ON ACTIVE SERVICE
IN WAR AND PEACE

POLITICS AND IDEOLOGY
IN THE AMERICAN
HISTORICAL PROFESSION

By Jesse Lemisch

With an introduction
By Thomas Schofield

NEW HOGTOWN PRESS
TORONTO
1975



This essay was originally entitled “Present-Mindedness Revi-
sited: Anti-Radicalism as a Goal of American Historical Writing
Since World War I1,”

Copy right ¢ 1969 1975 Jesse Lemisch

Introduction copyright ¢ 1975 Thomas Schofield

ISBN number 0-919940-00-5

Library of Congress Catalogue Card Number 75-18557
Canadian Shared Cataloguing in Publication Data

Lemisch, Jesse

On active service in war and peace: politics and

Ideology in the American historical

Profession/Jesse Lemisch; with an introd.

By Thomas Schofield

United States — Historiography. 2. Historians -

United States. 3. Radicalism.

1, Title

E175.L.35 973.07° 2073

Typeset by Better Read Typesetting

Layout by volunteer labour

Cover design by Barry Sampson — 1975



“Although it is written in the third person, th[is] book has no
other aim than to present the record of Mr. Stimson’s public
life as he himself sees it. It is an attempt to substitute a joint
effort for the singlehanded autobiography he might have
undertaken if he were a little younger. It follows that we have
made no effort at an external assessment, and in the writing |
have sought not to intrude any views of my own, but rather
to present Mr. Stimson’s actions as he himself understands
them. Thus objective praise and blame are equally

absent...

The major sources of this book are two: Mr. Stimson
himself and his records. If | have held the labouring oar, Mr.
Stimson has h3eld the tiller rope, and the judgments and
Opinions expressed are always his...

In every important sense, then, this is Mr. Stimson’s
Book.”

McGeorge Bundy, “A Note

Of Explanation and Acknow-
Ledgement,” in Henry L. Stim-
Son and McGeorge Bundy,

On Active Service in Peace
Amd War (New York, 1948),
673,676

“So vast indeed is the set of connections which now bind the
world of power and the world of learning that it is a matter of
the greatest difficulty to isolate particular parts of the
connection for close analysis.

..... | believe there are great opportunities for a much

wider and stronger connection between universities and
governments than we yet have ,,,, What there is not enough
of yet, and what | come to praise, is the kind of academic
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work which proceeds from the same center of concern as
that of the man who is himself committed to an active part in
government. That center of concern is the taking and use of
power itself.

For this kind of work | find no better word than history.”

B McGeorge Bundy, “The

B Battlefields of Power and the Academy,” in E.A. J. John-
B Son, ed., The Dimensions of Diplomacy (Baltimore, 1964).
m |89



PREFACE

On Active Service In War And Peace,* by Jesse Lemisch,
was originally presented in condensed form under the title
‘‘Present-Mindedness Revisited: Anti-Radicalism as a Goal
of American Historical Writing Since World War I1,”’ at the
December 1969 meeting of the American Historical Associa-
tion in Washington, D.C. It received an enthusiastic re-
sponse at the time. Subsequent media attention and word of
mouth produced a heavy demand for the paper**Then, and
in the years since, Lemisch has responded to the requests by
sending out photocopies. But the demand has remained
high, and so he has consented to let New Hogtown Press
print it in its original form in order to make it more easily
available to those who continue to ask for it and others who
may find it useful.

Lemisch responds to New Hogtown’s initiative with
reluctance, since he feels the paper has problems and should
be revised, but other work prevents him from doing so.
Under these circumstances, he feels it would be ahistorical
for him to do what he describes as ‘‘some quick protective
word-changing which would have the effect of making me
ook retroactively better.”” The paper expresses the way he
saw and put things in 1969; and so we print it precisely as in

* Lemisch calls to mind the total surrender of the scholar’s independence
in the explicitly and militantly uncritical attitude taken by an cstablish-
ment scholar toward his establishment subject: Henry L. Stimson and
McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and War (New York:
Harper and Bros., 1948). See, for instance, Bundy’s justification of the
World War Il internment of Americans of Japanese descent (p. 406).
[After earlier stints as Secretary of War and Secretary of State Stimson
was Roosevelt’s Secretary of War 1940-1945. Bundy has progressed Har-
vard to the Kennedy Administration to the Ford Foundation ]

** See: New York Times., Dec. 29, 1969; Jan. 15, 1970; [Joseph

K%



the original. But clearly, as is indicated in the Introduction,
he would do differently in 1975 what was originally done in
1969.

Although ‘‘Present-Mindedness Revisited’’ was written
for delivery at the 1969 meeting of the American Historical
Association, it was also intended as an intial treatment and
framework for a collaborative work with Christopher Z.
Hobson, which was then being planned. The subject of the
work was to be ‘‘academic origins of the ideology of
repression’’: liberal academic ideologies in the cold war
period and since, with special attention to the universities
and repression. As planned, the work would have contained
extensive material on the historical profession, framed by a
more general discussion of liberal academic ideology and
conduct. This collaborative work was never completed.
Starting from the historical sections of ‘‘Present-
Mindedness Revisited,”” Lemisch researched and drafted an
extended critical study of the history of the concept of social
utility in the historical profession, from the late nineteenth
century to the post-World War Il period. But the material
was immense, and as the manuscript expanded, so did the
work which would have been necessary to put it in final
shape. Wanting instead to return to his primary scholarly
commitment —American history seen ‘‘from the bottom
up,’”’ especially in the Colonial and Revolutionary
periods —Lemisch withdrew from the collaboration. Mean-
while, during the collaborative phase, Hobson had used the

