drafters of the statement continued their blitz 
against UMT. The need for inspired opposition took on added 
urgency when a December 9 Gallup poll revealed a seventy per 
cent "yes" response to the question, "In the future, do you 
think every able-bodied young man should be required to take 
military or naval training for one year?" Conant appeared be
fore the May Committee and reiterated the message of the Novem
ber 20 manifesto. Chancellor Malott, in a statement widely 

UTresidder to Malott, November 20 , 1945 ; Tuttle, 
"Conant and UMTS," 9-11. 
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disseminated throughout the Midwest, assailed the program 
before the May Committee as hastily formulated and ineffec
tual. Malott delivered his indictment in the form of a series 
of questions. Why, he asked, one year of military training 
when World War II had underscored the importance of highly-
skilled, highly-trained armed forces? What could be done 
in twelve months of training other than the duplication of 
existing educational functions? Why the haste in pushing 
such legislation? What nation in the world stood ready to 
challenge the security of the United States--a seriously 
drained Britain or a Soviet Union badly in need of recon
struction? Bolivia? Costa Rica? Why not attack the prob
lem of achieving national security with an integrated, co
herent plan instead of with a manpower program devised in 
isolation from other important considerations? As an alter
native, Malott suggested that the President appoint a small 
civilian defense commission with a mandate for a broad study 
of all national defense problems. 

Whatever the impact of the November 20 manifesto or of 
other educational opposition to UMT, by the end of the year 
UMT appeared to be dead in Congress. Such appearances did 
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not, however, lull educators into complacency. Conant talked 
of forming a "Citizen !s Committee for the Adequate Defense 
of the United States" to lobby against Secretary of War Robert 
Patterson's "half-baked proposals" for UMT even though such 
a confrontation would likely be "a pretty rough and tumble 
fight." Malott suggested to Tresidder that they get together 
for a brief check-up on UMT when Malott visited the West Coast 
in February. The issue was really dead this time, Malott pre
dicted, but nevertheless it could not hurt to keep a sharp 
eye on the President and the War Department as both seemed 
prepared for one last try. In addition to sustaining opposi
tion to UMT, educators would not let the presidential commis
sion idea rest* The AAU, citing the peril in any further 
delay in formulating an adequate plan for national defense, 
urged President Truman to appoint a commission as quickly as 
possible. On this occasion (October 1946), the AAU decided 
to avoid a public airing of its position because Truman was 
already considering such a step. Even so, President Harold 
Dodds of Princeton feared that Truman's commission would not 
have the broad mandate desired by educators. ° 

The National Education Association (NEA), the largest 
and most influential lobby for public school educators, also 
gave close scrutiny to manpower policy in the postwar era. 
School superintendents, principals, and local NEA leaders 

13Tuttle, "Conant and UMTS," 12; Malott to Tresidder, 
January 22, 1946; Harold W. Dodds to Malott, October 23, 
October 29, 1946, Malott General Correspondence—D. 
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overwhelmingly rejected UMT in a January 194 5 poll. Sixty-
eight per cent of the 3 ,800 respondents favored waiting until 
after the war to make any manpower decisions; sixty-four per 
cent indicated that they would oppose a year of UMT if a 
decision had to be made before the end of the war. In Decem
ber 1945, the NEA Executive Committee announced the NEA's 
official position on all forms of compulsory peacetime mili
tary training (CMT). While admitting the need for modern, 
adequate defenses, the statement nevertheless said, "We look 
with concern to the proposal to adopt compulsory military 
training..." because such training was foreign to American 
traditions, wasteful, militaristic, and a possible step to
ward the development of a powerful military clique. The best 
approach to national security, on the other hand, was a sound 
economy, adequate health and education for all Americans, and 
national unity based on the elimination of injustices from 
American life. These objectives would be difficult if not 
impossible to achieve if the budget remained committed to a 
high level of defense spending. The statement also questioned 
the argument that UMT was an exercise in democracy; the best 

14 
place to teach democracy was in the schools. 

1 4NEA, Research Division, Opinions of School Administra
tors and Teacher Leaders on Compulsory Military Training 
(Washington: NEA, 1945) , 2-4 ; National Education Association, 
Proceedings of the Eighty-fourth Annual Convention (Washing-
ton : NEA, 19^)7^19-20 . 
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The question of the proper NEA policy toward CMT caused 

an acrimonious debate at that body's first postwar national 
convention. When a proposed resolution on preparedness 
called upon Congress "to determine the security needs of 
our nation and to adopt such measures as will satisfy those 
needs," anti-CMT partisans thought they detected an attempt 
to force the NEA to endorse CMT indirectly. Tempers flared 
when an anti-CMT delegate accused CMT supporters of repre
senting the interests of the American Legion at the expense 
of the interests of education. This harbinger of future NEA-
Legion conflicts ended when the Representative Assembly 
voted down the preparedness resolution because it smacked of 
approval of CMT. The 194 5-46 convention established the tone 
for NEA policy on CMT for the pre-Korea period. Donald DuShane, 
Secretary of the NEA's National Commission for the Defense of 
Democracy through Education (NCDDE), served as an eloquent 
spokesman for the anti-CMT viewpoint. DuShane tirelessly mar
shalled opposition not only to CMT but also to all forms of 
what he considered excessive military spending.15 

DuShane reflected a phenomenon widespread among educa
tors in the immediate postwar years—a distrust of the military 
combined with a skeptical eye toward military demands on the 
national budget. During the last months of World War II edu-

1 5NEA, Proceedings (1945-46), 216-22; Donald DuShane, 
"Shall Our Youth Be Conscripted?" NEA Journal, 36 (April 1947), 
280; NCDDE, Defense Bulletin, 24 TTebruary 1948); 25 (April 
1948); 26 (September 1948), NEA Archives, Washington, D.C. 
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cators frequently voiced the fear that proponents of UMT, 
particularly the military chieftains, were taking advantage 
of the passions of wartime to advance their cause because 
they knew that the American public would not under normal 
circumstances accept UMT. DuShane complained vociferously 
of the high pressure lobbying campaign being waged in behalf 
of UMT at public expense. DuShane also advocated close scru
tiny of military budget requests, warning that such requests 
should be carefully analyzed to determine their real cost, 
their impact upon education, and to check any tendencies 
toward militarism.16 

Skepticism toward military motives and methods surfaced 
spontaneously at a May 1947 meeting of the EPC when William 
Carr innocently mentioned that he had been invited to appear 
before the President's Advisory Commission on Universal Train
ing. Carr's remark triggered a general discussion, for the 
most part critical, of the pro-UMT lobbying to which most 
members of the EPC had been subjected. Chairman Francis Bacon 
told of numerous inquiries from a War Department lobbyist "who 
is sort of a general salesman to convince people that UMT is 
a desirable thing." Pearl Wanamaker of the National Council 
of Chief State School Officers had recently been invited to 
the Ft. Knox experimental UMT unit. She believed that "they 

1 6Dwight L. Bolinger, "Universal Military Training," 
AAUP Bulletin, 31 (1945), 97-102; DuShane, "Shall Our Youth?" 
NEA Journal, 36 (April 1947), 280. 
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17Proceedings of the Thirty-First Meeting, Educational 
Policies Commission, May 4-7_, 1947 (Washington: EPC, 1947) , 
304-22, NEA Archives, Washington, D.C. 

are just out selling UMT." Several EPC members spoke of the 
frustration of trying to argue with "Army brass" about the 
merits of UMT. That educators sincerely believed in an al
ternative to large military budgets was demonstrated at the 
same EPC meeting when ACE President George Zook interrupted 
the discussion of UMT with a heart-felt exposition of his 
views: 

If somebody could just say to them (the 
President's Advisory Commission on Universal 
Training) that it is at least as important, 
if not a lot more important, that the illiter
ates of this country be taken care of and phy
sical standards of young men be brought up, and 
so forth, than it is to have UMT, it seems to me 
that their tendency would be to put those things 
up ahead of UMT.... Once they do I think the 
country, and Congress too, will be helped to 
realize that this is the proper way of looking 
at the matter of national defense comprehen
sively. U 

The January 19 4 7 ACE Conference of Constituent Members 
resolved that young men would be served better by giving them 
a "will to peace based upon cooperative action rather than in 
skills that have no justification, except in the attitude that 
war is inevitable, if not imminent." Educators also displayed 
a keen awareness of the potential impact of American military 
preparations on the international community. Many asserted 
that CMT in peacetime was not domestic policy alone but also 
a declaration of foreign policy. Concluded one ACE bulletin 



on the subject, "Citizens interested in a peaceful world must 
consider well their stand Con UMT)." 1 8 

The attitude of University of Kansas Chancellor Deane 
Malott during the postwar years is illustrative of a healthy 
skepticism toward the military. Malott !s opinions are sig
nificant not only as an indicator of educational opinion but 
also because he was a self-confessed conservative in politics 
and economics. When an anxious mother wrote Malott about 
the delay in getting the boys home in the autumn of 1945, he 
responded in a sympathetic manner. The problem, said Malott, 
was that Army and Navy brass were trying to build large staffs 
and bureaucracies while they had the chance. He left no doubt 
about his opinion of this practice: "I am particularly eager 
to do everything I can to prevent building up a military 
machine, because it seems to me fantastic to think that we 
may have need of a large reserve of military forces in the 
near future." When U.S. News and World Report asked Malott fs 
response to the question, "Do you approve drastic reductions 
in appropriations for the armed forces as part of the economy 
program of Congress?", Malott replied that such reductions 
did not seem out of order. "History does not show that pre
paration for war prevents it..,. No two wars are ever fought 

1 8Francis J. Brown (ed.), Basic Issues in Education. UMT 
Federal Aid to Education; Department of Health, Education, and 
SecuritylHuNESCO—Report of a Conference of Representatives of 
the Constituent Member Organizations of the ACE, Washington, 
PTC. , January 24-25 , 1947 (Washington: ACE, 1947), 4-5 ; ACE, 
Higher Education and National Affairs (HENA), 108 (December 31 
1956). 
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with the same techniques and equipment Hence much of 
our peacetime expenditures are wasted. "19 

Nor did Malott exhibit any enthusiasm when the service 
branches made requests for the university's time and ser
vices. When representatives of the U.S. Navy League asked 
Malott to make plans for celebrating Navy Day on campus, he 
revealed a singular lack of ardor for the project. He re
plied that he would do what he could but that he anticipated 
little success because so many veteran students "are more 
eager to forget the military than they are to celebrate its 
glories." Questioning whether it would be wise to devote 
much time to such activities, Malott concluded, "I am hon
estly more concerned by the knowledge and ability of our 
civilian statesmen in these trying times.... Perhaps what 
we really need is a State Department Day.!!" At another point 
the Army asked the university to help it in recruiting stu
dents who had withdrawn from school. Malott turned thumbs 
down on the scheme: "For the most part our withdrawn students 
are not candidates for recruitment and I do not believe it 
is our problem. " ^ 

Malott carried his skepticism over to his public appear
ances outside the university, where he led an active career 

1 9Malott to Mrs. Hazel Walters, October 1, 1945; E. Worth 
Higgins to Malott, February 21, 1947; Malott to Higgins, Feb
ruary 27, 1947; Malott General Correspondence—W., U.-V. 

20üeane Malott to Jack K. Juhl, September 9, 1946, Malott 
General Correspondence—N. ; Malott Memo to James K. Hitt, 
November 15, 1947. 
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as an anti-UMT speaker. After President Truman resurrected 
UMT in 1948, Malott made that subject one of his standards 
on the banquet trail. In March 1948, with the Czechoslovakian 
crisis dominating the news and spurring a new wave of senti
ment for UMT, he told the Kansas City Chamber of Commerce 
that although national defense deserved a high priority on 
the national agenda, that subject had been obfuscated by mis
guided sentiment, false assumptions, and blind ignorance. 
He particularly bristled at the assumption that UMT was now 
imperative: "Must we assume that universal military training, 
at a cost of- more than one billion dollars a year, is so in
telligent that we must give immediate and totalitarian obe
dience to the mandates of the military? May we not ask for 
intelligent answers to some serious questions without being 
branded subversive...?"^ 

Throughout the postwar years, public opinion as measured 
by the Gallup poll favored by comfortable margins some form 
of universal military training. Advocates of UMT met with 
nothing but failure in Congress, though, so it is no surprise 
that they focused much of their attention upon prominent edu
cators who were among the most visible and the most vocal 
opponents of UMT. Presidents Roosevelt and Truman both re
cognized the value of having educational opinion behind their 
programs. Roosevelt, it will be recalled, first made his 1944 

2 1Malott, "Speech to Kansas City Chamber of Commerce," 
March 24, 194 8, General Correspondence—UMT; undated memo to 
secretary, same file. 
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national service scheme public in a meeting with a delegation 
of educators including James Conant. Roosevelt also asked 
the EPC and the ACE to submit position papers on UMT, although 
he ignored their advice when their positions did not coincide 
with his. Truman made a special point of naming college pres
idents to his Advisory Commission on Universal Training. 
"When I found out there was some opposition to Universal Train
ing, I appointed a Commission made up of college presidents — 
a class that is supposed to be absolutely opposed to train
ing...." Actually, only three of the nine Commission members 
were educators, but Truman still considered the Commission's 
favorable verdict on UMT proof that educators did not oppose 
his manpower program.22 

Chancellor Malott1 s lobbying against UMT did not escape 
the notice of UMT partisans. Each of the eleven university 
presidents who signed the January 1945 anti-UMT letter to 
President Roosevelt received follow-up inquiries from the Amer
ican Legion asking them to reconsider their positions. Mili
tary supporters of UMT went to some lengths to try to convince 
Malott and other educators of the error of their ways. A few 
days before Malottfs statement appeared in the Star, a Colonel 
from the Office of the Secretary of War telephoned Malott to 
ask him to testify before the May Committee. The Colonel "lost 

2 2Gallup, Gallup Poll, I, 626 , 723 , II, 932 ; NEA, Pro
ceedings (1945-46) , 17T; Public Papers of the Presidents of 
the United States: Harry S. Truman, 194 8"TWashington: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1964), 2 32. 
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all interest11 upon hearing that Malott held contrary views 
on UMT. On another occasion, after Malott delivered his stan
dard anti-UMT speech to the Kansas City Kiwanis Club, Gen
eral Raymond McLain of the Army Liaison Division wrote Malott, 
admitting only that "one of my friends told me" about the 
speech. McLain asked Malott to reconsider his position on UMT 
and invited him to visit at government expense the Army's ex
perimental UMT unit at Ft. Knox, Kentucky. McLain assured 
Malott that other educators who had visited the experimental 
unit had been converted by the experience. 2 3 

Pro-UMT lobbying became so intensive and complaints 
mounted to such an extent that in 1947-48 Congress investi
gated War Department publicity and propaganda. Educators 
were among the most zealous supporters of such an investiga
tion. The investigation revealed a large-scale propaganda 
blitz in behalf of UMT. Of 5,000 weekly copies of the Ft. 
Knox camp newspaper, the UMT Pioneer, 4,000 were distributed 
outside the camp; the investigating committee staff concluded 
that the Pioneer was not a normal camp newspaper but a propa
ganda organ for UMT. Another weapon in the Army's pro-UMT 
arsenal was the Army Advisory Committee. The Army hoped to 
form 600 of these civilian committees for the dual purpose 

2 3Conant, My Several Lives, 35 7; Edward Scheiberling 
(American Legion) to Malott, September 29, 1945; Malott to 
Conant, November 15 , 1945 ; Raymond S. McLain to Malott, April 
17 , 1947 , Malott General Correspondence—A. , C , U.-V. 
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of fostering a favorable public reception for UMT and ferret
ing out obstacles to that policy. In January 1947, the Army 
Advisory Committee Bulletin informed readers that the most 
vocal opponents of UMT were "the organized churches, the or
ganized farmers, the organized educators, and to some extent, 
although less vigorously than others, organized labor."24 

Ralph McDonald, an official in both the NEA and the 
National Congress of Parents and Teachers, was one of the most 
outspoken critics of Army propaganda activities and a promi
nent witness at the Congressional investigation. McDonald 
related several incidents which to his mind constituted bare
faced pro-UMT propagandizing with public funds. He told the 
investigating committee, for instance, of two civilian em
ployees of the War Department who had posed as neutral parti
cipants at a public forum on UMT sponsored by the Toledo Army 
Advisory Committee. The Ft. Knox program drew some of McDon
ald's most scathing condemnation. During the most recent NEA 
Conference on Higher Education, according to McDonald, General 
Edward Bres had appeared and announced to Conference delegates 
that the War Department would gladly furnish transportation 
to any educators who wished to make a side-trip to Ft. Knox 
for the purpose of inspecting the experimental UMT camp. Eight 
delegates accepted the offer, and Army officials assured McDon
ald that it was understood by all that the eight in no fashion 

2 4DuShane, "Shall Our Youth?" NEA Journal, 36 (April 1947), 
280; U.S., Congress, Subcommittee of the Committee on Expendi
tures in the Executive Department, Hearings, Investigation of 
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represented the NEA Conference on Higher Education. To 
McDonald's chagrin, the War Department a few days later 
issued a press release to the effect that eight members of 
an important NEA committee had enthusiastically endorsed the 
Ft. Knox UMT program. McDonald blasted this incident as a 
blatant attempt to convince public opinion and other educa
tors that the NEA's opposition to UMT had been reversed.25 

A large number of educators visited the Ft. Knox camp. 
By June 194 7, these included the vocational education direc
tors of Kansas, Michigan, and Wisconsin; the chief public 
school officials of Pennsylvania, Washington, and New York; 
the president of the District of Columbia P.T.A.; assorted 
high school principals and college deans; and the Executive 
Secretary of the National Association of Secondary-School 
Principals (NASSP). The Army sought allies at every level 
of the educational hierarchy.2^ 

In December 1946, educators received the opportunity to 
test the effectiveness of their influence on manpower policy. 
President Truman, who twice already had asked Congress for 
UMT, created the President's Advisory Commission on Universal 
Training, later known as the Compton Commission for chairman 

War Department Publicity and Propaganda in Relation to Uni
versal Military Training, 80th Cong. , 2d Sess. , 194 8 , 1-4 . 
~ ^Hearings ,"""Investigation of War Department Publicity , 
80th Cong., 1st Sess. , 1947 , 1-7 , 13-14. 

26lbid., 16, 18-20. 
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Most educators who testified before the Compton Commis

sion did not believe that UMT could be justified either on 
the basis of national defense or as an extension of the edu
cational process. Even Commission member Harold Dodds criti
cized the Commission's narrow focus on national defense: 

"I conclude where I beganx that I should prefer to see this committee, if it takes until 
June, cover the whole picture.... We will get a 
lot of university presidents behind the proposi
tion if it is developed as a complete pattern. 
If it is developed simply that UMT is necessary 
to some vague and undefined total pattern, many 
of them will continue to oppose it." 