Featherstone], **Scholars and Society,”” New Republic, Jan. 17, 1970, pp.
7-8; Ronaid Radosh, “*Annual Set-to: The Bare-Knuckled Historians,”
The Nation, Feb. 2, 1970, reprinted in Blanche W. Cook, Alice K. Harris,
Ronald Radosh, eds., Past Imperfect: Alternative Essays tn American
History (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1973) 11, pp. 339-41; Clifford Soiway,
“Turning History Upside Down,"” Saturday Review, June 20, 1970, pp.
13-15, 62-64.

non-historical sections of ‘‘Present-Mindedness Revisited”’
as his framework, but had done extensive additional work.
After Lemisch’s withdrawal, Hobson continued on his own
and went beyond the framework of the collaboration; he
added much, both in the way of new matertal and new
interpretations, and ultimately produced a manuscript which
incorporates parts of ‘‘Present-Mindedness Revisited’ but
goes beyond it, standing on its own under the title The
Ideology of Repression. When Hobson’s book is published,
we will have a monumental and detailed study of the role of
liberal intellectuals and the universities in the period since
World War 11. :

New Hogtown Press
May, 1975
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INTRODUCTION -

Jesse Lemisch’s essay,On Active Service in War and Peace,
is the most complete account yet written on the politics of
American historians. It is a carefully documented, explosive
condemnation of the writing of U.S. history.

Since it was written in the late 1960s, the Lemisch paper
has acquired a political history of its own. Its history
indicates the importance of what Lemisch has uncovered
and demonstrates the difficulties that beset the scholar who
attempts to uncover the secret history that the mainstream of
the profession chooses to leave untold. The paper also has a
continuing significance for those interested in the history of
repression in academic life. It speaks directly to the situation
in the United States, exposing the creation of a national
history the themes of which have often been governed by
political bias. That bias, and the repression which has
blatantly attempted to close the historical profession to
radicals and Marxists, did not abate with the Lemisch
exposé in 1969, or with the subsequent becalming of the
student and anti-war movements. Canadians would be well
advised to consider seriously the themes that Lemisch
presents: while the Canadian historical profession is consid-
erably smaller than the American, it will be demonstrated
that many Canadian historians, like their American col-
leagues, have pursued a political course overtly committed
to anti-radicalism. Widespread repression has continued to
the present time on both sides of the 49th parallel.

* Thomas Schofield received his Honours BA in Modern History and
English from the University of Toronto in 1971. He has completed
graduate study in Law and History at the State University of New York at
Buffalo.



I.

In 1969 the American Historical Association held its conven-
tion in Washington, D.C. The war in Southeast Asia was still
the central political concern of the American people. The
convention faced the first major attempts of liberals and
radicals to raise the issue of Viet Nam within the profession.
An avowedly radical group of historians confronted estab-
lishment scholars, creating a marked contrast from the aura
of gentility and decorum which traditionally characterized
meetings of the Association. The Radical Caucus presented
aresolution to the Business Meeting condemning the war in
Viet Nam; this failed, as did a more liberal version. Radicals
also challenged a tradition within the profession of election
without contest by audaciously running a slate of counter-
candidates for Association offices. Participatory democracy
emerged as an alternative to the establishment politics of the
Official Nominating Board. While showing some strength,
the counter-candidates lost. The Movement within the
profession had thrown its energies into a host of issues and
had successively followed a broad variety of strategies. But
itemerged from the process somewhat shaken and uncertain
of its role and purpose.

Perhaps fittingly in the context of a learned society,
radical scholarship fared better than radical politics. Discus-
sing the role of radicals at the Convention in The Nation, left
historian Ronald Radosh came close to despair. However,
the significant impact of Lemisch’s paper stood out in sharp
contrast with less successful radical efforts, and Radosh
concluded:

Perhaps defeat was averted by a paper delivered on the final
convention day by Jesse Lemisch, a historian who had been
dismissed from the University of Chicago because his *‘polit-
ical concerns interfered with his scholarship.”’ In what may

Ll

be the most telling and fundamental critique presented before
the AHA he proposed that the supposedly unpolitical stars of
the profession (Allan Nevins, Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr
Samuel Eliot Morison, Oscar Handlin, Daniel Boorstin an;i’
others) were implicit cold warriors who sought to use history
as a vehicle in the fight against communism. Lemisch’s
paper. . . argued persuasively that what so many object to is
not that a scholar should take a political position but that he
should hold views contrary to establishment shibboleths.!

The Lemisch presentation was an electric moment for a
large part of the American historical profession. He had
publicly declared what many knew to be the case, but until
that moment, the charges of anti-radicalism had not been
sqpported by systematic documentation. The subsequent
hlStO.l‘y is more sobering. A New York Times account of the
Lemisch speech foresaw the typical reaction the paper
wo'u.ld receive by treating it as an isolated phenomenon.
Faﬂgng to note that Lemisch spoke for a significant minority
Qf historians the Times report treated the Lemisch presenta-
tion as a threat, devotingitself to Lemisch’s own conclusion:
*“Fire us, expel us, jail us. We will not go away.’”

Lemisch was not exactly threatening the profession: he
was prese_nting them with data. But the historians, to a large
degree, simply excluded his findings from circulation or
serious consideration. It is not an accident that the manus-
cript has remained largely underground, surfacing now only
through the efforts of a left publisher. The paper’s history is
an example of the working of repression. It suggests that
radicals have spoken but found the communicative organs of
the profession hostile to the radical voice.

When this text was submitted to the American Historical
ngew edl'tor R.K. Webb rejected it. Acknowledging that
his ?etter might seem *‘singularly rude and condescending,”
Webb nonetheless noted that Lemisch had “unjustly”’



4

convicted ‘‘a good many of my close friends’’ of ““historical
derelictions.”” Webb was convinced that Lemisch’s charges
could be more accurately explained, not as a systematic
critique of the profession but as ‘‘indiscretions or lapses or
outrageous gaffes by some.”’ He accused Lemisch of seeing
an “‘anti-radical conspiracy.”” One particularly open call for
Cold War activism, mentioned in the Lemisch text, was a
plea by Conyers Read that American historians participate
““in what everyone is calling education for democracy.”’
Read urged the supression of data while advocating “‘social
control”” as a weapon in the Co!t War. Referring to
Lemisch’s condemnation of this appeal, and of the silence
with which Read’s speech was greeted, Webb asked
Lemisch: ‘‘Has it occurred to you to ask how many people
who heard Conyers Read’s presidential address must have
cringed with horror?”’?