George Zook of the ACE expressed strong disappointment at the 
Commission's preoccupation with UMT; to Zook this focus ig
nored the need for a truly comprehensive study of national 
defense. George Stoddard of the University of Illinois tes
tified that the fundamental question of how six to twelve 
months of compulsory universal military training would enhance 
national security had still not been answered. Donald Tresid
der of Stanford noted that in his experience military spokes
men jumped to conclusions about the benefits of UMT that he 
had trouble following. He expressed acute disappointment in 
the Army's explanations and said he feared a repetition of 
the pre-war experience with ROTC, which was a "sort of homeo
pathic pill that did you no harm and did you no good to speak 
of.... Therefore I view the prospect of turning over a new 
program to the Army...with alarm."29 

2 9Minutes of the President's Advisory Commission on Uni-
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Most witnesses also denigrated the idea that UMT could 

have redeeming educational value. Ralph McDonald asserted 
that the reverse would be more likely to happen: "May I point 
out...that the proposed training program is essentially an 
educational measure.... Ultimately the military would want 
to control all education and make it into a propaganda instru
ment for force and war." McDonald's was an extreme view, but 
other educators believed that UMT would hurt education, even 
if only indirectly. George Zook reminded the Commission that 
three significant bills were before Congress--UMT, federal 
aid to education, and a national health plan. He predicted 
that the passage of UMT would lead to the abandonment of the 
other two and that the huge sums required by UMT would perhaps 
permanently nullify any chance for achieving those needed re
forms. Alexander Stoddard, Philadelphia Superintendent of 
Schools, cautioned, "Any form of national training system... 
will knock the spirit if not the substance of the American 
educational system into a cocked hat." If deficiencies in the 
nation's educational system needed to be corrected, said 
Stoddard, then pour the money directly into that system in
stead of going at deficiencies through the back door with a 
national service scheme. Tresidder observed that his personal 
experience had not by any means convinced him that military 
training imparted the collateral virtues of discipline, respon-

versal Training, January 10, 15, February 7, 1947, Boxes 2-
3 in Records of the President's Advisory Commission on Uni
versal Training, Truman Library. 
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sibility, and good citizenship. It remained for William Carr 
of the NEA to deliver the most stinging indictment of the 
identification of education with military training. It was 
absurd, said Carr, to believe that the job of educating the 
American people could wait until the students were eighteen 
years old; by that age, six or twelve months of military train
ing was not the best, indeed not even a reasonably good method 
of improving health, well-being, and civic responsibility.30 

The Compton Commission issued its report on May 29, 19 47. 
A Program for National Security confirmed the worst fears of 
educators on several counts. First, it paid only lip-service 
to the goal of a comprehensive study of national defense. 
The report devoted eight pages to subjects other than UMT— 
education, intelligence, scientific research and development, 
industrial mobilization and stock-piling, and upgrading the 
regular armed forces. By far the bulk of the report (seventy 
pages) stressed the need for UMT. Educators reacted bitterly 
to what they considered a superficial study. What was even 
more galling was that the Compton study led to the unpalatable 
conclusion that UMT was a matter of "urgent military necessi
ty. " 3 1 

3 0Charles A. Quattlebaum, Educational Aspects of Univer
sal Military Training and Alternative Proposals, Legislative 
Reference Service of the Library of Congress (Washington: U.S. 
G.P.O., 1952), 8; George F. Zook, "Universal Military Train
ing," AAUP Bulletin, 33 (Summer 1947), 297 ; Commission on 
UniverIaX~Training Minutes, January 15, February 7, April 18, 
1947, Boxes 2-3. 

3 1Program for National Security, 2. 
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The Compton Commission report inspired strong feelings. 

After legislation to implement the report's recommendations 
was introduced in Congress, pressure groups formed to lobby 
for and against UMT. Former Supreme Court Associate Justice 
Owen J. Roberts was instrumental in two of the pro-UMT groups — 
the Citizens' Emergency Committee for Universal Military Train
ing and the National Security Committee. Roberts and his 
associates tried to recruit educators for both ventures. Se
venteen college and university presidents joined the Citizens' 
Emergency Committee, but a greater number refused—including 
Katharine McBride of Bryn Mawr, Harry Newburn of Oregon, and 
Henry Wriston of Brown--because they were "not convinced" of 
the need for UMT. The prize catch of the Roberts Committee 
was Conant. Even though he had argued against UMT in his 
appearance before the Compton Commission, ever since the No
vember 194 5 statement by the thirty-four college and univer
sity presidents, Conantfs position had been that if an author
itative commission found UMT "indispensible" to national secu
rity, he would support that finding. Conant felt "morally 
committed" to live up to his promise after the Compton Com
mission made its report. He endorsed UMT in a letter to the 
editor of the Boston Post, and he went beyond that at the ur
ging of Boston banker Robert Cutler of the National Security 
Committee, drafting a public statement endorsing UMT and 
securing the signatures of former UMT opponents E.E. Day and 
Donald Tresidder as well as persistent advocate Charles Seymour 
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of Yale. 3 2 

Despite Conantfs endorsement and despite the Commission's 
claim that the report enjoyed the support of at least a sub
stantial minority of educators, most educational organiza
tions rejected the Commission's recommendation on UMT. The 
most frequently voiced criticism was that the Commission had 
not undertaken a broad enough study. Most educators professed 
to believe in a strong national defense, but they also held 
that the national defense would be better served by stressing 
the other objectives laid out by the Compton report. The gen
eral feeling was that UMT, a bad policy, would drive worth
while policies such as federal aid to education out of circu
lation. The National Association of Secondary-School Princi
pals (NASSP) , for instance, polled its membership and found 
majorities ranging from 54.6 per cent to 90.1 per cent in 
favor of the first five objectives of the Compton Report (a 
stronger educational system, scientific research and develop
ment, a stronger regular armed forces, a coordinated intell
igence service, and planning for industrial stockpiling and 
mobilization) , but only 33 per cent in favor of UMT. NASSP 
Executive Secretary Paul Elicker underscored the social and 
educational advances which might be made with the $3,000,000 

3 2U.S. Congress, House, Armed Services Committee, Hear
ings on Universal Military Training, 80th Cong. , 1st Sess. , 
194 7, 42 39-61; Commission on Universal Training Minutes, 
March 1, 1947 , Box 3; New York Times, October 25 , 1947 , 32 ; 
Tuttle, "Conant and UMTST"" I T T 5 . 
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earmarked for UMT expenses. Chancellor Malott blasted the 
Compton Report for failing to come up with alternatives to 
the War Department's manpower policy. Malott called the re
port almost a blanket endorsement of War Department policy. 
President Nelson P. Horn of Kansasfs Baker University ex
horted Malott to continue his constructive criticism of the 
report which had proven a "keen disappointment to educators 
all over America." 3 3 

The Compton Report crystallized educational opposition 
to UMT by fostering a sense of urgency. President Truman had 
repeatedly demonstrated his support for UMT, a blue-ribbon 
Presidential Commission had come down unequivocally on Truman's 
side, and in July 1947 the House Armed Services Committee 
reported favorably on the Towe UMT bill (H.R. 4278). Clearly 
the time had come for educators who opposed UMT to take a 
firm stand. 3 1 + 

Shortly after George Zook's testimony before the Compton 
Commission, the ACE convened its constituent membership. Out 
of this meeting came a strongly worded message to the Compton 
Commission. While admitting the need for a militarily and 
industrially strong nation, the constituent members urged the 
Commission to consider "every aspect of national strength and 

3 3Program for National Security, 229; House, Hearings on 
UMT (1947),4188; U.S., Congress, Senate, Armed Services Com
mittee, Hearings on Universal Military Training, 80th Cong., 
2d Sess. , 1946° 8$"6-F§l MaTott, "Comments on the Compton 
Report," June 4 , 1947 ; Nelson Horn to Malott, June 5 , 1947 , 
Malott General Correspondence—UMT. 

3LfCongressional Quarterly Almanac, III (Washington: Con-
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security11 and rejected UMT as a peacetime policy until the 
Commission "has reported and.. .demonstrated that a program 
of universal military training is necessary to our national 
strength and security...." This resolution, approved 64-0 
by the constituent members, was then sent out for approval 
to the institutional members. The final tally, 461 in favor 
of the resolution, 49 opposed, was forwarded to the Commis-

35 
sion. 

Continued ACE opposition to UMT failed to sway the Com
mission, so the Council went to work on the report itself. 
A November 194 7 ACE poll of educators showed that compared 
to a similar August 1945 poll, a far greater percentage of 
educators opposed UMT. "Educators throughout the nation have 
now carefully studied the report of the President's Commission 
...and the great majority do not agree with the conclusion... 
that universal military training is essential in the total 
program of national security." According to the report, 72.5 
per cent agreed with that statement as compared with 47 per 
cent in August 1945. Anti-UMT feeling prevailed at all levels 
of education; only 33 per cent of the secondary school prin
cipals, 26.7 per cent of the university faculty members, 2 3.2 
per cent of the vocational educators, and 2 3 per cent of the 
gressional Quarterly News Features, 1947), 468. 

35Commission on Universal Training Minutes, January 15, 
1947 , Box 2; ACE, Minutes of the Executive Committee, May 1, 
1947, ACE Archives. 
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university presidents favored UMT as outlined by the Compton 
Commission- Some believed that UMT would actually damage 
national security; 46 per cent asserted that UMT would weaken 
the other elements of national security mentioned by the 
Compton Report; 64 per cent feared that UMT might create a 

36 
false sense of security. 

ACE opposition intensified in the months following the 
release of the report. In January 1948 , the constituent mem
bers adopted a statement almost identical to the 194 7 state
ment, this time adding criticism of the Compton Commission 
by a 41 to 9 count. Even after the Czechoslovakian crisis 
lent impetus to the drive for UMT (confirming Conant, for 
instance, in his belief), ACE spokesmen continued to be among 

37 
the most adamant opponents of such a measure. 

In addition to its other anti-UMT activities, the ACE 
co-sponsored with the National Council Against Conscription 
(NCAC) a ringing denunciation of the Compton Report, An Ana
lysis of the President1s Advisory Commission on Universal 
Training. Chancellor Malott praised the ACE for having "the 
courage to do this particular job," and indeed the ACE-NCAC 
analysis minced few words in its denunciation of UMT and the 
Compton Report. Eight of the twenty signers were prominent 
educators, including EPC chairman Francis L. Bacon, Robert 

36senate, Hearings on UMT (1948), 84-91. 
37Ibid. , 891-55; TuttTeT "Conant and UMTS," 16. 
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Hutchins, Ralph McDonald, and President Harold Taylor of Sarah 
Lawrence College. An Analysis took issue with nearly every 
conclusion of the Compton Commission. It labeled the Compton 
Report an attempt to panic the American people and warned that 
the Compton program, if enacted, would be a radical departure 
in policy that could change the character of American democra
cy. An Analysis accused the Compton Commission of erroneous
ly assuming that the division of the world into two conflict
ing spheres was an accomplished fact, that war with Russia 
was inevitable, and that any hope of peace must be abandoned. 
In many ways the ACE-NCAC statement on the Compton Report 
marked the apogee of the battle of the educators against 
UMT. 3 8 

NEA meetings and publications also continued to provide 
a forum for anti-UMT sentiments. To counteract the pro-UMT 
conclusions of the Compton Report, the NCDDE issued a special 
Defense Bulletin entitled "Let's Put First Things First," 
which disputed most if not all of the claims made in behalf 
of UMT by the Compton Commission. 3 

Most other educational associations which commented pub
licly on the Compton Report and UMT followed the ACE line. 

3 8Francis J. Brown to Malott, August 27, 1947; Malott 
to Brown, September 10, 1947; Malott General Correspondence— 
ACE; ACE, NCAC, An Analysis of the President's Advisory Com
mission on Universal Training (Washington: ACE, 1947). 

3 9NEA, Proceedings (1947), 268; (1948), 174, 361; NEA 
Journal, 36 (May 1947), 365; NEA, NCDDE, Defense Bulletin, 
26 (September 1948). 
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The AAUP, the American Vocational Association, and the NASSP 
cooperated in the 1947 ACE poll on UMT and the Compton Report. 
Junior College administrators rejected UMT by a 160-102 vote 
in July 1947. The National Congress of Parents and Teachers 
adopted a policy statement on national defense which opposed 
UMT; thirty state PTAs endorsed the statement; four did not. 
In testimony before a Senate Committee in 194 8, Executive 
Secretary Guy Snavely of the Association of American Colleges 
avowed his Association's overwhelming opposition to UMT, 
citing a recent vote of 219-69 against that policy.40 

Even educators who supported UMT admitted that they were 
in the minority. When Buffalo, New York, high school princi
pal Paul Wamsley tallied support for UMT among educational 
organizations, he could name only three which leaned toward 
UMT; to Wamsley any group which had not explicitly condemned 
UMT at least three times was assumed to be "leaning toward" it. 
He even listed the NEA among the leaners on the basis of a 
19 4 7 NEA resolution calling for "adequate defense." What 
Wamsley did not point out, however, was that the same resolu
tion had deplored legislation which in the name of national 
security established programs which paralleled or supplanted 
the existing educational process. That was precisely how many 
educators defined UMT. At best the NEA resolution was an exer
cise in ambiguity.41 

4 0Senate, Hearings on UMT (1948), 92, 726-28, 890-91; 
House, Hearings on -ÜET~OT4777 4355 . 

^Senate, Hearings on UMT (1948), 770-71; NEA, Proceed-
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Opposition to UMT carried with it certain risks, parti

cularly in view of the stepping up of the Cold War. Mount
ing Cold War pressures made it increasingly difficult to main
tain any position which might be associated with the weaken
ing of American defenses. For this reason, educators who 
spoke out against UMT usually took pains to assert their be
lief in a strong national defense. George Zook prefaced his 
anti-UMT comments at the 1948 Senate hearings by reviewing 
the ACE's long history of concern for national security. De
clared Zook, "They (educators) are not pacifists." Guy 
Snavely of the AAC led into his testimony at the same hear
ings with the disclaimer, "I want to make it clear that there 
are no pacifists on our board." Even during his most vehe
ment tirades against UMT, Deane Malott qualified his position 
with assertions of his firm belief in a strong national de
fense. After explaining his stand on UMT to Army General Ray
mond McLain, Malott added, "I want you to know that my oppo
sition to universal military training is not based on pacifis-
tic motives. At least until Russia learns to behave decently 
in the community of nations, I see no alternative but to 
remain armed to the teeth."42 

The growing concern about communist subversion on the 
home front also made it difficult for educators to hold their 

ings (1947) , 136-37. 
4 2Senate, Hearings on UMT (1948), 729, 891-95; Malott 

to Raymond McLain, April 25, 1947. 
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position against UMT after 1948. Alleged communist support 
of anti-UMT groups placed educators in a tight spot. In 19 48 
William Leuchtenburg of the Students for Democratic Action 
warned student leaders against aligning themselves with pro-
communist groups espousing opposition to conscription. On 
some campuses, anti-UMT rallies were greeted with barrages 
of verbal abuse and rotten fruit. The NEA illustrated the 
impact of the issue of domestic communism on the resistance 
of educators to UMT. Although the official NEA position did 
not change, after 1948 that organization assumed a low profile 
in its anti-UMT work. It is no coincidence that toned-down 
NEA opposition to UMT was accompanied by increased concern 
about attacks on the schools. The NCDDE, which had in 1946-47 
led the NEA fight against UMT, began in 1948-49 to devote most 
of its energies to defending the schools against the charge 
that they fostered subversion.1+3 

Until March 194 8, the debate over compulsory military 
service in any form was largely academic. The volunteer en
listment system was satisfying manpower needs, and no inter
national crisis had yet arisen which seemed serious enough 
to warrant reviving peacetime conscription. That situation 
changed dramatically on March 17 when President Truman deli
vered to a joint session of Congress a strongly worded denun
ciation of the Soviet Union. He declared that the recent 

4 3Senate, Hearings on UMT (1948), 105; NEA, Proceedings 
(1947-50); NCDDE, Defense Bulletin, 20-30 (1947-50). 
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communist coup d'etat in Czechoslovakia represented the un
veiling of the Soviet Union's nefarious scheme for the sub
jugation of Europe. In the same message Truman called for 
UMT and a temporary Selective Service Act in order to build 
the military muscle to defend Europe. Truman's message made 
some form of Congressional action on manpower policy almost 
mandatory. In spite of Congressional reluctance on both UMT 
and Selective Service, it did not seem likely that the demands 
of national security as defined by Truman would be ignored.^ 

Truman's dramatic message led to the passage of the 
Selective Service Act of 194 8. Once again UMT failed to make 
significant progress; educators in general held the line, al
though Conant was able to persuade the AAU to oppose student 
deferment in favor of his own lottery scheme for universal 
service. Cracks began to appear in the ranks of educational 
>pposition to the general principle of compulsory military 
raining in peacetime, however, as one by one educators admit
ted that Cold War pressures made the renewal of Selective Ser
vice, if not desirable, at least an unpleasant necessity. 
Robert Hutchins joined eighty-two college and university pres
idents in a public remonstrance against any form of peacetime 
conscription, but other educators accepted the draft as an 
irreducible minimum requirement for national security. The 
ACE supported temporary Selective Service if voluntary enlist-

4 4New York Times, March 18, 1948 , 1. 
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merits were inadequate and if adequate provisions were made 
for the deferment of college students. The CRHEFG intensi
fied its attention to deferment policy. The Association of 
Land-Grant Colleges and Universities bowed to the need for 
the draft while suggesting that it could be run on a more ra
tional basis than during World War II. The NEA and even the 
National Council Against Conscription both acquiesced in the 
need for Selective Service because of the recent course of 
the Cold War. 4 5 

The failure of the Eightieth Congress to act affirmative
ly on UMT relegated manpower policy to a back burner. Vol
untary enlistments picked up enough so that Selective Service 
quotas remained at low levels; no calls at all were made be
tween January 1949 and June 1950. Thus the impact of Selective 
Service upon college enrollments was minimal and more than 
offset by G.I. Bill enrollees. Even though Selective Service 
had little immediate impact, however, educators busied them
selves with strategems on deferment. 4& 

The policy of peacetime inductions for military service 
presented problems for officials in Selective Service and the 

4 5 U . S . , Congress, House, Armed Services Committee, Hear
ings on the Selective Service Act of 194 8, 80th Cong., 2d 
S e s s . , 19TT5", 6396-97 , 6411-16 ; TuttleT^Conant and UMTS,11 

17; ACE, Minutes of the Meeting of the Executive Committee, 
April 10, 1948; ACE, "Proposed Statement Regarding Selective 
Service," undated (1948), CRHEFG File; George F. Zook, "Pres
ident's Annual Report," Educational Record, 30 (July 1949) ? 

235-36; New York Times, March 26, 1948, 19; Senate, Hearings 
on UMT (l5TS")7~W9-503 . 

^ M . H . Trytten, Student Deferment in Selective Service 



39 7 
National Security Resources Board. The World War II formula 
as to who should and who should not serve—an individual's 
"essentiality" to the war effort—was not clearly applicable 
where there was no war effort. With this in mind, Selective 
Service Director Lewis Hershey, with the concurrence of Presi
dential Assistant John R. Steelman and the NSRB, appointed 
six advisory committees and charged them with the responsibil
ity of analysing deferment policy and making policy recommenda
tions. Hershey named the committees on August 20. Staffed 
primarily by educators and scientists (sixteen of twenty-six 
were educators), the committees operated under the titles of 
agriculture and biology, engineering, humanities, healing arts, 
physical sciences, and social sciences. Known collectively 
as the Trytten Committee for chairman M.H. Trytten of the Na
tional Research Council, the advisory group met only twice 
before the armed forces stopped making inductions under Selec
tive Service. The Trytten Committee submitted its recommenda
tions on deferment December 21, 194 8; thereafter it lay dor
mant until the outbreak of the Korean crisis brought Selective 
Service back to life. While the Committee was in operation, 
however, educators jockeyed for position in the race to influ
ence deferment policy.^ 

(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1952), 7. 
4 7Ibid., 7-11; New York Times, November 5, 1948 ? 15; 

"Selective Service System—Meeting of Scientific Committees 
Proceedings," November 4-5, 194 8, Selective Service Advisory 
Committees Files, ACE Archives. 
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The ACE kept particularly close tabs on the status of 

Selective Service. President Zook and the CRHEFG had several 
conferences with Trytten and representatives of the NSRB. 
The CRHEFG drafted its own deferment policies and discussed 
them in confidence with the proper authorities. CRHEFGfs 
proposed guidelines conformed to the Trytten Committee's later 
recommendations to Hershey—selective deferment of college 
students on the basis of a national competitive examination, 
class standing, and ability instead of academic major. Mean
while, James Conant was forming his own ideas on manpower 
policy for the Cold War. Conant rejected Selective Service 
as nothing more than a stop-gap. Through the AAU, he tried to 
convince General Hershey and Clark Clifford to abandon educa
tional and occupational deferments. The AAU campaign failed, 
however, and the Trytten Committee-ACE position prevailed with 
Selective Service and NSRB authorities.48 

Throughout the period between the end of World War II 
and the beginning of the Korean conflict, educators remained 
for the most part staunch foes of UMT. Even though they shared 
many of the Cold War assumptions of other Americans, educators 

4 8CRHEFG Minutes, September 24, 1948; November 29, 1948; 
January 14, 1949; April 11, 1949; Executive Committee Min
utes, October 4, 19*4 8; February 21, 1949 ; Francis J. Brown, 
"Memorandum Regarding Selective Service Unanimously Approved 
by CRHEFG,11 November 29 , 1948 ; George Zook to Raymond Walters, 
September 3, 1948, CRHEFG File, all in ACE Archives; Tuttle, 
"Conant and UMTS," 17; "Memo on Tentative Draft of a Letter 
to General Hershey," December 18, 1948, Box 5, Dwight D. Eisen
hower Personal Files, AAU File, Eisenhower Library, Abilene, 
Kansas; AAU Minutes, December 4, 1948; January 22, 1949, 
Malott General Correspondence—AAU. 
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did not, prior to June 25, 19 50 , endorse the view that the 
Cold War necessitated far greater expenditures on military 
manpower programs and enhanced military influence over man
power policy. Few educators denied the need for a strong 
national defense, but most would have agreed with the propo
sition that the best means of preserving America's security 
was to strive for a balanced society, a society where domestic 
needs--education, for example—rated a high priority on the 
national agenda. This emphasis upon building security through 
prosperity and tranquility at home as opposed to building a 
military garrison state had to withstand constant pressure. 
Demands for increased military security became more difficult 
to counter as the Cold War followed the path of increasingly 
severe and increasingly frequent crises and confrontations. 
The Czechoslovakian and Berlin crises of 1948, for instance, 
led many educators to acquiesce in the revival of Selective 
Service. But in 194 8 the greatest change in perspective on 
manpower policy still lay ahead, incubating in divided Korea. 



Chapter Ten 

Why Study To Be A Soldier? 
Educators, Manpower and National Defense After Korea 

American Council on Education (ACE) President Arthur S. 
Adams recalled clearly where he had been when the "electri
fying signal11 was flashed to the world telling of the inva
sion of Korea. Adams had been a member of a Department of 
Defense-sponsored Joint Orientation Conference on a comprehen
sive tour of Army, Navy, and Air Force bases for a demonstra
tion of America's military readiness. On June 2 5 the group 
was enjoying a demonstration of the speed and striking force 
of modern aircraft carriers from aboard the U.£.£. Midway, 
Although Adams confessed that the impact of the news about 
Korea did not sink in immediately, in retrospect he could see 
that the setting for that day had been most appropriate, for 
June 2 5 marked the onset of a new era in the relationship be
tween education and national defense."'* 

By early 1950, educators who favored limited military 
spending and who opposed universal military training (UMT) 
plainly outnumbered their professional colleagues who held 
contrary views. There were dissenters, to be sure, most no
tably Harvard President James B. Conant and the Association 
of American Universities (AAU). But all in all, over the 

1 Arthur S. Adams, "The President's Annual Report, May 4, 
1951," Educational Record, 32 (July 1951), 236-37. 
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nearly five years since the end of World War II educational 
opinion had repeatedly, through a variety of polls, resolu
tions, and policy statements, come out against large-scale 
manpower programs in general and UMT in particular.2 

In taking such positions, educators seemed to be riding 
the popular tide. Throughout 1949 and the first half of 1950 
tight-fisted Secretary of Defense Louis Johnson threatened 
cutbacks in military appropriations. After several years of 
pushing for UMT, President Truman had all but given up. He 
did not ask Congress for action on UMT in 1950 because of the 
"political impossibility given the national attitude which 
manifests even a reluctance to maintain the peacetime 
draft....11 The Selective Service system, which had not been 
used for eighteen months, faced a doubtful future. The Se
lective Service Act of 19 48 was due to expire June 24, and 
the House was in no mood to extend the system in its original 
form. On May 2 4 the House, against the wishes of the Pentagon 
and the White House, voted to extend Selective Service for 
two years with the proviso that a concurrent Congressional 
resolution would be necessary before any inductions could be 
made. The Seante was more amenable to the Administration pro
gram, but Administration spokesmen and Defense Department 
officials feared that a compromise might not be reached in 

2See chapter nine on educational opposition to UMT; 
William M. Tuttle, Jr., "James B. Conant and Universal Mili
tary Training and Service, 1944-1952," (in author's possession). 
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3 time to prevent the collapse of the whole system. 

News of the North Korean invasion whisked away all doubt 
about the future of Selective Service. Beginning June 26, 
a Congressional Conference Committee with "world conditions" 
uppermost in mind reached quick agreement on an extension of 
Selective Service which conformed in every way to Administra
tion requirements. The chain of events in Korea which led 
to the intervention of American and United Nations military 
forces also helped change American attitudes toward large 
peacetime military expenditures and large-scale peacetime 
compulsory military training. Initially these changes were 
justified in reference to the Korean crisis itself. In the 
early weeks of that conflict many Americans drew the inevit
able comparison between Korea and World War II. As it became 
apparent that Korea was not another World War II the justifi
cations for assigning high priorities to military needs if 
anything gained in strength. According to such justifications, 
Korea was merely the symptom of a wider, more deadly struggle 
between democracy and communist imperialism—ample reason for 
reordering America's priorities.4 

3R.S. Allen and W.V. Shannon, "Why Johnson Was Fired," 
New Republic 123 (September 25, 1950), 11-12; "Prospects: 
Slimmed Forces But Real Power," Newsweek, 35 (March 13 , 1950), 
18-19; William Y. Elliott, Mobilization Planning and National 
Security, 1950-1960 (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Of
fice (U.S.G.P.O.) , 1950) , 79-85 ; New York Times » May 25 , 1950 , 
1; June 20 , 1950 , 1 ; June 23 , 1950 , T; Congressional Quar
terly Almanac, VI (Washington: Congressional Quarterly News 
Features, 1950), 294-98. 

*+New York Times, June 28, 1950 , 1; Congressional Quar
terly Almanac (CQA) , VI (1950) , 298. — a 
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Educators and their organizations participated actively 

in the process of staking out the perimeters for a changed 
relationship between the military and non-military sectors 
of American society. They usually admitted the need to give 
military priorities the right-of-way. At the same time, how
ever, they tried to lay the foundation for the integration 
of military and educational needs for the common good of both. 

From the onset of the Korean conflict educators showed 
a marked awareness that new demands would be made upon their 
institutions and new sacrifices expected of them. Leading 
educators not only agreed that such sacrifices were appropri
ate but in many instances volunteered before the government 
could get around to calling for volunteers. Walter C. Toepel
man, a lobbyist for the National Association of State Univer
sities (NASU) who had ample opportunity to observe the inter
action between educators and government agencies during the 
early stages of the conflict, commented, "A reappraisal of 
the actions and thinking in the ranks of higher education leads 
me to wonder if educational leaders haven't been stampeded 
into a position of preparing for total mobilization when in 
reality all that the military is planning for is partial mo
bilization." Even after it became apparent that Korea was 
not a full-scale war along World War II lines, educators as 
well as most other Americans continued to employ a wartime 
psychology, switching the focus of their attention from the 
particular conflict—Korea--to the general conflict—the Cold 
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War struggle between two irreconcilable ways of life. Since 
a struggle to the death between two irreconcilable ways of 
life could not possibly be a brief affair unless it erupted 
into atomic warfare, educators joined national leaders in 
calling upon their fellow Americans to accept the discipline 
necessary to the construction of a military security state. 
Educators helped foster a vision of American society in which 
institutions were judged primarily on the basis of their con
tribution to national defense. Historian Conyers Read illus
trated the extent to which such thinking could be taken in 
his 1950 presidential address to the American Historical 
Association: "Total war, whether it be hot or cold, enlists 
everyone to do his part. The historian is no freer from this 
obligation than the physicist...."5 

Almost from the moment President Truman announced his 
decision to intervene, educators lined up solidly behind his 
action. Even when Korea produced a bloody stalemate instead 
of the glorious success of World War II that support rarely 
wavered. In October the ACE sponsored a Conference on Higher 
Education in the National Service. New York Times education 
editor Benjamin Fine aptly summarized the tone of the confer
ence with these words: "American Higher Education pledged its 

5Walter C. Toepelman to Deane Malott, February 14, 1951, 
Malott Papers, General Correspondence—National Association 
of State Universities, University of Kansas Archives, Spencer 
Research Library, Lawrence, Kansas; Conyers Read, "The Social 
Responsibilities of the Historian," American Historical Review, 
55 (January 1950), 283. 
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total resources to overcome Communist aggression wherever it 
may threaten peace." Conference resolutions unanimously pro
mised support for government policies and a willingness to 
accept whatever changes were deemed necessary to enhance 
education's contribution to national defense. President 
George Zook captured the enthusiasm of the gathering when he 
declared that the present war "is unrelenting and continuous 
...and it will necessitate the mobilization of every unit of 
our society... . " 6 

Before June 1950, educators were often among the foremost 
critics of military estimates on the nation's manpower needs. 
After Korea, when the armed services chiefs projected a per
manent standing military force of at least three and one-half 
million, there was scarcely a murmur from educators. The only 
questioning arose over how, not whether, such a large force 
was to be raised and maintained on a long-range basis. Conant 
of Harvard made this point with little fear of contradiction: 
"I doubt if anyone will question the need for increasing the 
size of the armed forces...nor challenge the statement that 
this process will have a forceful impact on formal education 
beyond the high school." The ACE took a blank check approach 

association of Land-Grant Colleges and Universities, 
"Circular Letter #44," August 8, 1950; New York Times, Octo
ber 8 , 1950 , 91 ; Francis J. Brown (ed. )"7TTigher Education in 
the National Service. Report of a National Conference oF^Uni-
versity and College Administrators , Government and Military 
Officials, and Representatives of National Organizations, Held 
in Washington, P.C. , October b -77 19 50 (Washington: ACE, No
vember^ 19 50). 
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to the proper size of the nation's military force; henceforth, 
ACE leaders admitted, a "large military" was essential for 
meeting breaches of the peace in any part of the world. The 
Association of American Colleges CAAC) minced few words in 
explaining what the need for a large military force meant for 
education: "The present national emergency is without parallel 
in our entire history. It will extend over a long period. It 

7 

will require great sacrifice." 
Shortly after the Korean crisis began, the Educational 

Policies Commission (EPC) decided to issue a policy statement 
on education and national security. The ACE accepted joint 
sponsorship of the statement. For a time the joint committee 
was confused about the proper scope of such a statement. One 
draft evolved into the statement The Public Schools: A Top 
Priority, a general exposition of the value of education to 
national defense. The committee hesitated to say anything 
about manpower policy, however, until James Conant moved it 
off dead center with the argument that the nation's foremost 
body on educational policy had an obligation to assert its 
views on a matter of such fundamental importance. Conant 
threatened to file a public dissent against any EPC statement 
that did not include a discussion of manpower policy. The 

7"Special Memorandum from President Conant to Members 
of the AAU," October 6, 19 50, Malott General Correspondence— 
AAU; New York Times, October 8, 1950, 91; U.S., Congress, 
Senate, Subcommittee of the Armed Services Committee, Hear
ings on S.l, 82d Cong., 1st Sess.,.1951, 464. 
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result of such prodding was Education and National Security, 
in which the EPC conceded the need for a military force of 
at least three million and counseled educators to accept the 
idea that !,this is no temporary increase.... Our military 
commitments must be commensurate with our political commit
ments; we must for the first time in peacetime maintain a 
large military establishment."8 

Education and National Security encouraged educators to 
accept the notion that the Korean War necessitated precipi
tous changes in American life. The report maintained that 
in addition to demonstrating the inescapable demand for a 
permanently strong military, the Korean crisis had also forged 
a new definition of national security, a definition which de
manded more than mere military preparedness; it demanded a 
disciplined, mobilized society on all fronts: "Responsibility 
for the common defense rests on all of us. No one is exempt 
.... No one can escape.... Modern security is total security. 
All phases of society are involved."9 

Not all educators, of course, agreed. Chancellor Deane 
Malott of the University of Kansas, long a critic of excessive 
military influence over manpower policy, wrote a friend, "We 

Proceedings of the Thirty-Seventh Meeting of the EPC, 
March 29-31 , 1951 Washington: EPC, 1951) , 36-43, 3Ü^0 9; 
Proceedings of the Thirty-Eighth Meeting, EPC, October 4_-6_, 
1951, I (Washington: EPC, 1951), 4-18 , 226TT581 Tames B. 
Conant to Dwight Eisenhower, October 3, 1950, Dwight D. Eisen
hower Personal Files (DDEPF) , Box 25, Conant File, Eisenhower 
Library, Abilene, Kansas; EPC, Education and National Security 
(Washington: EPC, 1951), 6. 

9EPC, Educat ion and National Security, 1-12. 
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are told that a continuing military force of 2\ to 3% million 
is needed but not how it is to be obtained or for what pur
poses.11 Malott also bridled at the tendency of his colleagues 
to endorse manpower schemes without any attention to the ul
timate implications of such schemes. Before Korea, Malott 
would have spoken out openly on such matters; this time he 
asked his friend (editor Henry Haskill of the Kansas City Star) 
to keep his remarks confidential. The tendency for educators 
to accept unquestioningly Korean War-related demands upon 
their time and talents also bothered Louisiana State Univer
sity President Harold Stoke. In advising Malott on his oppor
tunity to leave Kansas for the presidency of Cornell, Stoke 
called Cornell "a distinguished institution but I have the 
feeling that it is being threatened currently, as what insti
tution isn't, by some of the great cultural forces in this 
country stimulated by the necessities of war which are essen
tially anti-intellectual in their foundations."10 

Some educators took a direct hand in arousing not only 
their professional peers but the public at large to the enor
mity of the crisis and the need for action. Conantfs activi
ties with the Committee on the Present Danger (CPD—see chap
ter eight) fall into this category. ACE President Arthur Adams 
appeared regularly on the Liberty Broadcasting System radio 

1 0Deane Malott to Henry J. Haskill, December 13, 1950; 
Harold Stoke to Deane Malott, January 22, 1951, Malott Gen
eral Correspondence—H., NASU. 
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i:LHenry M. Wriston, Memo re Military Preparedness, "Eisen
hower Study Group Letter to President Truman, December 12, 
1950," Council on Foreign Relations, Eisenhower Study Group 
File, Eisenhower Library. 

series "Youth and the Draft." General Hershey of Selective 
Service was another regular, and various educators and mili
tary officials joined the two. Several educators participated 
in the Council on Foreign Relations CCFR) Eisenhower Study 
Group. A key figure in both the CPD and the CFR was Brown 
University President Henry Wriston. On September 28, 19 50, 
Wriston presided at an off-the-record conference of a number 
of prominent New York City area citizens. The subject was 
the status of American defenses. The gathering greeted a 
memo on Conant?s universal military service scheme with a 
mixed response, but an impromptu talk by General Eisenhower 
on the need for a stronger American military position gener
ated more enthusiasm.H 

Wriston took note of the impact of Eisenhower's talk. 
When he learned that Conant planned a December 12 press con
ference to announce the formation of the CPD, he decided to 
broach the subject of America's military position at the 
December 11 meeting of the Eisenhower Study Group. Before 
the session began, Wriston encountered Eisenhower alone. As 
he later recalled their conversation: 

Wriston: I don't think you're very happy. 
Eisenhower: What the hell do you know about it? 
Wriston: Nothing except that I look at you and I've been 
reading the newspapers, particularly between the lines. 
Eisenhower: Well, you're correct. I'm not happy. 
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At that point Wriston suggested that the study group could 
do something about the situation by composing a letter to 
President Truman voicing its concern. Eisenhower drafted a 
letter that evening, and Averill Harriman delivered the final 
draft, which had the signatures of everyone at the meeting 
except Eisenhower, to the President.12 Within a matter of 
days, Truman declared a national state of emergency, and in 
January he sent Eisenhower on a fact-finding tour of Europe's 
defenses. Eisenhower's reports on his findings to Congress 
and the American people bolstered sentiment for a strengthened 
military position in general and troops to Europe in parti
cular. 

Of all the problems created by the Korean mobilization, 
none perplexed educators more, none doomed them to deeper 
despair than the manpower problem. The essential demographic 
facts seemed straightforward and disheartening. For five 
years after World War II college and university enrollments 
soared, spurred on by the thousands of veterans who took ad
vantage of the G.I. Bill. Even before the conflict in Korea 
began, educators knew that this enrollment binge would recede 
as fewer World War II veterans were available. To compound 
this anticipated decline in enrollment, after June 2 5 higher 
education suddenly faced stiff competition for non-veteran 
college age males—the demand of the armed forces for 3,500 ,000 

12Wriston's account offers no explanation for Eisen
hower's modesty. 