Webb maintained that his remarks were not the product of
““some prejudice excited by your attack.”” However, while
Lemisch’s critique of the profession was being dismissed as
a series of random examples, the rejection of Lemisch’s text
was occasion for reflection by Webb upon the state of New
Left scholarship in general:

.. .1 wonder if the activism of the New Left historians
today, unlike the activism you so deplore in your article, may
not be a bar to serious scholarship that can appeal to any
scholar outside the sect itself.*

The response was similar when the paper was submitted
to the Journal of American History, the major scholarly
journal for the publication of articles on United States
history. Martin Ridge, the editor, wrote back that the “*essay
more than any I have read in several years has disturbed
me.’’s He advised Lemisch to go and read the story of Diego
Rivera, the Mexican communist painter,* who included the

5

head of Lenin among the portraits presented in a mural
painted in 1933 in the Rockefeller Center. Young Nelson
Rockefeller wrote the artist a letter asking that he ‘*substi-
tute the face of some unknown man where Lenin’s face now
appears.’’” Rivera refused, and Rockefeller had the mural
destroyed. The episode became the subject of a famous
poem ‘‘I Paint What 1 See’” by E.B. White. The message
intended for Lemisch was clear: the Journal, like the
Rockefeller Center, was not a proper medium for expressing
a certain point of view.

An outside reader, who commented on the Lemisch
submission for the Journal, told Ridge:

I don’t know how you can tell him that he simply cannot do
this, and that he certainly cannot do it in the pages of the
Journal. He probably believes that he can, which says
something about how far he and his ilk are estranged from
civilization.®

This rejection, like the other one, was accompanied by
phrases about keeping the profession open to all points of
view and by promises that real scholarship would be warmly
received.

Other criticisms were equally direct. John Higham, who
had earlier raised questions about the sterility of consensus
history, rejected Lemisch’s solicitation of his comments: *‘1
am afraid that I am not enough in sympathy with the spirit of
your paper to have comments that might be useful to you.”’
From Higham’s perspective, Lemisch’s work threatened
good relations between radical students and members of the
profession; emphasis upon ‘‘alleged derelictions of be-
havior” limits the possibility for rational discourse by
lessening respect for good intentions.®

Many of the historians criticized by Lemisch were still
active in the profession. Students were exposed to their



6

questionable work on a daily basis. To argue that Lemisch’s
work would create hostility was equivalent to asserting that
intellectual problems are the work of outside agitators. In
fact, many radical students were challenging their teachers
and their careers suffered on account of it. What the
Lemisch paper would most effectively do was collate the
documentation, so authority could be brought to both sides
of the argument. It would no longer be so easy to assert that
New Left scholars were political and the mainstream free
from bias.

II.

The general reasons, indeed the necessity, for bringing
Lemisch’s research on anti-radicalism among U.S. his-
torians to a wider audience follow directly from continued
hostility to radicalism.

On the whole, the text has aged well. Much of his
discussion of the historians’ role in legitimizing ‘‘executive
usurpation’’ is directly relevant to Watergate. Moreover, the
tone of the 1960s must seem less strident to many who
thought it so at the time, and more nearly a sane response to
those years —both within the profession and in national
politics in the U.S. Where the language is angry, it sets the
historical place of the piece and is a reminder of why this had
to be written and why it was not well received by the
historical establishment. The justification for the hardened
attack is based upon crucial concepts. What Lemisch
uncovers is in fact serious business, and the instances of
anti-radicalism he finds are not individual lapses or indiscre-
tions as they have been characterized by defenders of the
mainstream of the historical profession.

Nonetheless, after reading the above barrage of criti-
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cisms, it is fair to ask whether all is political or whether there
are problems of substance which mar the text. In conversa-
tions with this writer Lemisch has pointed to various flaws
and has especially stressed certain points which he would
hav_e.dealt with at length had he been able to undertake
revision,

_Lemisch acknowledges that there were many other
historians —whom he did not mention —who do not fit the
pattern he described; but the trend he describes must be seen
as the dominant one in the absence of evidence for any other
single competing trend with equal influence. Lemisch pre-
sented abundant evidence of such a dominant trend. Those
who would challenge him must produce evidence of an
eqqally strong counter trend. R.K. Webb’s vision of his-
torians ‘‘cringing with horror’ is inadequate evidence of
such opposition (unless historians are truly inarticulate).
The characterization of the damning passages as mere
g}dividual lapses is in fact additional evidence of anti-radical

1as.

Similarly, the charges that Lemisch is strident, shrill,
excessive and even hysterical are illustrative of a political
stereotype familar in American society (especially to Blacks
and women among others). That which reflects acceptable
v_alues is spirited, while that which offends is rabid, emo-
tional, or off the wall. An establishment that frequently
conducts itself with minimal good manners requires civility
only of those with whom it disagrees.

.O_n_the other hand, Lemisch does see some accuracy in the
criticism that he grouped together a wide range of historians
without adequate attention to the differences among them.
For example, the liberal activism of Arthur Schlesinger Jr.
can b(; distinguished from the conservative activism of an
historian like Daniel J. Boorstin. Lemisch concedes that
there are significant differences among the historians he
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dealt with and that a more sophisticated approach would
develop these differences to advantage.