-^Wriston Memo re Military Preparedness. 
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men in uniform. Conditions differed significantly from 1941 
when a large pool of unempolyed manpower had been available 
for military service and war industries. There were in 1950 
approximately 1.8 million unemployed as against 8 million in 
1941. To complicate matters further, the 1950 manpower pool 
was smaller than normal because of the lower Depression years 
birthrate. In 1951, for instance, only 1.1 million men 
reached age 19 (the minimum for military service); the average 
yearly number was 1.4 million. The combination of high de
mands for manpower and a smaller than average manpower pool 
raised in the minds of educators the specter of nearly empty, 
bankrupt universities left behind as the nation's youth donned 
military garb.^ 4 

By December 1950 , pessimism was the order of the day. 
Government manpower planning seemed a vague and confusing ne
ver-never land to outsiders as the different service branches 
and different government agencies jockeyed for position. At 
one point manpower policies were under discussion in the Depart
ment of Labor, the Department of Defense, the National Secu
rity Resources Board, Selective Service, and the Office of 
Defense Production. Complained Presidential Assistant Richard 
Neustadt, "Manpower legislation, including Selective Service, 
Universal Training,' and G.I. rights for the annual crop of 
21 year olds, is an unholy mess." If it was possible, educa-

1 4H.P. Hammond, "College-Level Training for Emergency 
Needs," Addresses on Current Issues in Higher Education 
(Washington: NEA, 1951), 145. 
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tors were even more confused than government policy-makers. 
Confessed Arthur Adams, "I must report in all candor, to those 
who delight in describing confusion in Washington, that in 
the last three months of 1950 confusion was even worse among 
the educators." Some college heads privately predicted en
rollment drops of fifty to sixty per cent on the basis of 
statements by "responsible government officials."-'-5 

Selective Service Director General Hershey gave the Sep
tember 19 50 National Conference for the Mobilization of Edu
cation a typically gloomy prognosis. Hershey likened the man
power predicament to the situation during World War II when 
his office had begun the war deferring almost everybody and 
ended it deferring almost nobody. He told the educators that 
if Korea was truly the forerunner of a prolonged crisis , then 
most assuredly their hopes for a generous student deferment 
policy would be crushed. The remainder of the year brought 
little sign of improvement. Walter Toepelman told the National 
Interfraternity Conference, "the longer I stay in Washington, 
the more pessimistic I become." Nor did the annual New York 
Times survey of higher education bring joy to the hearts of 
educators when it revealed that college enrollments were down 
for the first time since World War II. Francis Brown of the 

1 5Walter Toepelman to Malott, January 8, 19 51, Malott 
General Correspondence--NASU; Richard E. Neustadt memo to 
Charles Murphy on the Legislative Program, November 20, 1950, 
Box 2, Charles S. Murphy Papers, White House File—Subject 
File, Truman Library, Independence, Missouri; Adams, "Presi-
dent's Report," Educational Record, 32 (July 1951), 238; New 
York Times, December 17 , 1950 , E-9. 
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ACE staff declared succinctly that a "state of panic" had 
enveloped college and university administrators on the matter 
of future enrollments•16 

Indecision and uncertainty in Washington compounded the 
recurring nightmare of the possibility of sharp enrollment 
drops. University of Vermont President William S. Carlson 
characterized manpower planning as quixotic at best. He 
asserted that Selective Service releases based on "specula
tion, consideration, or guessing" had created a major morale 
problem among students. Chancellor Malott felt compelled by 
persistent rumors of impending doom to try to calm the Uni
versity of Kansas male student population with an open letter 
on manpower policy. Malott counseled patience and dismissed 
the wildest rumors as unfounded, but privately he admitted 
fearing the worst. He told a friend that unless authorities 
in Washington stepped up the pace of manpower planning, the 
universities would be virtually stripped of students. He also 
expressed a fear that the nation was up against a far more 
stringent mobilization than national leaders had led the public 
to realize.I7 

1 6New York Times, July 23, 1950, E-9; July 26, 1950, 
2 7; November 27, 19 50, 1, 21; The Times survey showed 
an enrollment drop of 187,809 or 7.4 per cent from 1949-50; 
Current Issues in Higher Education (1950), 227-29; New York 
Times' February 17, 19 51,"TX 

i7William S. Carlson to George Zook, October 19, 1950, 
National Emergency File, ACE Archives, Washington, D.C.; 
Deane Malott to Martin Fruhman, December 22, 1950; Malott, 
"To the Men Students of the University," December 13, 1950; 
Malott General Correspondence—F. , Selective Service Informa
tion. 
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Rumors and gloomy predictions had disturbing effects 

even when the worst expectations did not always materialize. 
During the early stages of mobilization, the fear of the 
draft probably removed as many students from the universities 
as the draft itself. More than 500 students left Kansas 
colleges during the autumn 19 50 semester because of draft-
related doubts. Kansas college administrators glumly predicted 
as much as a fifty per cent enrollment drop by the following 
fall unless something was done to alleviate student anxiety. 
University of Oklahoma senior Larry Kaufman personified a 
widespread "what's the use" attitude with his terse comment, 
"Why study to be a soldier?" The Christmas holidays were a 
crucial period; many students simply did not bother to return 
for the rest of the term. Between September and January, 400 
University of Texas students dropped from school to enlist. 
U.C.L.A. and University of Southern- California registrars 
anticipated enrollment drops of ten to fifteen per cent be
tween the fall and spring semesters. NASU lobbyist Walter 
Toepelman implored, "a sound, workable deferment policy must 
be forthcoming without delay in order to avoid a complete dis
ruption of student morale.... We simply cannot wait for final 
action from Congress." Numerous complaints about the crisis 
in student morale led the U.S. Office of Education to sponsor 
a special conference on the subject for school psychologists 
and guidance counselors.^ 

1 8"Statement by Chancellor Malott," January 9, 1951, 
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Guidance counselors1 jobs were complicated by the man

power situation. Clifford Houston of the University of Colo
rado counseling service grumbled that the likes of a Look 
magazine article, MChum, You're Gonna Go—So Take Your Pick," 
made his life miserable. Colorado authorities tried several 
approaches to the morale problem—from acquainting therapists 
with Selective Service regulations to encouraging faculty 
members to refrain from unnecessarily discouraging comments 
on the international situation. Nor was the problem of stu
dent morale restricted to college students; the high school 
drop-out rate reached its highest level since World War II. 
The Director of the College Entrance Examination Board noted 
that his business had fallen off because so many high school 
seniors were unsure about the advisability of planning to 

1Q 
enter college. 

The Korean crisis and the tight manpower situation pro
duced among educators an acute awareness of the need to tie 
the well-being of education to the well-being of national 
defense. As School and Society editor I.L. Kandel put it, 
"Education is National Defense." In part educators adopted 
this approach because the Truman Administration shelved non-
Malott General Correspondence—Selective Service; Topeka (Kan
sas) Daily Capitol , January 14, 1951; Washington Post, Janu
ary 15, 19 51; Toepelman to Malott, February 14, 19 51; Willard 
C. Blaesser and Everett H. Hopkins, Counseling College Students 
During the Defense Period, U.S. Office of Education (Washington: 
U.S.G.P.O. , 1952 ). 

1 9Clifford Houston, "Counseling the Individual Student Dur
ing this Period of Uncertainty," Current Issues in Higher Educa
tion (1951), 41-45; New York Times, June 6, 1951, 33; Frank H. 
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Bowles to Arthur Adams, March 5, 1951, Manpower Comments— 
Constituent Members File, ACE Archives. 

20l.L. Kandel, "Education is National Defense," School 
and Society, 73 (February 17 , 1951), 108 ; Whitney Griswold, 
•^rvival is Not Enough," Atlantic Monthly, 187 (April 1951), 
26. 

2 1U.S. Office of Education, Annual Report, 1951 (Wash
ington: U.S.G.P.O., 1951), 209; New York Times, October 10, 
1950, 29. 

defense programs. But this approach to education and national 
defense reflected more than mere expediency; it reflected a 
sincere belief that the new turn of events in the Cold War 
necessitated a reordering of national priorities. Yale Pres
ident Whitney Griswold put this proposition in its most basic 
form when he said, "There is more identity between our long-
run cultural interests and our short-run military interests 
than there is conflict." 2 0 

Educators stressed the variety of contributions they 
could make to national defense if only policy-makers adopted 
a manpower policy which recognized the legitimate needs of 
education. Commissioner of the U.S. Office of Education Earl 
J. McGrath phrased the case persuasively: 

..•in accepting this long-term reponsibility 
for military preparedness and all that goes with it, 
we must also accept another responsibility—to preserve 
the great social advances we have made in recent 
decades.... Failure to maintain the educational 
facilities of the nation at their present level of 
effectiveness, or to expand and develop those 
facilities in every way possible, is to undermine 
our essential military and industrial strength.21 

Few developed the "education is national defense" theme 
more fully than the Educational Policies Commission. In The 



Public Schools: A To£ Priority (1951), the EPC declared that 
in addition to endowing Americans with the intellectual and 
technical skills vital to modern warfare, American education 
strengthened Americans for the world-wide struggle between 
the ideologies of communism and democracy. Education and 
National Security played upon the same themes in pressing the 
need to give education a greater share of national resources 
in order to help educators meet the "avowed, implacable, power
ful, and unprincipled" enemy—Russian Communist imperialism. 
Education and National Security put special emphasis on the 
desirability of closer coordination between the manpower re
quirements of the military and higher education.22 

Educators lobbied for a flexible manpower policy because 
of the impossibility of predicting the future need for trained 
specialists. In 1940, for instance, who would have dreamed 
of the role physicists would play in World War II? The Trytten 
Committee (see chapter nine) relied on this line of reasoning 
in forging its recommendation for a policy of deferring college 
students. Social scientists and humanists argued that changing 
conditions created demands for different skills and abilities, 
so it only made sense not to lock manpower policy to the single-
minded development of any one academic specialty. One humani-

2 2"Public Schools: A Top Priority," NEA Journal, 40 (Sep
tember 19 51), 3 85; "Education and National Security," NEA 
Journal, 41 (January 1952), 21-22 ; EPC, Education and fTational 
Security, 1-2. 
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^ dM.H. Trytten, Student Deferment in Selective Service 
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1952) , 84-9 3 , 
10 2-10; J.F. Wellemeyer, Jr., "Education and National Man
power Policy from the Viewpoint of the Humanities," Educational 
Record, 33 (July 1952), 386-91; George Boas, "The Humanities 
and Defense," Current Issues in Higher Education (1951) , 18-19. 

ties professor pointed out that in the 1950-51 school year 
American universities turned out 1,0 46 Ph.D.s in chemistry 
and only 6 in Russian. Yet what could be more important in 
the Cold War than for Americans to understand Russia? 
Educators warned that short-sighted manpower policies would 
ultimately lead to a shortage of leadership for cultural and 
political institutions, thus creating the paradox of an Amer
ica militarily strong but so internally weak that democracy 
could easily be undermined at home. Perhaps George Boas of 
Johns Hopkins voiced this fear most unequivocally: 

We are in a national situation where millions 
are being spent daily on studies, the result of 
which will be weapons. The more deadly the weapons 
the better. Pure science is tolerated because it 
is suspected that it may contain implications useful 
for warfare.... The historian, the student of 
language and literature, and especially... the philo
sopher, are not encouraged. They are merely essential 
to civilization.... Against what are we defending 
ourselves? If it is the Russians, can we turn into 
Russians and thus beat them to the goal? 2 3 

Many educators agreed that education could make more mun
dane contributions to the defense effort without suffering 
severe dislocations. Cutting into the high Selective Service 
rejection rate offered one means of alleviating the manpower 
crunch without disrupting the normal processes of education. 
U.S. Office of Education surveys found rejection rates running 
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as high as sixty per cent in the deep South. Even states 
with the lowest rejection rates turned back twenty to twenty-
five per cent. Educators concluded that much of this high 
rate could be reversed and the pressure on college and uni
versity manpower eased at the same time if basic academic in
struction and physical education could be improved in the 
secondary schools. The Office of Education and the Carnegie 
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching developed a literacy 
training program aimed primarily at helping the schools im-

2 4 
prove scores on the draft test. 

One military program that was enthusiastically received 
at universities, at least by administrators wary of enrollment 
cuts, was the Reserve Officer Training Corps (ROTO. In the 
immediate.post-World War II years, War Department spokesmen 
characterized ROTC enrollment as "disappointingly small." 
After Korea, however, colleges and universities which had pre
viously shown little or no interest in ROTC swamped the U.S. 
Office of Education with inquiries about the possibility of 
establishing military training programs. In April 19 51, the 
Air Force announced plans to select 62 additional colleges 
and universities for ROTC units; more than 450 applied. Pres
ident Arthur Adams of the ACE served as chairman of the Defense 
Department's ROTC Advisory Committee; ACE staff served in a 

2 t +New York Times, September 2 , 19 50 , 6 ; Earl J. McGrath, 
"Selective Service Rejectees—A Challenge to Our Schools," 
School Life, 35 (December 1952), 35-36; Ambrose Caliver, 
^Illiteracy and Manpower Mobilization," School Life, 33 (June 
1951), 131-33. 
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liaison capacity when the Department introduced legislation 
to expand the program. The ACE and other educational organ
izations regarded the Defense Department's decision to make 
ROTC a primary source of officers a major victory in the cam
paign to insure stable college enrollments during the Korean 
crisis.25 

In 1946 there were ROTC units at 137 colleges and uni
versities; 55,000 students were enrolled in the program. By 
1953 there were 780 ROTC units at 350 colleges and universi
ties; more than 300,000 students, or a quarter of the male 
college population, were enrolled. The Korean War-inspired 
enthusiasm for ROTC was largely a matter of self-survival. 
ROTC students received automatic deferments. As of January 1, 
1952, ROTC deferments (263,000) outnumbered all other student 
deferments. In December 1950, 33,000 high school seniors com
peted for the 1,80 0 Naval ROTC slots available for the 19 51-
52 school year. 2 6 

President Harold Dodds of Princeton candidly admitted 
that the colleges1 "lively instinct for self-preservation11 

accounted for this enthusiasm for ROTC; some colleges "active
ly shopped for ROTC units for the deferments they offered 

2 5U.S., Congress, Senate, Armed Forces Subcommittee, 
Hearing on Expansion of the Reserve Officers1 Training Corps, 
80th Cong., 1st Sess., 1947, 11-12; U.S. Office of Education, 
Defense Information Bulletin #265122, February 6, 1951; New 
York Times, April 21, 1951, 20; Adams, "President's Report," 
Educational Record, 32 (July 1951), 239. 

^Senate, ROTC Hearing (1947), 1; Harold W. Dodds, "Your 
Boy and the ROTÜT^Atlantic Monthly, 191 (March 1953), 25-29 ; 
Trytten, Student Deferment, 37; "For Military Success: College," 
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students,11 Dodds, for one, believed that the campaign to 
recruit ROTC enrollees relied too heavily on the deferment 
privilege. He noted that many ROTC enrollees felt cheated 
when their non-ROTC peers received deferments anyway. Nor, 
Dodds observed, was ROTC received by all segments of the uni
versity community as an unmixed blessing. Faculty members 
complained vociferously about the "substandard11 academic con
tent of most ROTC courses. Since academic credit for ROTC 
work accounted for an average of fifteen to twenty per cent 
of a student's total academic requirements, this objection 
was a matter of major concern. Regular faculty members did 
not consider instruction such as "When a fly wipes his foot 
on your food, he's spreading disease" adequate intellectual 
fare. Princeton tried to improve the academic content of its 
ROTC program with the aid of a Rockefeller Foundation grant. 
The History Department, for example, constructed a new course 

9 7 

on military history from the ground up. 
No single solution to the manpower problem seemed likely 

to please all educators , but there developed a range of alter
natives which dominated discussion and eventually helped de
termine the course of policy. As a benchmark for further dis
cussion, nearly everyone accepted military estimates on the 
need for an armed force of 3,500,000. Three proposals for 
U.Ŝ . News and World Report, 30 (February 2 , 1951), 23. 

2 7Dodds, "ROTC," Atlantic Monthly, 191 (March 1953), 25-29. 
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providing this force overrode all others—traditional UMT 
plans, modification of Selective Service, and universal ser
vice not restricted to military service. 

Advocates of UMT had suffered a defeat in 194 8 when Con
gress refused to tie UMT to Selective Service. The Korean 
crisis , however, revived pressure for UMT as part of a long-
range security program. In August 1950 the New York Times 
reported that prospects for UMT's success looked better than 
at any time since 1944. In the last half of that month a UMT 
bill advanced rapidly through Congress; the Senate Armed Ser
vices Committee deliberated just four hours before reporting 
unanimously in favor. President Truman, though, asked Con
gress to delay consideration of the bill until its next session 
lest more urgent military needs be slighted. The Armed Ser
vices Committee shelved the legislation, and Chairman Millard 
Tydings of Maryland appointed Lyndon Johnson of Texas to chair 
a subcommittee to work on a bill for the January session. 
Thus educators knew as they began their autumn round of con
ferences that UMT was under serious consideration.28 

Although some educators still opposed UMT, defectors from 
that position multiplied as Korea convinced many that such a 
program was necessary or inevitable or both. Noticeably fewer 
educators objected publicly to the general principle of uni
versal military service; what objections there were applied 

2 8New York Times, August 27, 1950, E-2; August 30 , 1950 , 
1; August 31, 19 50, 3. 
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to specific aspects of the Administration program as it 
seemed to be shaping up. Without question the Korean War 
convinced many educators of either the desirability or the 
inevitability of some form of universal military service. 
The question then became what form would satisfy both educa
tors and the military. 

The swing in sentiment toward UMT was revealed in a 
survey of elementary and secondary school administrators 
taken early in 19 51. Until that time, UMT had never received 
the endorsement of any large body of educators. In the 19 51 
survey, sixty-two per cent of the school administrators fa
vored UMT as national policy. R.H. Eckleberry, editor of the 
Journal of Higher Education, endorsed UMT even more strongly 
because in his words it was better to be overprepared than 
unprepared in fighting an "agressive, ruthless, imperialism 

29 
for an indefinite period." 

Other educators1 responses were less enthusiastic. Some 
accepted UMT as a necessary evil; others did not accept it 
at all. Los Angeles Superintendent of Schools Alexander Stod
dard caused a furor when he cancelled a series of American 
Legion lectures on UMT to city high schools. Richard Kennan 
of the NEA National Commission for the Defense of Democracy 
through Education warned that UMT would mean "total, perma-

29Mary Tomancik, "School Administrators Disagree on 
Draft of 18 Year Olds and UMT," Nation's Schools, 47 (May 
1951), 67-68; Journal of Higher Education, 2 2 (April 1951), 
219. 
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nent control of all our young men by a Federal agency.11 

Kennan indignantly denied that UMT was necessary because 
of the high Selective Service rejection rate. "It is a tra
vesty on economy to attempt to correct at great expense in 
a few months what could be taken care of over a period of 
twelve years with reasonable appropriations." Despite a 
personal plea from Secretary of Defense George Marshall, the 
Committee on Military Service of the American Association of 
School Administrators rejected UMT at its 1951 annual meet
ing: "We oppose any form of legislation which, in the name 
of national security, sets up parallel educational agencies 
that absorb, supplant, or duplicate the educational facili
ties now in existence." The ACE moderated its opposition to 
UMT, especially compared to its position from 1945-1949 , but 
that body clearly signalled its preference for alternatives 
to UMT by working closely with Selective Service on deferment 
schemes. The Association of American Universities (AAU) 
chose yet another manpower policy—universal service—over 
UMT. 3 0 

Even educators who agreed that recent developments in 
the Cold War might have made UMT a necessity sometimes argued 
that such a policy should not be implemented in the heat of 

3 QNew York Times, October 8, 1950, 52; Richard B. Kennan, 
"UMT Means Total, Permanent Control of all Our Young Men by a 
Federal Agency," Nation's Schools, 47 (February 1951), 34-36; 
American Association of School Administrators, Schools to Keep 
Us Free: 77th Annual Report of the AAS A (Washington: AASX, 
1951) , 6 7 , 218 ; Brown, Higher Education in the National Ser
vice; Tuttie, "Conant and UMTS," 24-26. 
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the Korean conflict. They particularly demurred to the effort 
to link the fate of UMT with that of Selective Service. The 
same group of elementary and secondary school administrators 
which approved of UMT in principle disapproved of coupling UMT 
and Selective Service in the same legislation. The NEA took 
the position that Selective Service was essential because of 
the emergency at hand while UMT was a program for the long-
range. Edgar Fuller, Executive Secretary of the National Coun
cil of Chief State School Officers, urged that Selective Ser
vice and UMT each be allowed to stand or fall on its own mer
its. UMT should not, he said, be confused with the militarv 
force needed immediately. 3^ 

Obviously, if UMT was going to become the law of the 
land, it would be without the enthusiastic support of most 
educators. Nevertheless, in the event that mobilization did 
require UMT, educators began to seek out modes of adjustment. 
One frequently mentioned possibility was the acceleration of 
academic calendars to accomplish the same amount of schooling 
in less than the normal time. To educators, the major obsta
cle to accepting such an adjustment was their memory of unplea
sant experiences with acceleration during World War II when 
three-year bachelor's programs had been the rule. Most insti-

3lTomancik, "School Administrators Disagree,11 Nation 1 s 
Schools , 47 (May 1951), 67-68 ; "Education and National Se-
curity," NEA Journal, 41 (January 1952), 22 ; Senate, Hear
ings on STT (1951), 778, 1151. 
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tutions had abandoned acceleration with alacrity at the end 
of the war and were reluctant at best to resume such a prac
tice. Chancellor Deane Malott of the University of Kansas 
aptly summarized the sentiments of many educators: "acceler
ation is not desirable because it leaves no time to the stu
dent or the faculty for relaxation, evaluation, and contem
plation." Even those who accepted acceleration as one possi
ble solution to manpower problems underscored the need to im
prove on the World War II practice of simply cramming normal 
courses of study into shorter periods of time. 3 2 

Despite unpleasant memories of the World War II experi
ence , proposals for acceleration multiplied. The New York 
State Board of Regents laid plans for a three-year high school 
curriculum in order to allow students to graduate before their 
seventeenth birthday and to complete a year of college before 
any military obligations intervened. Science News Letter pre
dicted that up to eighty-five per cent of the nation's colleges 
and universities would be operating on a three-year basis by 
September 1951. According to the News Letter, pressure for 
acceleration was building in the Defense Department and the 
Office of Education, and plans were well under way for a cam
paign to persuade college presidents of the need to accelerate. 
In February 19 51, Michigan State College announced that it was 

3 2Raymond Walters, "The Conference of Organizational Mem
bers, American Council on Education," School and Society, 7 3 
(February 3 , 1951), 72 ; New York Times, December 14, 19 50 , 
26; Deane Malott to Arthur Adams, February 9, 1951, Malott 
Gen e ra 1 Co<rre s pon den ce—ACE. 



427 
accelerating its program "in response to urgent requests by 
officials of the U.S. Department of Defense." Michigan State 
President John A. Hannah said that his meetings with Defense 
Department officials had convinced him that those officials 
expected the nation's colleges and universities to "use their 
facilities to the limit in serving the national interest." 
Educational lobbyist Walter Toepelman advised college adminis
trators that they might begin planning for acceleration to 
assure government agencies and the public that educators were 
bending their backs to the war effort. 3 3 

Most experiments with acceleration led brief lives. The 
Ivy League universities adopted a policy of acceleration but 
dropped it when other institutions held firmly to regular 
schedules. The ACE held a special conference on acceleration 
in March 19 51. Since none of the representatives of the armed 
forces who attended the conference pushed hard for acceleration, 
the conference returned a firm mandate against any disruption 
of the normal schedule. Most conference participants showed 
no disposition to reduce educational requirements or adopt 
other short-cuts unless a state of full mobilization was de
clared; only eight per cent thought acceleration, necessary un
der prevailing conditions. The NEA April 19 51 Conference on 
Higher Education also evidenced a generally negative attitude 
toward acceleration, particularly acceleration along World 

3 3New York Times, December 15, 1950, 1; Science News 
Letter, 59 (January 6, 1951), 6; "News Release," February 
13, 19 51, Manpower—Acceleration File, ACE Archives; ALGCU, 
"Circular Letter #44," August 8, 1950. 
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34New York Times, March 21, 19 51, 21; Toepelman to 
Malott, March 26, 1951; Minutes of the Meeting of the Prob
lems and Policies Committee, February 2-3, 19 51; "Accelera
tion Conference Report,11 March 19-20 , 1951 , Manpower—Acceler
ation File, ACE Archives; "Memoranda Regarding Acceleration," 
in Francis J. Brown (ed.), National Defense and Higher Educa
tion (Washington: ACE, 1951) , 109-111 Sidney L. Pressy, "De-
veloping Sound Acceleration Procedures," Current Issues in 
Higher Education (1951), 83-87; Elaine Exton, "Implications 
of the Draft for Secondary Schools," American School Board 
Journal, 123 (September 1951), 37-38. 

War II lines. Similar objections were recorded by the Nation
al Association of Secondary-School Principals. By the spring 
of 19 51, the momentum behind the trend toward acceleration 
had dissipated; most educators believed that there were sounder 
methods for coming to grips with the manpower problem. 3 4 

For those who could not bring themselves to support tra
ditional UMT plans yet admitted the need for an alternative 
to Selective Service, President James B. Conant of Harvard 
provided the .answer with his universal military service plan. 
Conantfs plan was similar to most UMT proposals, but it dif
fered in important respects. Because of its unique qualities 
and because of Conant's vigorous advocacy, the plan was known 
to adherents and opponents alike as the Conant Plan. 

Conant had long entertained doubts about the Selective 
Service system when in Education in a Divided World (1948) 
he suggested enrolling every American boy in a national mili
tia for a ten-year term beginning at age eighteen or upon high 
school graduation. After the Korean conflict began he modi
fied his scheme, substituting service in the regular armed 
forces for the national militia. His basic idea was direct 
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and simple—upon reaching age eighteen or upon graduation 
from high school, every American boy would automatically 
enroll for twenty-seven months of national service, either 
military or civilian, regardless of mental or physical handi
caps. There would be no deferments for any purpose, as Conant 
believed that to defer college students would lead to the 
morale-destroying charge that the colleges were "draft-dodg
ing11 institutions. Colleges and universities would simply 
have to bite the bullet during the inevitable disruption 
which would accompany the early stages of the program.35 

Within a relatively brief time, Conant won an extensive 
hearing for his program from both educators and the public 
at large. The Educational Press Association picked the sup
port of educators for the Conant Plan as the most important 
story in education in 1950 . He began his campaign with Henry 
Wriston, President of Brown and the influential AAU. Conant 
urged Wriston and the AAU to demonstrate leadership during 
the international crisis, pointing out that with a change of 
leadership in the ACE (Arthur Adams replacing the deceased 
George Zook) , the time was ripe to see if the ACE would be 
more sympathetic to both the AAU and the "trend of the times." 
When Conant could not attend the AAU's October 30 meeting, he 
had Wriston introduce a confidential memo on his UMS program. 

3 5James B. Conant, Education in a Divided World (Cam
bridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1948), 220-
22; Tuttle, "Conant and UMTS," 17. 
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The AAU gathering voiced approval of the general thrust of 
ConantTs plan and appointed a special committee to prepare 
an. AAU manpower program. Committee members included former 
Secretary of the Army (at the time President of the University 
of North Carolina) Gordon Gray, President Detlov Bronk of 
Johns Hopkins, Lee Dubridge of the California Institute of 
Technology, and J.E. Wallace Sterling of Stanford. The Gray 
Committee studied the relevant documents on manpower policy 
and held several consultations with Defense Department per
sonnel, indluding Felix Larkin, one of the authors of the 
Department's manpower proposals.36 

Meanwhile Conant and the Committee on the Present Danger 
(CPD) lobbied with Secretary of Defense George Marshall, 
Assistant Secretaries Anna Rosenberg and Marx Leva, General 
Eisenhower, and publisher Gardner Cowles. Mrs. Rosenberg 
later gave Conant and the other educators on the CPD credit 
for influencing the development of S.l, particularly insofar 
as the 2 7 month term of service was concerned. Cowles pub
lished ConantTs plan in the December 19 issue of Look under 
the title, "A Stern Program for Survival." By this time the 
Gray Committee had acted, issuing a report which led to an 

36Scholastic Teacher, 57 (January 3, 1951), 6-T; James 
B. Conant, My Several Lives: Memoirs of a Social Inventor 
(New York: Harper £ Row, 1970) , 521-23 ; New York Times, Octo
ber 28, 1950, 20; AAU Minutes, "Special Memorandum from Pres
ident Conant to Members of the AAU," October 6, 1950, Malott 
General Correspondence—AAU; "Report of the Committee on Man
power to the Association of American Universities," November 
30, 1950, DDEPF, Box 172, UMST File, Eisenhower Library. 
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AAU resolution on "The Mobilization of Manpower" which en
dorsed the Conant Plan down the line and put the AAU on re
cord against student deferments under Selective Service. At 
about the same time, General Eisenhower commented that the 
bleak manpower situation made it likely that all young men 
might have to be put into uniform. The New York Times also 
announced its editorial support for the Conant-AAU position 
on manpower. Within a matter of weeks, Conant had commanded 
the support of a prestigious major educational organization, 
one of the nation's most popular men, and the New York Times. 3 

The blitz continued, unabated. Through the efforts of 
James Phinney Baxter, CPD member and President of Williams 
College, the Association of American Colleges (AAC) entered 
the Conant Plan fold in January. CPD members Tracy Voorhees , 
Vaneveer Bush, and Dr. William Menninger testified before Sen
ator Johnson's subcommittee on preparedness in late January. 
Conant himself testified before the House Armed Services Com
mittee in March and kicked off a series of weekly CPD-spon-
sored national radio broadcasts.38 

Conant carried his campaign into hostile environs when 
he attended the January 19-20 ACE Conference of Organizational 

3 7Tuttle, "Conant and UMTS," 21-24; Senate, Hearings on 
S. 1 (1951), 203 ; James B. Conant, "A Stern Program for Survi-
val," Look, 14 (December 19, 1950), 33-35; Conant, My Several 
Lives,"T2T-24; AAU Minutes, October 26-27 , 1950 , Malott Gen
eral Correspondence—AAU; New York Times, December 8, 1950, 
1, 22; "AAU Manpower Committee Report," November 30, 1950. 

38New York Times, December 14, 1950, 26; January 31, 
1951, 11; Tuttle, "Conant and UMTS," 30-31; Conant, My Sev
eral Lives , 520 , 525. 
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Members. The Conant-AAU plan and the ACE-student deferment 
plan represented a nearly irreparable schism of educational 
opinion on manpower. Some educators criticized the Conant 
Plan openly. Chancellor Malott of Kansas, a former Conant 
ally on manpower policy, rebuked the plan at every opportun
ity. What, he asked, was the plan's objective? If large 
numbers of bodies in uniform was the answer, sniffed Malott, 
then the plan was better suited to the spear-thrower days of 
the Roman legions than to modern warfare. He sent essentially 
the same message to General Marshall when Marshall requested 
his opinion on various manpower alternatives. When Commission
er of the Office of Education Earl McGrath announced his own 
plan, Malott praised it profusely, explaining, 111 don't go 
along with the Conant Plan at all." 3 9 

Some educators, including E.E. Day of Cornell and Everett 
Case of Colgate, accepted the principle of universal service 
but disapproved of Conant's insistence that the period of 
service had to come immediately after high school. Case and 
Day contended that some students should be permitted to pur
sue higher education before serving their terms. Then, not 
only would the military receive the benefit of trained man
power, but the colleges would not be as seriously weakened as 
they would under the Conant Plan in its original form.140 

39Toepelman to Malott, December 14, 19 50; Malott to Henry 
J. Haskell, December 13, 1950; Malott to Lewis Hershey, Decem
ber 14, 19 50; George Marshall to Malott, November 8, 19 50; 
Malott to Marshall, December 14, 1950; Malott to Earl McGrath, 
December 20, 1950; Malott General Correspondence—NASU, H., 
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Conant and friends returned such criticism in full, al

though he was forced to admit that Charles Cole's (President 
of Amherst) rebuttal to his Look article had the better of 
it. When on March 31, 19 51, President Truman issued an exe
cutive order on the deferment of college students which cor
responded in many ways to the Trytten-ACE position, Conant 
and Harold Dodds of Princeton led the onslaught. The CPD 
sponsored a CBS radio program with Conant and Edward R. Murrow. 
Murrow asked Conant whether it would be fair to say that Tru
man's order "stinks." Conant replied that he "shouldn't dis
claim that word." Other advocates of universal service, in
cluding Henry Griswold, also lambasted the executive order. 4 1 

The Selective Service Act of 1948 was extended immediately 
after the Korean conflict began. Thus one of the first objec
tives of many educators after June 25 was to secure a satis
factory student deferment policy. The Trytten Advisory Com
mittees (see chapter nine) established by General Hershey in 
19 4 8 came back to life and concentrated once again on just 
that subject. The Committee reiterated, with only minor modi
fications, its recommendations of December 1948. In particular 
the Committee emphasized the flexibility inherent in its plan 

Selective Service, M. 
^Senate, Hearings on S. 1 (1951), 490-91; Raymond Howes 

memo to Arthur Adams, October 27, 1950, Howes Manpower File, 
ACE Archives. 

4 1Charles W. Cole, "Total Conscription Will Hurt America," 
Look, 15 (January 2, 1951), 54-55; Conant, M£ Several Lives, 
5T37 527; New York Times, April 9, 1951, 1; April 15 , 19 51, 
E-9. 
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M. H • Trytten to General Hershey, October 5 , 1950 ; 
"Report to the Director of the Selective Service System by 
the Six Committees on Scientific, Professional, and Special
ized Personnel," both in Higher Education and National Affairs, 
Emergency Supplement No. 72 and Bulletin No. 162, October 20, 
November 3, 19 50; Memo on "Universal Military Service," Octo
ber 17, 1950, Memo on "Postponement of Induction of Students," 
November 1, 19 50, both in Records of the Office of Education, 
Ambrose Caliver Papers--0.E. Advisory Committee on Student De
ferment File, Record Group 12, National Archives; "Confiden
tial Memorandum No. 1 to Presidents and Key Members in Colleges 
and Universities," August 17, 1950, Malott General Correspon
dence—Federal Security Agency. 

of basing student deferments on test scores and class rank
ing instead of "essential" courses of study. The U.S. Office 
of Education recommended a similar policy, and on August 8 
the Selective Service system approved preliminary plans for 
a ranking system based on class standing and scores on a 
national qualifying test.112 

As Trytten admitted, his Committee's approach to defer
ment faced robust opposition. The plan presented a "touchy 
public relations" problem because it ran counter to the prin
ciple of equality of sacrifice. Trytten confessed that he 
was not sure he could convince Congress that the liberal arts 
and humanities were not luxuries in a time of national crisis.4 

Trytten and other supporters of the student deferment 
policy had reason for trepidation. Not only did Congression
al opposition surface, but other opinion leaders and educators 
criticized Tryttenfs recommendations as well. The Nation 
voiced a common objection—such a deferment policy would create 
an aristocracy based on the ability to take tests and econo
mic position instead of promoting equality of sacrifice, as 
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did the Conant-AAU plan. Harold Punke o f A l a b a m a Polytechnic 
Institute pointed out the weaknesses i n v o l v e d i n using t e s t 

results as a correlative of intelligence and c h a r g e d that s u c h 

a practice contradicted the democratic p r i n c i p l e of e q u a l i t y 

of opportunity.44 

As American fortunes in Korea wavered, t h e p r o s p e c t f o r 

a generous deferment policy grew b l e a k . W a l t e r Toepelman 

doubted that state and local Selective Service boards would 
go along with voluntarily granting d e f e r m e n t s a f t e r he attend
ed a mid-November conference of State S e l e c t i v e Service D i 

rectors. Toepelman asserted that a successful deferment policy 
would depend upon an executive o r d e r from P r e s i d e n t T r u m a n , 

a prospect he did not consider very likely. He warned, 11 I f 

it is desirable to defer our best minds. .• e d u c a t o r s have a 

major job of educating the general p u b l i c . . • • I f 4 ^ 

On December 18, the Trytten Committee s u b m i t t e d i t s f i n a l 

recommendations at an open meeting at Selective Service h e a d 

quarters. The plan called for the deferment of a minimum of 
75 ,000 students a year on the basis of academic ability, re
gardless of academic field. No serious objections surfaced 
at the December 18 meeting, but that was primarily because 
none of the Conant-AAU faction attended even though they were 

4 3M.H. Trytten, "Maintaining the Necessary Flow of Col
lege-Trained Personnel for Long-Range National Security," C u r 
rent Issues in Higher Education (1951), 36-40. 

4 4The Nation, l7l(December 30, 1950), 685-86; Harold 
Punke, "Intelligence as a Basis for Exemption from Military 
Service in a Democracy," American School Board Journal, 121 
(December 1950), 19. 