Itis also true, but largely unnoticed, that such distinctions
are not central to Lemisch’s argument. Liberals and conser-
vatives may have their differences, but on the question of
anti-radicalism in the profession they are in general agree-
ment. In fact, Boorstin’s dinner engagements at the White
House suggest that their differences on the general question
of activism may be explained by a simple analysis of who
holds the reins of power.'® In any case the alliance is strong.
And when liberals or conservatives speak of openness or
pluralism within the profession they share a common
definition, an acceptance of known outer limits, marking the
range of the permissible. Within that context, elucidation of
the differences between historians like Daniel J. Boorstin
and Arthur Schlesinger Jr. would obscure important truths.
Acknowledging the real differences among the historians
treated does not lead to the simplistic pluralist conclusion
that they are just a diverse and cantankerous lot without
common ideological bonds. They share acommon ideology:
they are hostile to radicalism, and they impose that hostility
on the past."

The more liberal activists of the historical profession may
not have openly espoused the dogma of their more conserva-
tive counterparts. But there is a sense in which subtle
differences make little difference. Liberals who defended
free speech, while attacking Marxists for abusing its limits.
provided potent ammunition for the conservatives who
demanded censorship and supression. Both were threaten-
ing the Left, and each position was a reinforcement of the
other. Lemisch’s data demonstrates that historians and
university intellectuals were in the forefront of the anti-
radical hysteria of the 1950s. Moreover, they continued that
role in the attack on the New Left that emerged in the later
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1960s. The liberals have deliberately chosen to ignore what
E.P. Thompson has called the ‘‘sociology of presentation

In an e:xtended discussion of the workings of liberal anti:
rgldlcallsm, Thompson points to the manner in which criti-
cism of the Left is used and circulated. Past practice
guarantees that remarks presented in certain forums will be
used out of context in an attempt to discredit and destroy the
Left. Hence the subsequent distribution and use of criticism

must be considered in the origi i iti
ginal presentation of a crit
Thompson explained: e

If you criticise with stridency, any section of the Left in
certain places . . . your criticism is not attended to for the
§ake of any particular discrimination which it may contain. It
is qbsprbed, instantly, into ideology; that is, it is sim;;l

as§1mllated as one more noise against the L,eft one mor)t;
evidence that a/l the Left has failed,is brutal, all i\darxism is

incoherent etc. . . . [[]tis a veritable tro
. phy to be hung at t
cloudy altar of the established gods.'? gatthe

This is as true in judgements of the past as it is in discussion
of present events. And it is not a fact of extraordinary
ts‘ubtl;l:ty: the more liberal of the anti-radical academics have
t?\:;nbrl:e}:irrr;s;lves holding hands with their more conserva-

Sqrr_me readers and listeners took ‘‘Present-Mindedness
Re.v151.te.d” as an exhortation to desert the ideal of scholarly
0bj§ct1v1ty. As the New Republic put it: Lemisch’s rebuke
against establishment activists was ‘‘well-deserved, al-
thoqgh it was never entirely clear whether Mr. Lemisch’was
finding his enemies wanting by the standard of neutrality, or
whether he was repudiating the standard altogether s
Althou,g’h the essay exposes the extent to which “m:;lin-
stream . historians have used their history as a vehicle for
expressing their political commitments, it hardly constitutes
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a call for radicals to emulate them. Actually, Lemisch
believes that historians of all political persuasions should
become more aware of their biases.'* He has rejected
“‘relevance’’ as a primary goal while clinging to a belief in the
importance of striving for objective validity in history.

This position has it problems. The demand for relevance
in the late 1960s was political. Scholarship, which largely
existed in service of the status quo, could be used also in the
attempt to change the world. In practice, the standards of
truth were often battered in the attempt to get to the part
where the world changed. Whatever social change can be
wrought by service to a relevance in which truth is obscured
or ignored can only be accidentally progressive, and will
more likely be regressive or insignificant. To this writer,
Lemisch creates a false dichotomy. Relevance is not an
obstacle to objective inquiry. Rather it is dubious that it can
be avoided. Its presence pervades the historical process and
its force must be recognized rather than wished away. It
appears at the outset in the choice of subject matter as the
first object to which such inquiry must be applied. And
subsequently, questions of relevance influence every aspect
of the research: what data, what questions do we ask of the
data, how much data, and what interpretive results are
indicated from the evidence uncovered? That many writers
have sacrificed their objectivity in the service of relevance is
a non sequitur; evidence pointing to a danger, but not
a necessary result.'s

(Right or wrong, Lemisch’s stance is illustrated in the
titles of some of his other writings. In another session on
“‘radical history’’ at the 1969 AHA meecting he presented a
paper entitled: ** ‘What’s Your Evidence?’ Radical Scholar-
ship as Scientific Method and Anti-Authoritarianism, not
‘Relevance’.”” Earlier, at a founding meeting of the New
University Conference he had written ‘“Whoe Wili Write a

i1

Left Hi ) )
Limtg r.H’llsﬁt)ory of Art While We are all Putting Our Balls on the
One fmal.comment should be made to put this paper in th

c'ontf,:,xt of its time and place. ““Present-Mindedness Rev:
flte'd was an attack.on establishment history and his-
orians, .and, as such did not reflect Lemisch’s critical view
of_ certain tre.n_ds emerging on the Left at that time. F
cr_lthue of elitism, authoritarianism, and male chau.vin(i)r N
within the ““‘movement’’, and a defence of “rationalisms’r’n

see Lemisch, ¢ ,
Know’,””C If You Gotta Ask, Man, You'l Never

III.

F rom the extreme left there have been few contributions
to Can‘a‘ldlan historiography,”” wrote Robin Winks of Yale in
1966, ' for Canadian scholars reflect their nation is bein
essentially liberal-conservatives. Citing deficiencies in thg
writing of Canadian history, Winks focused upon the lack of
an ade.quat_e study of the ‘‘national parks system.”’'* Cana-
dian hlstqnans have often denounced Marxism ar.ld dismiesl-
;Sq kth,e Importance of radical historical interpretation:
v r1nn0 ns ;:l?mmenlt]s are part of the mainstream tradition.’
radicalgs argslz 1‘: o have expressed sentiments hostile to

e .R.M. Lower, Donald Grant Creighton, Hilda
an%aj ill, Gad Horowitz, Frank Underhill, H.N. Fieldhouse
entireorarll1 Bartflc‘:‘t Br.e.bner. ’{&s a group, they span almost thé
pre Whget (t)h .leg‘mmate poht}cal opinion in Canada. No
of ot ; ! ﬁi; tcln;a;irseelr:]ents 12 other areas, generations

Can his; r ave shared values hosti

irad.lca_hsm. Within t?ns almost universal agreemeritl ) t}:(;
nsignificance of radical alternatives has been taken,a
given, something that need not be proved. > 8



12

A.R.M. Lower advised his readers that ‘‘doctrinaire

ideas, such as Marxism, have had little influence in Canada
except negatively, by way of delaying the logical evolution
of industrial society.”"” Creighton declared ‘*“Canadian
history was a sadly imperfect vehicle for the exemplification
of the Marxian verities.’** Neatby wrote disparagingly of
the ‘“Marxian myth of the class struggle.””! Gad Horowitz
observed that Canadians «‘do not speak the same language”’
as ‘‘other worldly” Marxists.>* He pointed out that com-
munists, like catholics and fascists, ‘‘relate to the world in a
paranoid manner.”’* J.B. Brebner speculated that it was
““quite tempting’’ to take the *‘developments of Canada and
the United States as examples for the refutation of a Marxian
or economic interpretation of history.”’?* Fieldhouse argued
that ““we have never known ... 2 Left exclusively anti-
christian or proletarian’.”’ Underhill began his search for
the Canadian identity with the conclusion that the Left was
weak in Canada. He dismissed the significance of radicalism
(owing to the lack of an eighteenth century), then failed to
mention its existence at any subsequent point in his discus-
sion. Liberalism was affirmed as essential t0 the fabric of
Canadian society.? Each of these assertions points toward
two truths:the weakness of aleft or Marxist example in the
writing of Canadian history and an inherent anti-radicalism
on the part of a great many of the traditional historians. The
Left largely failed to rebut the assertions presented by the
mainstream, but one might still test the evidence upon which
those conclusions were made. The resulting answer must
inevitably be:a combination of faith and establishment poli-
tics.

Many historians refused to seriously consider a Marxist
interpretation when it was offered. Stanley Ryerson was for
years unable to get a teaching position; his books were
published on the Left but were excluded from reading lists,

LY

13

(t)l;n(;ttbe;i rfésir:v:he cz?n%int of university curricula, and belit
ed ers. e hostility with whic , ‘
oo s tyoit which Ryerson was
s typified by Gustave Lanctot’s s i
: . : : s short revie
;lfey')F()undmg of . (?anada in the Canadian Hist():;/(‘glf
p;;é(icntf: Challlrat(r:ltenzmg the book as ‘‘predetermined and
ive a e way to the last line,” h
’ . , e asserted th
izxisszgdstﬁopglu51?n was ‘‘automatic.”’ Lanctot quickall)t/
‘ e idea of the *‘people’s exploitati i
class’ as “‘undocumented o despit e
cl 1s " assertion,”’ despite R ?
extensive information.”” Ry “mi y S bortun.
‘ . Rverson ‘‘missed a fine
ity to pen a more detach ’ e eh o
mociy ched story of Canada’s march to
wf:elsian;ncclia);hevegt?& especially the early days of World
] e Cold War, triggered the wo
I . rst of
awngrr2$§al e&cqeszes of Canadian historians. When the Cgllg
rged in Canada, it did so lar i i
» - s it gely in the guise o
fil::r::(ll;:lgn;al i\mencz_m political positions. Underhiﬁ boldlyf
deca lih It(\ ga ielf el:lyldent truth’’ that ‘‘some effective form
ntic alliance is essential for the i
our western civilization.”’?® Liberals 1 D the United
Staten oy i 1 rals looked to the United
: at alliance; conservati
certain that histori iti shi ' be dispo o
cert oric British leadership should be disposses-
oflél(l)t] g \{;1; rC-z:jlna(liians who questioned the northward export
. ideology were inclined to i
o ride accept the truth of its
W:i)slllcld;:)regl.lsf_:s, t.hey squght a Canadian contribution that
we “W:gésrtrl)nVthév]ed“fPlie supporting the general position of
rld.” In a 1954 essay, ‘‘Canada a
% 195 , nd the
g(())lll(: \'?Vlar_, Dpnald Grant Creighton eyed the Cold War
ical situation from a critical northern perspective:

In i i
Conce?rtll:ér énatter’s, in which we are much less directly
ponet advic,;e fz‘madli;‘r/ls alllre even more disposed to accept the
te: rom Washington as the mod i
" . . modern equivalent of
vine revelation. For the past eight vears the nation which
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virtually invented modern advertising has been engaged in
what can only be described as the greatest sales campaign in
history, the campaign to sell the Cold War in an exclusive
American package, to the rest of the Western world. Canada,
which was treated as an adjunct of the domestic market,
received the full impact of this promotion. To put it in
commercial terms, which are in reality most appropriate,
American packaged Cold War was outselling every other
brand of packaged Cold War ten to one in the Canadian
market. The policies and opinions of other Western countries
were given prominence chiefly when they agreed with those
of the United States; and the contradictory decisions or
views of such countries as Great Britain, France of India
were depicted as unsound, mischievous, doubtfully loyal, or