45Toepelman to Malott, November 29, 1950, Malott 
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invited. This snub signalled troubled waters for advocates 
of educational unity on manpower policy.46 

Even as the split surfaced, however, advocates of com
promise and unity worked to bring the warring factions togeth
er. New ACE President Arthur Adams tried diligently to bring 
about a meeting of the minds. Gordon Gray of the AAU played 
a central role in Adams1 campaign to reconcile divergent view
points on manpower. Gray worked hard to convince the AAU to 
soften its anti-deferment stand, and he succeeded in that 
Conant and the AAU accepted the need for 75 ,000 student defer
ments per year. 4 7 

On January 10 the Defense Department gave would-be com
promisers something to hang their hats on by announcing its 
manpower policy in the form of S.l. The Defense Department 
bill called for 2 7 months of UMTS, lowered the induction age 
to 18, and allowed for suspending the term of service of 
75 ,000 college students a year in order to keep the "educa
tional pipeline from drying up." Meeting in Atlantic City 
the same day the Defense Department announced its proposal, 
the AAC became the first major educational organization to 
endorse S.l. The ACE met January 19-20 and also gave condi-

General Correspondence—NASU. 
4 6New York Times, December 19, 1950, 1,6; Toepelman to 

Malott, January 8,1951. 
4'Toepelman to Malott, January 26, 19 51; Raymond F. Howes 

to Gordon Gray, December 21, 19 50, National Emergency File, ACE 
Archives; Everett Case to Arthur Adams, January 24, 1951, Feb
ruary 12, 1951, Manpower Comments--Constituent Members File, 
ACE Archives. 
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tional assent in a letter to the Johnson subcommittee. Ac
tually the ACE Conference underscored the extent to which edu
cators , despite all of their conferences, resolutions, and 
plans, were at the beck and call of Defense Department planners. 
Before Korea the ACE had been unstintingly critical of most 
Defense Department manpower proposals. Now, however, the only 
ACE objections were minor. To be sure S.l corresponded in 
important particulars to both the AAU and ACE positions; it 
introduced UMTS at age 18 and at the same time provided for 
college student deferments. Yet the educators assembled at 
the ACE conference were little disposed to dicker with Defense 
Department policy on national defense. What was originally 
intended as the setting for a far-ranging debate over manpower 
alternatives instead developed into a show of support for S.l. 
James Conant and Charles Odegaard of the Trytten Committee 
were scheduled to debate the merits of their respective posi
tions; they instead abandoned their prepared remarks for an 

4 8 

extended discussion of the Defense Department program. ° 
By January 26 Toepelman could say, "for once a measure 

of unanimity of opinion (among educators on manpower) exists.11 

The value of cooperation was stressed on January 19 when Sec
retary of Defense Marshall announced a change in policy toward 
the enlistment of students who had already received induction 

4 8Arthur Adams to Deane Malott, March 9, 19 51, Malott 
General Correspondence—ACE; Senate, Hearings on S.1 (1951), 
37-108, 1059-60; Francis J. Brown (ed.), National Defense 
and Higher Education. The Report of a Conference of Represen
tatives of Member Organizations of the ACE, WasHTngton, D.C. , 
J anuary lT-TÖTTS'Sl (Washington :~S"CE7"1^T> , 10-12. 
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notices. The previous policy, which educators blamed for 
much unrest and uncertainty among students, had been that 
students could not enlist in the service of their choice once 
they received an induction notice. After numerous reports 
of student unrest flooded the Defense Department Personnel 
Board and after a series of conferences between Anna Rosen
berg and Adams and other ACE staff members, the Department 
agreed to allow students to enroll in the service branch of 
their choice during the last month of the academic year even 
if they had received an induction notice.4^ 

Even though most educators agreed with the essentials 
of S.l, it promised to be late spring or early summer before 
Congress could take final action. Differences between the 
two houses—on the 18 year-old provision for instance—made 
a conference committee almost a certainty. Such delay seemed 
intolerable to educators in view of the months of anguish and 
confusion already caused by the manpower morass. Swift action 
was not forthcoming. In March Toepelman lamented, "The great
est disappointment of the past two weeks is the failure of 
General Hersheyfs deferment policy to materialize." Pessimists 
warned of further delay, as Hersheyfs hands were tied by the 
law which placed the power to issue regulations with the Presi
dent. What was needed, said Toepelman, was one centralized 
manpower authority with the power "to bang together the heads 
of a few highly-placed individuals with ambitions for personal 

^Toepelman to Malott, January 26 , 19 51. 
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power. f f 5° 

S.l proceeded slowly through Congress. Most of the de
lay centered around the proposal to draft 18 year-olds. The 
House proposed 19 as the minimum age and was supported by edu
cators and veterans organizations. Testifying before the John
son subcommittee, Ralph McDonald of the NEA asserted that in 
the opinion of most educators a policy of inducting 18 year-
olds would disrupt both the high schools and the universities. 
Paul Elieker of the National Association of Secondary-School 
Principals produced statistics purporting to show that draft
ing 18 year-olds would result in the calling up of one of 
every three 18 year-olds who had not yet graduated from high 
school. These complaints and the protests of parents1 groups 
led the Defense Department to accept a compromise policy where
by 18 remained the minimum age, but the Department promised 
not to send 18 year-olds into combat without a minimum of four 
months of training. 5 1 

Another sticky point was the deferment of college stu
dents. The Senate version went along with the ACE-Trytten 
line by providing for the deferment of at least 75,000 students 
per year. The Conference Committee, however, rejected this 
provision and replaced it with one which eventually proved 

5 0Toepelman to Malott, February 14, 1951; March 26, 
1951. 

5 1Senate, Hearings on S.l (1951), 777-81, 1141; New 
York Times, February 15 , 1951, 1, 24. 
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more generous. All students scoring above seventy on the 
Army General Classification Test qualified for deferment as 
did those in the upper half of the freshman class, upper two-
thirds of the sophomore class, upper three-quarters of the 
junior class, and upper half of the senior class. In addition, 
college graduates had thirty days after graduation to find 
employment in essential industries as defined by the Commerce 
Department.u* 

Before the Congress completed action on S.l, President 
Truman established the desired deferment system with Execu
tive Order 10 2 30. Truman, Hershey, and Earl McGrath echoed 
the reasoning of the Trytten Committee in defending the order. 
This deferment policy, they said, would give the armed forces 
and the nation the benefit of "a store of highly trained 
young men who will have had the benefit of formal education 
. . . . 11 Truman and McGrath emphatically denied that the policy 
would permit college students to escape military service. 
Much of the heaviest flak came from supporters of the Conant 
Plan. 5 3 

The first group of students taking the deferment test 
did so before Congress completed work on manpower legislation. 

5 2New York Times, December 17, 1950 , 1; February 1, 1951, 
5; February 15 , 1951 , 1, 24 ; February 17, 19 51, 13; March 7, 
1951, 1; March 10, 1951, 1; April 29, 1951, E-7; Senate, 
Hearings on S.l (1951), 781-84, 1141; C£A, VII (1951), 287. 

5 3New York Times, April 1, 19 51, 1; "Education for the 
Nation's Defense--VIII,11 School Life, 33 (June 1951), 138-39. 
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On May 28, the Conference Committee agreed to: (1) extend 
the provisions of the Selective Service Act of 1948 to July 
1 , 195 5 , and (2) create a standby program of UMTS to go into 
effect at some unspecified future date. The act also created 
a National Security Training Commission to establish standards 
and policies for UMTS and to report to Congress on its find
ings. With President Truman1s signature, this act became 
Public Law 51 on June 1 9 . 5 4 

Despite their tradition of hostility to UMT, educators 
gave that policy their conditional support when it emerged 
as part of P.L. 51. Only the Conant-AAU faction offered sub
stantial criticism; Conant told the Harvard commencement 
audience that the act settled nothing. P.L. 51 made UMT palat
able to most educators by establishing it as a standby pro
gram to be enacted only after current demands on manpower 
had eased. 5 5 

Most educational associations had solidly opposed any 
form of UMT between 1945 and 1950 ; Korea brought them around 
to reluctant support in 1951. In an April 1951 ACE poll, 
college, university, and junior college educators supported 
UMT by more than four to one provided its operation would be 
limited to the period of national emergency (President Tru
man's proclamation of a state of emergency was still on the 

5 4New York Times, May 27, 1951, 1; May 29, 1951, 1; 
June 8. 1951, 1; June 20, 1951, 1, 5. 

5^New York Times , June 22 , 1951 , 2 3; Conant, My Several 
Lives, 5T7-31; Tuttle, "Conant and UMTS,11 35. 
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books more than twenty years later) • Even this concession 
represented a substantial retreat from the pre-Korea attitude 
of most educators, particularly given the widely accepted 
vision of the Cold War as a protracted series of emergencies . 
A case could easily be made that endorsing UMT for the dura
tion of the emergency was a long-term commitment. By mid-
1951, ACE leaders had concluded that UMT was not only inevi
table but in all probability a desirable long-range policy 
given the international situation. J.P. Mathes told Adams, 
"UMT is to me a mature recognition of the real state of things 
to come for the forseeable future. 

While Public Law 51 represented a "complete defeat" to 
Conant, the CPD, and other advocates of national service, 
educators in general did not object too strenuously when that 
law's major accomplishment proved to be maintaining the sta
tus quo. The House smothered the National Security Training 
Commission's proposals for implementing UMTS, and the Eisen
hower Administration soon shifted the focus of defense plan
ning away from manpower policy. For the most part, educators 
were simply relieved that the widely held 1950 vision of empty, 
bankrupt universities had not materialized. The deferment 
system which allowed students to finish a school year once 

5 6CQA, VII (1951), 286-87; Higher Education and National 
Affairs, Emergency Supplement No. 84 (April 11, 195TT; Inter-
staff Memo on Manpower and Korea, May 7, 1951; Raymond F. 
Howes Memo to Arthur Adams, May 24, 1951, Howes Manpower File, 
ACE Archives. 
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begun was a boon since Selective Service operated on a monthly 
quota system and the backlog of nine months could not be ab
sorbed during the summer. Few universities experienced the 
enrollment drops so freely forecast during the last months 
of 1950. Overall college and university enrollment declined 
less than ten per cent, and much of that figure could be attri
buted to the end of the flow of World War II veterans to col
lege campuses. Conant admitted that the new law made little 
impact on Harvard's enrollment. The National Manpower Coun
cil estimated that the new deferment procedures allowed ninety 
per cent of those normally eligible for induction to be de
ferred. By November 19 51, college and university administra
tors no longer seemed concerned about the manpower problem. 
M.H. Trytten, who had been so intimately involved in struggles 
over manpower policy for three years, observed, "There has 
been a marked reduction in the atmosphere of hysteria so char
acteristic of the last few months.... "5? 

Even though UMTS was never put into motion, the support 
of educators for P.L. 51 represented a retreat from the pre-
Korea position of most educators that military programs were 
not always the only or the best methods of enhancing national 
security. As a direct result of the Korean crisis, educators 
succumbed to the call for a new definition of national secu-

5 7Tuttle, "Conant and UMTS," 35-36; New York Times, 
September 24, 1951, 1, 18; November 6, 1951, 31; "Draft 
Helps Fill Colleges," U.S. News and World Report, 31 (Sep
tember 21, 1951), 20-21; Current Issues in Higher Education 
(1951), 7. 
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rity—a definition which elevated military requirements, as 
evaluated by military men, to the top of the list of national 
priorities . 



Conclusion 

At the end of World War II, American educators believed 
that the worst was behind them, that after fifteen years of 
depression and war the nation was ready to turn to a more 
normal way of life. Leading educators held high hopes for 
a world order built on cooperation instead of conflict. They 
expressed their faith in American education's ability to con
tribute to the building of such a world by helping to organize 
postwar agencies for international cooperation. George Zook 
and William Carr, for example, were instrumental in the for
mation of UNESCO. Yet within half a decade, American educa
tors seemed to be more attuned to the theme "education for 
a divided world" than to "education for international under
standing." The Cold War became, if not the primary refer
ence point for educators in defining their task, at least a 
phenomenon that educators could ill-afford to ignore as it 
encroached upon the educational process in countless ways. 
Educators and their institutions, in turn, played a part in 
influencing the American reaction to the Cold War. 

As part of the interaction between the Cold War and edu
cation, leading educators, particularly prominent university 
presidents, evolved a set of common values, a common world 
view. To a large extent that view seems to have been shaped 
by World War II. During the war university presidents watched 
helplessly as their institutions were saved from enrollment 
disasters by assuming many of the trappings of military train-
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ing camps. Even though such measures necessitated suspend
ing some of the university's normal ideals and functions, 
that course of action seemed preferable to watching the uni
versities wither because of rapidly declining male enroll
ments. Thus even conservative educators abandoned their fear 
of federal interference with educational autonomy and urged 
an active role for the federal government in the wartime poli
cies of higher education. Within two weeks after Pearl Har
bor, Chancellor Deane W. Malott of the University of Kansas 
wrote President James B. Conant of Harvard expressing his con
cern about the future of higher education in the event of a 
long war. Was the government aware, wondered Malott, of the 
importance of using the universities in wartime? Malott feared 
that the universities faced certain decay unless they were 
so used; he for one would rather contend with the "disorder 
of the government moving in on us in any number of ways....""'* 

As the war progressed, the federal government "used" the 
universities to an unprecedented extent through a variety of 
training and research programs. University scientists and 
research facilities contributed significantly to the victori
ous American military effort; other scholars and educators 
also lent their special skills to that effort. The public 
schools and their charges were made to feel a vital part of 

iDeane W. Malott to James B. Conant, December 16, 1941, 
Malott General Correspondence—War Changes at K.U., Malott 
Papers, University of Kansas Archives, Spencer Research Li
brary, Lawrence, Kansas. 
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the war effort on the home front. In short, World War II 
opened to educators a whole new dimension to the idea that 
education should serve as an instrument of national policy. 
University administrators and research scientists developed 
particularly rewarding associations with the military and 
other government agencies. 

When international tensions loomed large within months 
of the end of World War II, it was a simple matter for leading 
educators to envision their role in any new conflict in terms 
of the patterns of their role in World War II. University 
scientists and researchers had helped build the machinery to 
defeat Nazi Germany; they would do the same to defeat Commun
ist Russia. America's elementary and secondary schools had 
inspired their charges to help win World War II on the home-
front; they could do no less in the new war of ideologies. 
Habits of behavior and patterns of thought which applied to 
one conflict seemed to fit the new one equally well. Ameri
can educators had helped discipline Americans to the sacri
fices and attitudes needed to win World War II; they would 
apply that same discipline in explaining to students why they 
should ready themselves for the rigors of a protracted period 
of ideological warfare. 

The tendency to look to the World War II experience for 
a guide to the proper behavior during the Cold War became par
ticularly obvious when another shooting war erupted in Korea. 
So attuned were educators to the idea that their institutions 
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should serve the war effort that they actually outpaced gov
ernment policy-makers and military leaders in suggesting 
World War II-style federal programs for the universities. 

World War II convinced educators of the need to keep a 
sharp eye on military and defense programs because such pro
grams could have a profound impact on the well-being of edu
cational institutions. After the war, leading educators were 
among the most vociferous supporters of a comprehensive pro
gram for national defense. They manifested an abiding inter
est in manpower policy in general and universal military train
ing (UMT) in particular. 

Until Korea, most educators fought against proposals 
for UMT. Their experience with World War II manpower pro
grams inclined them to such opposition, for many educators 
believed that those programs had not taken sufficient cogni
zance of the needs of education; postwar plans for UMT seemed 
to have the same deficiency. If there seems to be a contra
diction between educators1 opposition to UMT and their support 
for a comprehensive national defense program, that contradic
tion is more apparent than real. As the Cold War heated up, 
few educators denied that more attention would have to be given 
to national security. Yet their proposals revealed a desire 
to strengthen national security in ways that would not at the 
same time weaken education, through programs emphasizing the 
non-manpower aspects of defense, or at least through programs 
approaching manpower policy from the perspective of the need 
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for a relatively small but highly skilled armed force. As 
the proprietors of institutions which developed and honed 
such skills, educators had a dual motive. Perhaps more 
readily than most, educators appreciated the impact of science 
and technology on modern warfare; thus they genuinely believed 
that defense policies based upon training large reservoirs of 
manpower in the traditional military skills were outmoded and 
misguided. Self-interest, however, also entered into consider
ation. UMT might seriously diminish college enrollments; de
fense programs that emphasized the technical and scientific 
nature of modern warfare, on the other hand, might be bene
ficial in many ways to higher education. 

Korea prompted many educators to suspend their hostility 
toward UMT. This new turn in the Cold War seemed to elevate 
that conflict to the status of total and all-consuming warfare. 
Thus educators accepted the proposition that a large standing 
armed force was necessary in addition to the other tools of 
modern warfare. They also, however, lobbied for manpower 
policies which took the needs of higher education into account, 
preferably through closer cooperation and integration between 
the military and education. As one Defense Department spokes
man described the post-Korea atmosphere, "It augurs well for 
the success of both the educational and military objectives 
of the United States when both educators and military men in
vite to so many of their respective conferences representatives 
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of the other professions."2 

As the Cold War grew more intense, leading educators 
frequently expressed the belief that America and its insti
tutions were on the defensive. This belief constituted 
another argument for using education as an instrument of 
national policy. Leading educators interpreted the Cold War 
as primarily an ideological struggle. What could be more 
logical weapons for fighting such a struggle than the nation's 
schools and colleges? Thus the energy of American education 
was channeled into forging weapons for use in the Cold War 
struggle for the minds of men. American education became more 
overtly ideological as the schools sought to advance the cause 
of democracy in the worldwide conflict between social systems. 
Defending democracy and encouraging greater fidelity to the 
ideals of citizenship and the American way of life became a 
major concern of educators at all levels. This trend toward 
making education more overtly ideological represented an ex
tension of the national anticommunist mood. Teaching about 
democracy and citizenship were not ends in themselves but 
means to the ends of insuring that subversive "isms" would 
not contaminate the minds of America's youth. 

There were several notable manifestations of the tendency 
of American education to become more overtly ideological. 

2Captain J.J. O'Donnell, "Campus Military Programs," 
in NEA, Addresses on Current Issues in Higher Education 
(Washington: NEA, 1951), 88. 
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I n s t r u c t i o n a b o u t communism o f t e n p l a c e d a g r e a t e m p h a s i s on 

p i t t i n g a b s t r a c t s y s t e m s — d e m o c r a c y and c o m m u n i s m / t o t a l i 

t a r i a n i s m - - a g a i n s t o n e a n o t h e r . Some e d u c a t o r s c a r r i e d t h i s 

e m p h a s i s t o t h e e x t e n t o f a c c e p t i n g t h e n e e d t o " i n d o c t r i n a t e " 

s t u d e n t s i n t h e v i r t u e s o f d e m o c r a c y . Few e d u c a t o r s p u b l i c l y 

q u e s t i o n e d t h e w i d e l y s h a r e d v i e w t h a t " t o t a l i t a r i a n i s m " was 

t h e d o m i n a n t f e a t u r e o f communism and t h e n a t i o n s w h i c h p r a c 

t i c e d t h e communist s y s t e m . The t e n d e n c y t o l i n k f a s c i s m 

and communism a l s o e n c o u r a g e d a v i e w t h a t d i v i d e d t h e w o r l d 

i n t o o p p o s i n g camps o f g o o d a n d e v i l ; who c o u l d q u e s t i o n t h e 

d e p r a v i t y o f f a s c i s m ? 

The d a n g e r i n t h i s a p p r o a c h t o f o r t i f y i n g f a i t h i n A m e r 

i c a n i d e a l s a n d i n s t i t u t i o n s was t h a t i t was h o l l o w a n d d e f e n 

s i v e . T h i s a p p r o a c h d i s c o u r a g e d h o n e s t c r i t i c i s m a n d a p p r a i 

s a l o f A m e r i c a n l i f e a n d i n s t i t u t i o n s . E d u c a t o r s w e r e l i t t l e 

i n c l i n e d t o a c c e p t t h e r o l e o f c r i t i c s o f A m e r i c a n s o c i e t y 

d u r i n g t h e C o l d W a r . I n s t e a d , p a r t i c u l a r l y i n t h e e l e m e n t a r y 

and s e c o n d a r y s c h o o l s , t h e y a c c e p t e d t h e i d e a t h a t t h e s c h o o l ' s 

C o l d War d u t y was t o p e r p e t u a t e a n d even g l o r i f y A m e r i c a n 

i d e a l s and i n s t i t u t i o n s . I t s h o u l d come a s no s u r p r i s e t h a t 

many s t u d e n t s e x p o s e d t o s u c h f a r e l a t e r became p a r t o f a 

g e n e r a t i o n o f c y n i c a l a n d s k e p t i c a l a d u l t s i n c l i n e d t o s u s p e c t 

any a p p e a l t o A m e r i c a n i d e a l s a s c a l c u l a t e d and a n y d e f e n s e 

o f A m e r i c a n i n s t i t u t i o n s a s p u r e and s i m p l e s e l f - i n t e r e s t . A 

c l i m a t e o f o p i n i o n w h i c h d i s c o u r a g e d a s k i n g d i f f i c u l t o r e m 

b a r r a s s i n g q u e s t i o n s a b o u t A m e r i c a n s o c i e t y and A m e r i c a ' s 
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role in the world made such questions much more difficult to 
answer when they finally were asked. 