Communist-inspired. *°

Creighton was partly correct in his observations of Cold War
culture. Nonetheless, his bias left many of the important
questions unanswered: why the particular receptivity of the
Canadian ‘‘market” for an ideology Creighton sought to
characterize as ‘‘foreign’? Who ultimately produced the
package and how was it perceived in different segments of
society? Creighton’s fellow historians were particularly
enamoured with the politics of the Cold War; Creighton was
projecting their enthusiasm upon other classes in Canada.
Creighton was, in fact, opposed to the American ideology
he described. But his opposition was not sustained by a more
modern or humane set of principles. He believed in the
virtues of government under the old constitutional monar-
chy and he rejected both bourgeois republicanism and
socialist formulations of government and society. Both were
revolutionary in origin, and ‘‘the simple truth was that the
revolutionary tradition was completely incompatible with
Canada’s historic position in the external world.”’*
Creighton developed this theme fully in his Presidential

e
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A . .
Rg\(/ji?;?ntot hthc;l .Can:adlan .H.lstonca] Association in 1957
o Cri . }?t i1storical wrm.ng of the previous twenth-ﬁvé
interp,retat'lg on focusgd hl.S attack upon the “Liberal
Cotgvcta 1onk0f Ca.nadlan history.”s: Like the American
o wa ;;‘ag_ age, it too tpok on “‘something of the awful
S andeu 0? i tvine rel.evatlon.”33 Creighton tied the prac-
meng i of e. I‘lsberal 1nterp'retation to the Libera] govern-
ent power: ““the professional scribes of the Authorized
on were called to QOttawg.**3+ Creighton rejected one

Canadian history .

0sit] i ;¢ i
gf hilsc;grOf’ ’hxs own; “‘the Marxian economic interpretation
Yy~ was adopted by “victims of superior prop-
ne which was alien to thejr

ha S
s been no disillusionment greater than the world-wide

disillusionment i i

. 1n the twin revolutio i M

; ] nary doctrmes of Ma X-
sm and North Amencan continentalism.” '

Crei )

Coullght)oendt-hoqght those “‘twin revolutionary doctrines”

“distint lsmlssed mn a §ingle sentence; Canada had g

sciously aln fs,t’?parate political identity™ and “stood cop.

mOVementso’?” Ifftrl?irsnwte};e t“con}monp]ace revolutionary

by Creichtan’ € true, it was not well support
ighton’s arguments. His formulation of thg I?‘twcig
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revolutionary doctrines’’ was in most respects identical with
the prevailing American view. The Cold War theologian
Reinhold Neibuhr was expressing a similar two world
model —the American forces of good resisting the com-
munist forces of evil. Creighton had accepted the basic
construct without question, but he sought a Canadian place
within the model. What he actually opposed was not so much
anti-communism or Americanism but the liberal view that
Canada was helpless in the unfolding world struggle. It was a
rejection of the conclusions of men like J.M.S. Careless who
were pessimistic about Canada’s role within the two worlds:
‘it is by now a truism that we live in a two power world,
where very few nations can hope to count as entities in the
bleak pattern of world power.””>*

Marxism, as well as Americanism, has had a larger role
than Creighton could envisage. If Creighton were correct at
last—no longer gullible or deceived—how is it that the
disillusionment appears not to have been so world-wide after
all? At the very least, the Cubans, the Khmer Rouge, the
Vietnamese and others failed to get the message. And a New
Left, some of it frighteningly Canadian, emerged in spite of
Creighton’s news that the ‘‘extraordinarily bad fit” of
revolutionary ideology was exposed in the 1950s.*°

As should be clear by these examples, Creighton, like the
liberals he excoriated, had his politics and he let those
politics influence him in his historical work. His perspective
was essentially Cold Warriorite, is spite of his distancing
himself and Canada from certain aspects of that struggle.
The politics and ideologies he opposed were ‘‘alien’’; the
‘values he cherished were essential Canadian truths.

The liberals were fundamentally in agreement with the
conservatives as to the central features of Cold War society;
they differed in their ‘“‘pragmatism’’ which meant greater
limitations of Canadian autonomy and an acceptance of

B
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he struggle for the Free World.

: d the position well in 3 1962
‘ _ s
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War was an expression of civic duty. ButLeft politics were
circumscribed by the responsible limits of civil liberties, by
the understanding that academic freedom was a term of art
designed to promote a peculiar image of university au-
tonomy, without granting licence to express controversial
political perspectives.

That establishment historians in the United States were
politicized is a central theme of the Lemisch paper; that the
limits on political expression were carefully drawn is also
documented. In Canada, somewhat similar evidence exists
demonstrating a narrow but gradually expanding circumfer-
ence of permissible expression. In 1959 Underhill declared:
*‘in Canada it is still slightly improper for professors to
become too interested in current politics.”’** In view of the
many Cold War speeches which were not criticized, it seems
necessary to amend this statement with more detail. Some
academics have been criticized and penalized for their
politics while others have not. Underhill himself put it more
clearly, expressing a central theme of Lemisch’s essay in
Canadian terms in a March 1936 Canadian Forum article
entitled ‘‘On Professors and Politics:”’

Why then the outraged indignation of so many respectable
people at the present activity of a few professors in politics?
Can it be that the real offense just now consists in the fact that
the professors concerned have mostly taken the radical side?
There have been several recent incidents affecting the
teaching profession in Canada which make one wonder
whether this may not be the real motive behind the solicitude
for keeping our institutions of learning out of current
controversy. We have the curious coincidence that when
Professor Norman Rogers of'Queen’s goes into politics as a
member of one of the respectable parties no question seems
to arise as to the proprety of his actions, but when Professor
W.H. Alexander of Alberta tries to nin as a Labour candidate
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his intrusion into politics is immed; i

dangerous to h.is university, Anda sgﬁ?)flerlqnl(S:(i:s;ﬁ;egetoi "
Mr: Cpldwel!, 1s forbidden by his board to engage in poligtinai
activity, while another school principal in Calgary I\(/:I;ri
Ab(.er'han, launc;hes anew party without his right to engz,i e in'
politics ever being questioned. Did the different rulings ogfthe
two schoolboards have anything to do with the fact that M
Coldwell was a _genuine radical and Mr. Aberhart was onlyrz;
sham one, who incidentally, was also assisting powerfully in
destroying the farmers’ government in the province?+

One amazing aspect of the narrowness of legitimate
acafiemlc deba}e is the extent to which liberais and conser
vatives ha.ve viewed themselves as different while shari .
an 1deolog1cal'stance hostile to any genuinely ;adical altemn%
tlve-. It WE‘iS In the middle and late 1940s when Donala:i
Crelghton .‘began to realize just how radically the Liberal
1nter1’),retatlon of Canadian history differed from (his]
own.”’+ At approximately the same point in time, A R MS
Lower rr}ade a similar discovery while adopting tl’le l.ibc;,r l
perspectlv_e.“'Yet, if we compare thejr views toward Mar:-
:lslm_ or.radlcallsm, 1t 1s difficult to discover the substance of
their dlffer'e.nces. There are perhaps some stylistic variant
in the hostility, but liberals and conservatives have reachecsi
a consensus beyond which dissent becomes intolerable

_Lovyer, .who “‘was called of God to be an historian.” to'0k
p}‘l(_ie in h1_s forthright stand in defence of free spee,ch and
E:z:i ll}ll))ert}es.:"7 My tho-ughts and pen were occupied with
ol 1oerties,’” he wrote m'his autobiography, yet his acts fit

n the framework of liberaj anti-communist ideology:

of;rllllfcci\?irlnggmi‘ts In er.lip'eg testiﬁe_d to the significance
o som il erties As§oc13tlon by their determined efforts
o ect;{ " ¢ saw that, if we took them in, we would all be
o p nd our cause rpade almost hopeless. Consequently,

ephone calls were ignored and offers of aid were not
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accepted. . . . The stand I took as chairman was that we
would cooperate with any group that did not have ulterior
motives.*®

What were the ulterior motives of the Communists? Across
Canada, with World War II raging, an estimated one
hundred and fifty members of the Party were herded into
internment camps without trials; their politics were a threat
to the security of the empire.” General civil libertarian
principles did not protect communists when their views did
not coincide with those of the government.

Academic freedom has not been a greater guarantee of the
right to express oneself freely. In the 1890s Mac Kenzie King
and other students at the University of Toronto went on
strike to protest the University administration’s cancella-
tion of lectures by socialist Phillips Thompson and labour
leader Alfred Jury.®® The strike was opposed by Arthur
Meighen who became a prominent figure in the Conservative
party; King, the liberal politician, repudiated his student
constituency and the first strike at the University of Toronto

ultimately failed.

The situation was somewhat similar in the attempted firing
of Frank Underhill from the University of Toronto History
Department in the early 1940s. Underhill was still at that
time a Fabian socialist and had been active in the formation
of Canada’s social democratic Cooperative Commonwealth
Federation (subsequently the New Democratic Party). He
had often been censured for controversial remarks and had
entered into a gentleman’s agreement with President Cody
of the University of Toronto that he would not further speak
out of turn. In the summer of 1940, however, Underhill again
became a subject of controversy by committing the most
cardinal of sins; he attacked the constitutional monarchy and
the British connection. At a meeting of the Canadian

oo
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Instm_lte of Economics and Politics at Lake Couchiching
Ontario, he was reported to have uttered a remark to thé
effect tha? the British flag should be made of wool that it
might shrink with the rest of the empire.”' His comments
touched off an outraged indignation in important circles
Sengtor Arthur Meighen wrote to the Minister of Justi‘ce
deploring Underhill’s conduct and asking that ‘‘an example
P‘e made ofthis man.’”’ Underhill’s remarks were “disloyaﬁj’"
he and his ilk’’ should ‘*be given to understand’’ that “the);
must behave.’’*? A substantial portion of the press appealed
to thg Board of Governors to have Underhill dismissed
frrsgleert Hepbprn and other leaders of the Provincial Gov:
n .
o resolrlvt?(l;i 1:13 agreement, but the Board failed to act upon
The Underhill controversy flared up a second time in
January of 1941 after President Cody, in the 1890s tradition
cancelled another lecture by a labour leader. Sponsored b);
the”C.C.F. Club, the lecture was entitled ‘‘Hepburn Must
Go _ z_md was labeled ‘‘indiscreet’” by the University
admlmstratﬁlon.“ Underhill disagreed, and his continued
cqntyoversnal visibility rekindled the attempt to have him
dismissed. Students, including C.C.F. Club President Ken-
neth McNal_lght, organized in support of the right to free
speech, against the political attack and the closing of the
University to a somewhat leftward point of view. Creighton
\I:/Oats {hedm;]ly historian in the U. of T. Department who did
end his name in ill’ i
Aomomtment support of Underhill’s continued
querhlll, essentially a liberal historian, kept his position
Put it was not a significant victory for free speech 0;
Tcademlc freedom.’s Consensus in repression is the centrai
Le]sson _tq be learned from what transpired. Among
thnderhlll s unackn()\fvledged supporters were members of
e Young Communist League. When they in turn were
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attacked for their politics, there was universal agreement
that the limits of free expression did not extend to Com-
munists. The student newspaper, The Varsity, asked all
those students receiving the Young Communist League
leaflets in support of Underhill to bring them, with the
envelopes, to the paper offices in Hart House and University
College. The editors promised to collect the subversive
material and turn it over to the R.C.M.P.*” The Secretary-
Treasurer of the Students’ Administrative Council told a
Globe and Mail reporter: *‘They are getting very bold when
they will defy both the city police and the R.C.M.P.”’*®

Conservatives, like Meighen or Creighton, have never
suffered from attempting to speak out in support of their
politics; they have seldom been confronted for attempting to
deny that right to others, Liberals and sometime social
democrats, King, Underhill, McNaught, ez al., moved part
way toward opening the range of dialogue within the univer-
sity and that is perhaps significant. But the dialogue has
never been open and in each case there were some — Phillips
Thompson and the Young Communist leafleters —who were
excluded from participation altogether: they looked to a
more radical perspective and fared less well at the academy.