Other curricular adjustments to the Cold War also contri
buted to a hardening of Cold War attitudes. Particularly 
after the Korean conflict began, the widespread emphasis upon 
first aid and civil defense training cannot have imparted to 
students an encouraging attitude about the prospects for a 
peaceful resolution of the Cold War. To some extent, of 
course, such training was sound and prudent, but it was some
times carried out in an atmosphere approaching hysteria. The 
emphasis on the destructive power of the atomic bomb fostered 
an unhealthy atmosphere in instruction on civil defense. Much 
of the educational literature of the day treated the possibil
ity of the bomb being used against the United States not so 
much as a question of "if" but of "when." It was not a close
ly guarded secret that there was only one other nation which 
had the bomb. 

Educational goals which had intrinsic value—improving 
health and physical fitness and encouraging the conservation 
of natural resources for example—were frequently given a Cold 
War coloration. Students can scarcely have avoided the persis
tent implication that the United States was on the defensive 
against a ruthless enemy who would not miss a trick in prose
cuting the attack on the American way of life. In general, 
the manner in which American educators approached the Cold War 
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bred a deep defensiveness and a willingness to believe the 
worst about America's Cold War enemies.3 

Educators, especially public school educators, were ill-
suited to serve as independent critics because they were deep
ly involved in their own internal struggles, particularly in 
the struggle to win public confidence as they sought to dispel 
the negative image of education which was being fostered by 
state investigating committees, the House Committee on Un-
American activities, and the pseudo-educational fringe. Many 
educators interpreted attacks on the schools as a demonstra
tion of the inadequacy of education's public relations. Thus 
pro-school lobbies such as the National Citizens' Commission 
for the Public Schools relied heavily on public relations and 
advertising techniques; leading educators themselves were al
most obsessively aware of the need to make the public under
stand that the schools were not really promoting subversive 
tendencies. , The anti-communist teacher campaign may be seen 
to some extent as an extension of education's public rela
tions quest for public confidence. Some educators, of course, 
genuinely believed that communists should be excluded from 
the teaching profession. But others—including members of 
the Educational Policies Commission--were also well aware of 

3Herbert D. Gwinn, "California's Department of Education 
Attacks the Problem of Conservation Education," California 
Journal of Secondary Education, 2 7 (February 1952 ) , 69 ; "The 
Nine Point Program for Secondary Education and National Secu
rity," Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary-
School Principals, T5~(May 1951), 10-11. 
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the public relations value of taking such a stance. Educa
tors believed that the public could be trusted to make the 
right decisions if only guided in the right direction. They 
acted on the assumption that anticommunism was a rational 
force capable of allowing for subtle distinctions. 

The feeling that America was on the defensive in the Cold 
War led some educators to retreat on academic freedom. By 
and large, leading spokesmen for education accepted the pro
position that Communist Party membership rendered teachers 
unfit. The question of what to do about such teachers first 
assumed significance in January 1949 when the University of 
Washington announced that three tenured faculty members had 
been dismissed for their associations with the Communist Party. 
Within a few months numerous educators and educational organ
izations had rushed to express their disapproval of communist 
teachers. 

What Earl Latham has called the distinction between the 
communist "problem" and the communist "issue" is useful in 
explaining the reaction of educators to the controversy over 
communist teachers. Few educators believed that communist 
teachers constituted a real problem, that such teachers ac
tually threatened American security by abusing their positions 
to indoctrinate large numbers of students. Even the most 
rabid communist-hunting Congressional committees rarely 
charged that there were mpre than a few hundred communist 
teachers in the entire nation. The EPC deliberations which 
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resulted in the statement American Education and International 
Tensions demonstrated that educators on the EPC did not con
sider the presence of a few communist teachers to be a serious 
threat. Nevertheless, beginning in 1949 educators gave the 
"issue" far more attention than the "problem" seemed to merit. 
They stressed time and time again the strength of their anti-
communism by taking firm stances against the right of Commun
ist Party members to teach. The amount of attention given the 
issue must have helped convince many Americans that there was 
some substance to all of the talk about the danger represented 
by communist teachers. This belief in turn helped spark 
pressure for all manner of safeguards—loyalty oaths, legis
lative investigations , textbook probes—which eroded the al
ready crumbling foundation of academic freedom in the Cold 
War setting. Moreover, by agreeing that even a small number 
of communist teachers posed an authentic menace, educators in 
effect acquiesced in the demand for total security in safe
guarding the purity of educational institutions and the taking 
of whatever steps were necessary to achieve such security.4 

Why, given the miniscule scope of the problem posed by 
communist teachers, did educators allow and indeed even en
courage that subject to become such an important part of the 
public discourse on education? Determination on the part of 
conservative political and social organizations to protect 

4Earl J. Latham, The Communist Controversy in Washington. 
From the New Deal to McCarthy (New York: Atheneum, 1969) , 5 . 
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the schools from radical influences was by the 1940s a time-
honored tradition. Conservative politicians and patriotic 
organizations had capitalized on that theme for years. Yet 
in the late Forties these groups began to be taken seriously 
by wider constituencies than they normally commanded. A 
struggle against communist influences in education which began 
in the committee rooms of a few state legislatures and in the 
deliberations of conservative patriotic organizations such as 
the DAR and the American Legion soon escaped those relatively 
narrow confines to become a matter of major concern to educa
tors. Fringe groups that would have been laughed off or ig
nored at other times now acquired influence out of proportion 
to their numbers. Groups similar to the National Council on 
American Education had achieved isolated successes before, 
but after the NCAE's role in the Pasadena school crisis be
came widely understood, public school educators everywhere 
took notice of the NCAE and similar groups. Because of the 
success of a few legislative investigations and fringe group 
campaigns against alleged subversive influences in education, 
leading educators decided that something had to be done to 
restore public confidence and repulse the mounting wave of 
attacks on educators and the schools. Taking a firm anti-com
munist position seemed both an easy and popular method of re
gaining that confidence. As a tactic, the vehement anti-com
munism of educators and their organizations was misplaced. 
Not only did such a stance usually fail to mollify education's 
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most vigorous critics—the EPC statement American Education 
and International Tensions satisfied the American Legion only 
briefly—but the emphasis educators placed on their anticom-
munism doubtless convinced many people that communism in edu
cation constituted a real problem. Educators were thus trapped 
in a vicious circle at least partially of their own design. 

The Depression and World War II encouraged among public 
school educators a postwar outlook dominated by the quest 
for financial security. Throughout the late Forties, NEA 
leaders placed federal aid to education at the top of their 
list of legislative priorities. Whenever possible the cham
pions of federal aid sought to link the need for such aid to 
America's chances for success in the Cold War. Testifying 
in behalf of federal aid in 1949 , New York Times education 
editor Benjamin Fine asserted, "Perhaps education's greatest 
contribution to the'national welfare at the moment.is protec
tion against the invasion of subversive ideologies. This is 
a real threat to the maintenance of our way of life." Only 
with the help of sound, properly-financed patriotic education, 
warned Fine, could the United States hope to win the Cold War. 
When federal aid legislation stalled in the spring of 1949, 
the American Association of School Administrators exhorted 
the President and Congressional leaders to break the. logjam 
because "Communism thrives on ignorance" and "the schools must 
be strengthened to teach youth the rights, privileges and 
responsibilities of living in a democracy."^ 
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The consuming interest of leading spokesmen for public 

school education in achieving financial security also blunted 
responses to attacks on academic freedom. Boat-rockers were 
not likely to achieve such security during a period of Cold 
War tensions. Thus the NEA Committee on Tenure and Academic 
Freedom concentrated almost exclusively on lobbying for state 
teacher tenure laws. Such laws had some relationship, of 
course, to the goal of strengthening academic freedom, but 
the Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom played that re
lationship down and emphasized the need for financial secu
rity above the need for academic freedom. 

It is difficult to pinpoint the chronology of the arri
val of educators at Cold War consensus. Most prominent edu
cators were, however, much more attuned to the Cold War con
sensus by June 1949 than they had been a year earlier. In 
August 1948, the NEA Committee on International Relations 
reported on a two-year survey of what American schools were 
doing to promote world-mindedness. Among its conclusions, 
Education for International Understanding stressed that it 
was still entirely possible for democratic states to exist 
harmoniously with undemocratic states. Such optimism was 
difficult to find in the educational community only a year 
later. Even in 194 8, though, some leading educators were al-

5U.S., Congress, House, Subcommittee of the Committee on 
Education and Labor, Hearings on Federal Aid to Education, 81st 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1949, 523; Educators Appeal to President 
Truman to Accelerate Federal Legislation on Education," School 
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ready preaching the doctrine of a divided world. Shortly 
after the Communist coup dT etat in Czechoslovakia, James 
Conant wrote Reinhold Niebuhr: "To my way of thinking, the 
best we can hope to come out of the present crisis is a long 
ideological conflict or competition." Conant contended that 
educators needed to help shape the American tradition into a 
"liberal forward-looking answer to Communism.11 That same 
year he expanded on these themes in his influential Education 
in a Divided World.6 

Conant fs viewpoint did not immediately dominate education
al discourse on the Cold War. ACE President George Zook for 
one was "not ready to abandon hope" for world cooperation. 
When the EPC began the discussions which eventually led to the 
Tensions statement, William Carr made a strong case for a 
statement emphasizing hope for the harmonious settlement of 
international tensions. By March 1949, however, Conant fs view 
had prevailed, and by the time Tensions appeared in June, EPC 
members clearly had their eyes open for Cold War developments 
which supported the divided world vision. In October the EPC 
decided to publish a follow-up teacher's manual and parent's 
guide to Tensions to capitalize on the shock waves created by 

7 
the recent Soviet explosion of an atomic bomb. 

and Society, 69 (March 19, 1949), 204. 
bNew York Times, August 26 , 1948 , 4 ; James B. Conant to 

Reinhold Niebuhr, March 12 , 1948, Niebuhr Papers — Correspon
dence, Library of Congress Manuscript Division. 

'Proceedings of the Thirty-Fourth Meeting of the Education
al Policies Commission, I (Rye, New York: EPC7 October 6-8, 
1949), 38, NEA Archives, Washington, D.C. 
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The communist teacher issue first became—in the post

war era—a subject of major concern to educators early in 
1949. Committee A of the AAUP had discussed the question in 
a hypothetical sense in October 1947, but that Committee's 
deliberations did not create much excitement. Not until vari
ous state subversive activities committees began filing their 
reports on subversion in education did educators appear to be 
very worried about communist teachers. The Washington Canwell 
Committee's report had a profound impact, leading as it did to 
the dismissal of three tenured University of Washington fac
ulty members. The Washington cases.awakened educators every
where to the perils lurking in the question of what to do 
about communist teachers; by mid-summer prominent educators 
and their organizations had achieved a remarkable degree of 
public unanimity on the subject. If the Washington cases did 
not convince educators that it was hazardous to countenance 
even the slightest hint of subversive influences in education, 
then Willard Goslin's ouster as Superintendent of the Pasadena, 
California, school system certainly did so. The outbreak of 
the Korean conflict produced the finishing touches to a near
ly unbroken wall of vociferous anticommunism among prominent 
American educators. 

Many other issues could be discussed in this account of 
the interaction between education and the Cold War. The grow
ing dependence of the universities on government research 
contracts—many of which were military and Cold War oriented--
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has been for the most part ignored in this study, not be
cause it was not an important development but rather because 
it was a background development, one that was not out in the 
open as much as UMT and academic freedom. The debate over 
the proper relationship between the universities and defense 
research did not contribute immediately to the Cold War at
mosphere in which educators labored during the late Forties 
and early Fifties, although that debate certainly had a delay
ed but far-reaching impact in the late Sixties. 

The relationship between the educational campaign for 
federal aid to education and the growing Cold War conscious
ness of educators might also be more thoroughly examined. 
But for the purposes of this study, the same objection applies 
--educators did not become completely aware of that relation
ship until relatively late in the chronology of this study. 

The scope of this study might be extended chronologically 
-both back to the Thirties and ahead to the mid and late 
'ifties. More attention could be paid to the impact of the 
Cold War on students, and indeed it is hoped that this study 
suggests avenues for' further exploration in all of these con
nections. If, however, it has established that many questions 
remain to be asked and answered about the American domestic 
scene during the Cold War then this study will have achieved 
one of its goals. Äthan Theoharis has called for historians 
of McCarthyism and American !fanti-Communist hysteria" to con
centrate on "analyses centering on American politics not 
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8Athan Theoharis, "The Politics of Scholarship: Liberals, 
Anti-Communism, and McCarthyism," in Robert Griffith and Äthan 
Theoharis (eds.), The Specter. Original Essays on the Cold 
War and the Origins of McCarthyism CNew York: New Viewpoints, 
1974T7~280 . 

American culture...." Insofar as education constitutes part 
of American culture, Theoharis's suggestion seems a bit pre
mature, for the behavior of American educators during the 
early stages of the Cold War demonstrates that political and 
cultural institutions interacted in creating America's Cold 

Q 

War consciousness. 



Essay on Sources 

Historians who wish to study the interaction between 
education and the Cold War or for that matter education as 
it relates to any broader topic in American social history 
must be prepared to consult a variety of sources. The fol
lowing is a selected bibliography and does not pretend to be 
complete. Rather it proposes to discuss those sources that 
were most helpful in the study of education and the Cold War. 
Consult the footnotes for complete bibliographical information. 

ARCHIVES AND MANUSCRIPT COLLECTIONS: 

There are no central archives for the study of education 
as part of American social history, but two archival collec
tions which cannot be ignored in such studies—for the twen
tieth century at any rate—are the National Education Associ
ation (NEA) and American Council on Education (ACE) Archives, 
both located in Washington, D.C. Of the two, the NEA Archives 
are by far the better organized and maintained.1 These ar
chives contain several collections useful in the study of the 
interaction between education and the Cold War. The verbatim 
transcripts of the Educational Policies Commission's (EPC) 
meetings are essential. These meetings were conducted in con
fidence, so Commission members could and did speak frankly. 

-'-Negotiations are currently under way (November 19 74) 
for transferring the NEA Archives to the custody of George
town University. 
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The result was an often vivid exposition of views on Cold 
War subjects. Of particular value are the transcripts of 
the two sessions (October 19 4 8 and March 19 49) preceding 
the release of American Education and International Tensions. 
The EPC proceedings offer valuable insights into the inter
action between representatives of different levels of educa
tion and into the influence of the views of various educators 
(James Conant for instance). The proceedings also reveal 
that educators were always sensitive to public reaction to 
their statements, particularly those with Cold War overtones. 

The papers of the two Executive Secretaries for the 
period under study—Willard Givens and William G. Carr—pro
vide another nucleus for studying the interaction between 
education and the Cold War. These papers are arranged by 
chronology and embrace correspondence and internal NEA com
munications on a variety of subjects. A chronological file 
of Carr's speeches and addresses is also available; it gives 
a clear indication of the concern of NEA leadership with Cold 
War issues. Long-time NEA Field Secretary Charl Williams's 
personal and official papers are on file, but they are of 
minimal value in the study of education and the Cold War. 

The NEA Archives contains nearly every NEA publication 
issued since World War I as well as the background materials 
for many NEA studies. Research Department memos, bulletins, 
and surveys are a useful starting point for assessing teacher 
attitudes toward Cold War issues such as the status of academic 
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freedom. The minutes and proceedings of other committees 
and commissions also proved helpful in particular the records 
of the Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom and the Na
tional Commission for the Defense of Democracy through Edu
cation . 

For higher education and the Cold War the ACE Archives 
are a fertile field for research. The papers are scattered 
throughout the Washington area—some are housed in a warehouse 
in suburban Virginia for instance—but the effort is worth
while. Three major ACE committees which demand attention are 
the Executive, Problems and Policies, and Committee on the 
Relationship of Higher Education to the Federal Government. 
Complete minutes are available for all three. Otherwise, use
ful information is scattered throughout the collection. The 
official correspondence of President Arthur Adams is on hand; 
unfortunately that of his predecessor, George Zook, is not. 
Other worthwhile collections include the files on the Korean 
emergency, the records of the Committee on the Study of the 
Soviet Union in American Textbooks Cincluding the unpublished 
manuscript of Frederick Burkhardt1 s painstaking study on that 
subject) , and files on manpower which contain voluminous 
correspondence between ACE officials and member institutions. 

The holdings of the National Archives and the Library of 
Congress on this subject are sparse. U.S. Office of Educa
tion records for the postwar era are almost nonexistent in 
the Archives. There is, however, an extensive collection on 
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the Office's World War II programs (Record Group 12). The 
Library of Congress Manuscript Division has a few collections 
which offer brief insights—the Reinhold Niebuhr papers and 
the papers of the American Council of Learned Societies for 
instance. The index to the records of the American Scholar 
indicates that these papers will be a rewarding field for the 
study of scholars and the Cold War; they are, however, closed 
until the early 19 80s. 

The Presidential Library system is of course more attuned 
to political than social history, but there is worthwhile in
formation to be gleaned from these libraries. The Harry S. 
Truman Library in Independence, Missouri, has the records of 
the President's Advisory Commission on Universal Training, 
which include considerable testimony from leading educators 
on universal military training. The hearings were held on an 
informal, off-the-record basis and were punctuated by frank 
exchanges. Other finds in the Truman Library require more 
digging. The papers of presidential assistants David Lloyd, 
Richard Neustadt, and Charles S. Murphy yield occasional gems. 
The Truman Official File contains background information on 
the Freedom Train and American Heritage Foundation projects, 
particularly on Attorney General Tom Clark's role in promoting 
those endeavors. Disappointing are the public papers of for
mer Commissioner of the Office of Education Earl McGrath. 

Since Dwight Eisenhower was for a time a member of the 
educational faternity, the Eisenhower Library in Abilene, Kan-
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sas, is a relatively more fruitful field for investigation 
than the Truman Library. The papers of CD. Jackson, Eisen
hower's special assistant on educational matters, are avail
able, but permission to examine them must be sought before 
going to the library. There is some correspondence relating 
to Eisenhower's service on the Educational Policies Commission, 
significant chiefly because that service came at the time of 
the Tensions and Moral and Spiritual Values statements. 
Eisenhower's Columbia papers did not live up to expectations; 
the exception is a valuable file on Dean William Russell and 
the Citizenship Education Project. Eisenhower's files on cor
respondence with other prominent educators such as James B. 
Conant and Henry Wriston make up for some deficiencies in the 
Columbia file. The library's oral history section has an 
assessment of Eisenhower's tenure as President at Columbia 
bŷ  Henry Wriston, one of Eisenhower's closest colleagues among 
educators. There is also some correspondence on lay organi
zations which influenced education during the Cold War years, 
most notably Freedom's Foundation and the National Citizens' 
Commission for the Public Schools. The Milton Eisenhower 
papers have surprisingly little relating to his career as an 
educator. 

University archives have traditionally been the preserve 
of those dedicated to writing internal, introspective his
tories of individual institutions. Yet these archives have 
potential contributions to make to a broader perspective on 
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American social and intellectual history. As such archives 
become increasingly sophisticated in organization and aggres
sive in seeking out collections, they may be mined for a rich 
variety of insights on education as social history. For the 
early Cold War years such archives promise to be a valuable 
source, particularly because university presidents displayed 
such a keen interest in national defense and other matters of 
public policy. University presidents were not reticent about 
speaking out on the important issues of the day, and their 
voices seemed to carry more weight in the postwar era than on 
the contemporary scene. For this study the archives of the 
University of Kansas have been an estimable source. Two 
collections have been especially worthwhile--the papers of 
Chancellor Deane Malott and the records of the Kansas chapter 
of the American Association of University Professors. The 
latter offer glimpses into the Cold War battle over academic 
freedom that are not available in the public record. The re
actions of the University faculty to both local and national 
disputes are described. Correspondence with AAUP chapters 
where some of the hardest battles were fought (The Universi
ties of Washington and California for example) is on record; 
since the records of the national AAUP office are closed, 
local records can help fill an important gap. 

The Malott papers—and to a lesser extent the papers of 
his successor, Franklin Murphy—offer an intimate view of the 
reactions of the president of a large university to the devel-
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oping impact of the Cold War on higher education. Malott 
was an active partisan in the UMT debate and helped coordinate 
the opposition of educators to that policy. Malott fs corres
pondence also provides samples of the public temper with which 
educators had to contend. In particular Malott !s reactions on 
questions of academic freedom illustrate the conflicting cur
rents which buffeted administrators of educational institu
tions ; on the one hand he had to preserve the principles of 
academic freedom as he understood them to be an integral part 
of the university tradition; on the other hand he had to re
assure a sometimes nervous public that the University was 
alert to the danger represented by America's Cold War enemy. 
Malott1s papers contain a thorough account of the HUAC text
book probe from several points of view. 

PERIODICALS: 

The educational press—journals, newsletters, reports 
and proceedings—was an indispensable aid in this study, not 
only for determining what Cold War issues educators considered 
most important and their responses to those issues, but also 
for conveying a sense of the general climate of opinion in 
which educators worked. The number of special publications 
by educators and about education is overwhelming, but a few 
stand out for their potential contributions to social history. 
For a general feeling for the atmosphere surrounding public 
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education during the Cold War, the NEA Journal and Senior 
Scholastic should be consulted. Journals which focused spe
cifically on higher education include the AAUP Bulletin, es
pecially useful on academic freedom, and the Educational Re
cord, the journal of the ACE. Other educational periodicals 
which maintained a consistently high level of reporting on 
education's Cold War concerns were School and Society, edited 
by I.L. Kandel of the University of Chicago; the Columbia 
Teacher's College Record, and the Harvard Educational Review. 

Special interest educational journals are abundant, and 
occasionally they reported on Cold War topics. The U.S. Office 
of Education published two journals — School Life for the public 
schools and Higher Education for the colleges and universities 
—which detailed Office of Education and other federal pro
grams relating to education. The Zeal for Democracy program 
was extensively described in School Life. Progressive educa
tion figured in several Cold War controversies over education
al policy. The Progressive Education Association's journal, 
Progressive Education, presented the perspective of an approach 
to education that was clearly on the defensive as the result 
of Cold War pressures. The Yearbook of the John Dewey Society 
was another outlet for the viewpoint of progressive educators. 
The social studies, which were vital in the Cold War debate 
over curricula, are represented by Social Education, the jour
nal of the National Council for the Social Studies. 

Different specialists in the educational hierarchy also 
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had their outlets. The Journal of Health, Recreation, and 
Physical Education documents the surge of interest in phy
sical education and competitive interscholastic athletics 
which accompanied increased awareness of Cold War tensions. 
Educational administrators had a variety of journals—the 
American School Board Journal, the Bulletin of the National 
Association of Secondary-School Principals, and School Exe
cutive . Since these administrators usually controlled policy 
for individual schools and school systems, their views on 
subjects such as teaching about communism are significant. 

Bulletins and newsletters offer an insight into issues 
that concerned educators on a day-to-day basis. The Defense 
Bulletins of the National Commission for the Defense of 
Democracy through Education (NCDDE) kept a running tab on 
attacks on the public schools and demonstrated what problems 
were uppermost in the minds of educators at any given time. 
The ACE bulletin Higher Education and National Affairs focused 
on important developments in public policy such as manpower 
legislation and Congressional investigations of education. 

Perhaps the most useful of the annual report publica
tions are the NEA Proceedings based on the NEAfs annual con
ventions. These proceedings include verbatim accounts of 
floor discussions and debates; the annual reports of officers, 
committees, and commissions; resolutions; speeches and ad*-
dresses; and truncated versions of the minutes of all meetings 
of the Executive Committee and Board of Directors. Much more 
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so than most annual reports, the NEA Proceedings convey a 
feeling for the atmosphere in which important issues were 
debated. 

The publications of the Educational Policies Commission 
(EPC) are a necessary strating point in the study of any as
pect of postwar American education. These publications are 
of particular value when read in conjunction with the deliber
ations which led to EPC policy statements. These statements 
were almost always the result of compromise and consensus, 
an obvious requirement for the successful operation of a 
policy-making body of twenty educators from all along the edu
cational spectrum. Such statements usually reflected consen
sus on the image leading educators wished to present to the 
public, especially on controversial matters such as whether 
Communist Party members should be allowed to teach. Most 
helpful for a perspective on education and the Cold War are 
American Education and International Tensions (Washington: EPC, 
1949) , Moral and Spiritual Values in the Public Schools (Wash
ington: EPC, 1951) , and Education and National Security (Wash
ington: EPC, 1951). 

Special NEA publications include a wide variety of studies 
on the Cold War and academic freedom from the perspective of 
public school educators. The NCDDE investigated the most bla
tant violations of academic freedom and reported its findings 
in a thorough and straightforward manner. Two of the most 
noteworthy NCDDE investigations resulted in The Pasadena Story. 
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An Analysis of Some Forces and Factors That Injured a Super
ior School System (Washington: NEA, 1951) and Houston, Texas, 
Report of an Investigation (Washington: NEA, 19 54). Numerous 
other NEA publications reflected anxiety about attacks on edu
cation. The Freedom of the Public School Teacher (Washington: 
NEA, 19 51) analyzed the responses of advisory members of t h e 

Committee on Tenure and Academic Freedom to a survey on t h e 

status of academic freedom in the public schools. Concern 
about the everyday problems facing teachers in the classroom 
was reflected in What Policies Should Guide the Handling of 
Controversial Issues? (Washington: NEA, 1954) and The Three 
R Ts Hold Their Own at the Mid century (Washington: NEA, 1951) , 
a defense of the curriculum practices of modern education 
against the common charge that those practices ignored t h e 

fundamentals. The NEA kept close tabs on the loyalty oath 
movement, as evidenced by several publications on that sub
ject --I^acher^s Oaths—Statutory Requirements and Oath Forms 
(Washington: NEA, 19 45) and Teacher's Oaths and Related State 
Requirements (Washington: NEA, 1949). NEA concern about 
attacks on education culminated in the convening of a May 
19 5 3 conference of leaders of national, state, and local 
civic organizations and professional educational associations. 
The NCDDE published a report on the conference in Proceedings 
of the First National Conference on Public Education in a Dan
gerous Era (Washington: NEA, 1953). 

What the NEA did for public education, the ACE did for 
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higher education with numerous reports and studies on Cold 
War issues. Several volumes of the ACE Study Series I des
cribe the concern for Cold War issues in higher education. 
Among these are Causes of Unrest Pertaining to Education, 
XVII (Washington: ACE, 1953); National Defense and Higher Edu
cation, XVI (Washington: ACE, 1951); Higher Education in the 
National Service, XIV (Washington: ACE, 1950); Education for 
the Preservation of Democracy, XIII (Washington: ACE, 19 49); 
Education in a Period of National Preparedness, XVI (Washing
ton : ACE, 19 52) ; and Basic Issues in Education: Universal Mili
tary Training, XI (Washington: ACE, 1947). 

General interest periodicals and journals of opinion 
carried occasional stories on the interaction between educa
tion and the Cold War, particularly after 1949. Bernard DeVoto 
of Harper1 s Magazine chastized not only the Cold War critics 
of education but educators themselves for their reticence in 
responding to attacks. Liberal journals such as the Nation 
and the New Republic were usually alert to the Cold War threat 
to academic freedom. The Saturday Review of Literature, par
ticularly under the editorship of Norman Cousins, featured 
occasional in-depth, thoroughly researched reporting on the 
Cold War problems of education. Atlantic Monthly sometimes 
solicited articles and essays from such prominent educators 
as Harold Dodds and Whitney Griswold. As has been pointed 
out in the text (chapter three), conservative journals such 
as Saturday Evening Post and American Mercury carried their 
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There is- not a large body of secondary literature on the 
interaction between education and the Cold War; nor, for that 
matter, is there a substantial secondary literature on any 
non-political aspect of the Cold War at home. During the mid-
Fifties the general interest in communism led to a spate of 
studies on communism in American life, including most notably 
the Clinton Ross iter directed series under that title. Some 
of the volumes in this series directed some attention to com
munism and education. Robert I vers on's Communists and the 
Schools (New York: Harcourt Brace & Co., 1959) reflected the 
dominant concerns of the day by approaching the subject through 
an analysis of organized Communist Party efforts to infiltrate 
education between 1919 and the 1950s. Iverson minimized the 

anticommunism to the extent of joining the hunt for subversiv« 
in the schools. U.S. News and World Report could usually be 
counted on for thorough summaries of Congressional investiga
tions of education; such accounts reflected the views of the 
investigating committees. 

The New York Times is a fruitful starting point for any 
study of education fs problems during the late Forties and 
early Fifties, both because of its index and the work of edu
cation editor Benjamin Fine, who took a special interest in 
education's Cold War role and problems. 

BOOKS: 
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successes and significance of such attempts; he did not, how
ever, give full consideration to the impact of the issue upon 
education in America. Two Columbia University-Fund for the 
Republic studies highlighted aspects of the relationship be
tween the national concern about communism and academic free
dom. Richard Hofstadter and Walter P. Metzger, in The Deve-
lopment of Academic Freedom in the United States (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1955), provided a broad background 
on the growth of academic freedom through the 19 30s. A com
panion volume, Robert M. Maclver's Academic Freedom in Our 
Time (New York: Columbia University Press, 1955), emphasized 
post-World War II developments in academic freedom. Columbia 
researchers Paul F. Lazarsfeld and Wagner Thielens conducted 
an extensive survey of college and university social scientists 
during the mid-Fifties in an attempt to determine what impact 
the crisis in academic freedom had made. Although their 
findings—particularly their case study references—are neces
sarily vague, Lazarsfeld and Thielens contributed signifi
cantly to an understanding of faculty fears and attitudes with 
The Academic Mind. Social Scientists in a Time of Crisis 
(Glencoe, Illinois: Free Press, 1958). 

For educators the Cold War often meant more than block
ades in Berlin or takeovers in Czechoslovakia; to many it was 
something to be personally experienced in the form of strong 
local pressures and prejudices. In the early Fifties Cornell 
Law Professor Walter Gellhorn directed a series of studies 
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on state laws and subversion. Gellhorn demonstrated not only 
that state legislatures had an abiding interest in the hunt 
for subversives in education but that such interest often 
preceded the attentions of national politicians to that issue. 
Gellhorn1s The States and Subversion (Ithaca, New York: Cor
nell University Press, 19 52) is an apt summary of the findings 
of a number of his students, for example Edward L. Barrett, 
who studied The Tenney Committee. Legislative Investigation 
of Subversive Activities in California (Ithaca, New York: Cor
nell University Press, 19 51). 

A more recent attempt to link the role of social, cul
tural, and intellectual institutions in the formation of Amer
ica's Cold War consciousness is The Specter. Original Essays 
on the Cold War and the Origins of McCarthyism (New York: New 
Viewpoints, 1974), edited by Robert Griffith and Äthan Theo
haris. Some of the essays treat the role of education and 
intellectuals tangentially. Ronald Lora's 11 Conservative In
tellectuals, the Cold War, and McCarthy," discusses the con
tributions to Cold War theory of conservative intellectuals 
James Burnham, Whittaker Chambers, Clarence Manion, and William 
Henry Chamberlain among others. Most of those discussed by 
Lora had no formal academic affiliations (Manion and Burnham 
are exceptions); nevertheless their view of communism and the 
Cold War was widely shared. Somewhat disappointing is Äthan 
Theoharis's "Liberals, Anti-Communism, and McCarthyism,11 which 
purports to be an examination of the politics of liberal 
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scholarship. Theoharis concentrates on refuting the status 
anxiety interpretation of McCarthyism promulgated by Richard 
Hofstadter, Daniel Bell, Seymour Lipset, and other contribu
tors to The New American Right. Also more concerned with 
refuting prevailing interpretations of McCarthyism than with 
a direct examination of intellectuals and their role in the 
anticommunism of the late Forties and early Fifties is Michael 
Paul Rogin's influential The Intellectuals and McCarthy: The 
Radical Specter (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The M.I.T. Press, 
1967). 

During the early Cold War years, leading spokesmen for 
education displayed a keen sensitivity to public opinion. 
Opinion polls which indicate the climate of opinion in which 
educators reacted to the Cold War are available, not, however, 
in as complete a fashion as one might desire. George Gallup !s 
The Gallup Poll. Public Opinion 1935-1971, three volumes 
(New York: Random House, 19 72 ) furnishes information on pub
lic attitudes toward communism, the Soviet Union, and the Cold 
War, but includes only infrequent references to education's 
Cold War role. More thorough regarding education is Samuel 
A. Stouffer's Communism, Conformity, and Civil Liberties (Gar
den City, New York: Doubleday 6 Co., 1955). Stouffer conduc
ted a nation-wide poll in 1954 which included a battery of 
questions on the schools and academic freedom. 

Educators are not among the most prolific memoir writers, 
so James B. Conantfs My Several Lives: Memoirs of a Social 
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Inventor (New York: Harper 6 Row, 19 70) stands virtually 
alone. M"£ Several Lives is useful both because Conant was 
a central figure in many of the Cold War debates on educa
tional policy and because he makes some attempt to link events 
at Harvard with events in the outside world. Another of 
Conantfs works illustrates a type of secondary literature 
more readily available—position statements issued in the 
heat of battle. In Education in a Divided World (Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1948), Conant crys
tallized his thought on education's role in the Cold War and 
on the nature of the Cold War itself. Conant fs views in Divi
ded World are essentially those he persuaded the EPC to adopt 
in preparing American Education and International Tensions. 
Robert Hutchins recounted highlights of his Cold War battles 
as President of the University of Chicago and Director of the 
Fund for the Republic in Freedom, Education, and the Fund. 
Essays and Addresses , 1946-1956 (New York: Meridian Books, 
1956). Professor Ernest 0. Melby of New York University took 
stock of anti-education Cold War forces in American Education 
Under Fire (New York: Anti-Defamation League of B'Nai B'Rith, 
1951). A personalized account of the University of California 
loyalty oath controversy is presented in George R. Stewart's 
The Year of the Oath. The Fight for Academic Freedom at the 
University of California (New York: Doubleday £ Co., 1950). 
M.H. Trytten traced the evolution of postwar manpower policy 
and that policy's relationship with higher education in Stu-
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dent Deferment in Selective Service (Minneapolis: University 
of Minnesota Press, 19 52). Worthwhile journalist's accounts 
of Cold War controversies involving education include David 
Hulburd's This Happened in Pasadena (New York: Macmillan Co. , 
19 51) and Alan Earth's The Loyalty of Free Men (New York: The 
Viking Press, 1951). 

Most histories of individual colleges and universities 
tend to slight the tensions of the early Cold War years. See 
for instance Clifford Griffin, The University of Kansas. A 
History (Lawrence, Kansas: The University Press of Kansas, 
1974). 

GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS: 

Government documents present occasional glimpses into 
the issues facing educators during the Cold War as well as 
examples of the kinds of pressures the Federal Government 
could bring to bear. House Un-American Activities Committee 
publications such as the 100 Things You Should Know About 
Communism series aptly illustrate the latter point, as do the 
various Congressional Committee hearings on subversive in
fluences in education. Federal Security Agency and Office of 
Education publications are also of some value. The annual 
reports of the U.S. Commissioner of the Office of Education, 
although general in nature, reveal the increased concern about 
the impact of the Cold War on education. The contrast between 



481 
the 1946 and 1947 reports is particularly noticeable- Other 
Office of Education publications discussed specific aspects 
of the interaction between education and the Cold War». The 
Bulletin series described trends in curriculum change, as in 
the trend toward educating for democracy (Bulletin No. 1 1 , 
1948). Counseling High School Students During the Defense 
Period (Office of Education: U.S.G.P.O., 1952) demonstrated 
one aspect of the impact of the Korean conflict on the schools. 

The reports of two Presidential Advisory Commissions dis
cussed the impact of the Cold War in a somewhat tangential 
manner. A Program for National Security. The Report of the 
President1 s Advisory Commission on Universal Training CWash-
ington: U.S.G.P.O., 1947) showed what educators were up against 
in the postwar battle over UMT and the proper definition of 
national security. Higher Education for American Democracy. 
A Report of the President1 s Commission on Higher Education 
(Washington: U.S.6.P.O., 1947-48) demonstrated the defensive 
cast apparent in most analyses of education fs postwar problems 
and responsibilities. 

For a detailed analysis of the relationship between UMT 
and education, consult the Legislative Reference Service Re
port Educational Aspects of UMT and Alternative Proposals 
(Washington: U.S.G.P.O., 1952). 

Some of the most vivid examples of the Cold W a r onslaught 
against alleged subversive influences in education are to be 
found in the pages of the Congressional Record, particularly 
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in the appendix. These examples are a h e l p f u l supplement 
to the New York Times and other periodical indices , for the 
Congressional Record often preserved a r e c o r d of incidents 
too obscure to be noted elsewhere; yet "these incidents can 
lend flavor to this kind of social history-

MISCELLANEOUS: 

Professor William M. Tuttle kindly allowed me the use 
of his manuscript "James B. Conant and Universal Military 
Training and Service, 1944-1952" as well as supporting docu
ments from the Conant and Tracy Voorhees C Committee on the 
Present Danger) papers. 

Interviews and oral history techniques are of great 
value in any foray into recent American social history. My 
most productive interview was with William G. Carr, who held 
several important positions in the NEA and EPC hierarchy. 
Carr also participated in most of the important discussions 
of education's Cold War policy; he was the primary author of 
American Education and International Tensions . Former NCDDE 
chairman Richard B. Kennan also gave generously of his time 
to offer his remembrances about the N E A 1 s response to attacks 
on education. 

The Annual Reports of the American Civil Liberties Union 
provided useful brief summaries of the yearly toll of viola
tions, of academic freedom. State education journals such as 



483 
California Schools also proved helpful in illustrating con
crete examples of general trends. The same may be said of 
the reports of State Un-American Activities Committees. The 
publications of the California Tenney and Dilworth Committees, 
for instance, furnish striking illustrations of what educators 
were up against. 