In part this may be explained by the very structures of the
University. In 1958, when Claude Bissell was invested as
President of the University of Toronto, Donald Creighton
was there to lend a hand. As chairman of the Department of
History, Creighton spoke on behalf of the faculty in welcom-
ing Bissell to his new appointment.

We are all here: heads of Universities and Colleges, deans
and directors, chairmen of departments, senior professors
and administrators, members of the Senate. These, sir, are
your chief barons, the peers of the realm. For do not be
deceived by the modern republican connotations of the word
“‘president.”” The University of Toronto, like all the best

e,
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governments in the world, is fundamentally a constitutional
monarchy. Constitutional monarchies and universities are
poth creations of the medieval world; and what, in modern
times, could be more emphatically medieval than the compli-

cated re_lationships and hierarchies of this nineteenth century
university 7°°

It wasa nineteenth century university governed by medieval
principles; the same principles that Creighton had sought to
impose upon the Cold War and the general fabric of
Capadlan society. The students and Junior faculty were

dellperately or inadvertently, absent from the ranks o’f
Creighton’s ‘‘Peers of the Realm.*’ By the end of the next
decade, they would be very much present and the inroads of
student power would soon make it unlikely that they would
cver be forgotten again. Like the also forgotten “‘lower
orders’” of Creighton’s cherished medieval past, the stu-
dents were in revolt. ’

Wlthl'n the universities and within the Canadian historical
professmn_an attitude hostile to radicalism has flourished.
We must incorporate an awareness of that fact into our
hlstonc?ll and social analysis. At the same time, we must be
cgreful In the way we interpret the evidence of anti-radical
b{as. It may still be argued that things in Canada were
dlfferent from the events that Lemisch describes in the
Unlted_ States_. But there is a history of anti-radicalism within
Canadlgn universities and among Canadian historians. If
repression has in fact acted differently in Canada, it will only
be demonstrated by careful study of what has occurred. We
hgve a full length study of the American historical profes-
sion, but we have barely anticipated a similar attempt to
§tl{dy Canada. To assert that Canada is the same or different
It 1s necessary to do so comparatively on the basis 0%
research and the compilation of data. It is not necessary to
assert that there is a one to one relationship between events
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in the two countries; it is not possible to ignore the important
similarities.

IV.

The Lemisch essay on the U.S. historical profession pres-
ents a remarkable combination of history and current
events. An anti-radical history manifested itself in the
contemporary world through historians active in the proces-
ses of repression. The organization of the profession into a
self-policing group and the archaic and hierarchical struc-
tures extant within the universities played a significant part
in the closing of the university community to the radical
voice.

Lemisch demonstrated that the American historians put
their politics into the past in the characterization of what was
important, of what took place as history. But he also
exposed the workings of those same politics in the present,
demonstrating many of the divergent forms which repres-
sion could take. Some radicals were fired or expelled, but as
Lemisch documents, anti-radicalism often took more subtle
forms. The extraordinary and well publicized case was nota
particularly good measure of the extent of repression by
hostile active conservatives and liberals. The graduate
student ritual, the whole process by which one achieves
status and recognition within the profession, has been
designed to eliminate the “‘politically unsuitable™ before
they were ““admitted™ as practicing professional historians.

Once the historian was admitted or established within the
profession, repression did not go away. In the early 1970s, as
staid a body as the American Historical Association expres-
sed concern for the rights of historians. A committee of
inquiry was established to investigate violations of acade mic
freedom and the dangers posed to the profession by such
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violations. The cc_»mmittee reported in late 1974 confirming
the presence of widespread political fear among members of
the historical profession:

There is cause for concern about the state of academic
freedom within the profession. Despite the fact that there can
be no sure knowledge of the absolute level of infringement on
the rights of historians nor any firm basis for knowing
Whether. the trend is up or down, there are many allegations
of unfair treatment and there is ample evidence that a

sigpificant proportion of the profession perceives injustices
being done.

The sources of these threats to academic freedom are
multifold. Though historians view administrations and
Boards of Governors with more suspicion in this regard than

they vie.w faculty groups, history departments themselves
are not immune from criticism.s°

It might be added that a survey dominated by the views of
established faculty members is somewhat misleading in
estgblishing the sources of threats to academic freedom.
Wh}le the report noted inadequacies in insuring fairness in
initial appointments, academic freedom is still largely con-
strued in terms of advanced scholars with established
credeqtlal's. In practice, rights are determined by the place
occuplqd in the system. Departments may be the single most
repressive element in controlling the thoughts and lives of
students; deans and senior administrators could stiil be the
source of pressures brought to bear on senior members of the
faculty.

Addi‘tionally, status within the university and higher
education network is not the entire determinant. Privileged
access —and lack of access—to source materials can be
crucial factors in establishing who can write what kind of
h1§t0ry. To a large degree, a handful of editors associated
with a small number of scholarly journals retain the capacity
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to decide which historical work will be disseminated to the
broader historical profession.

The description in this introduction of the way Lemisch’s
manuscript was received is but one example of a more
general reaction, a more general process of exclusion. Not
every form of repression ends in an overt fight at the
barricades. The resignation of Marlene Dixon from the
Sociology Department at McGill University in Montreal in
1975 is an important case of a phenomenon much more
widespread. When she came up for re-appointment, she
chose not to go through the process. Had she done so, she
might very well have secured her position on the basis of her
scholarship, in spite of her left politics. Nonetheless, she
chose not to fight and she made it clear that it was an
atmosphere of perceived repression at McGill that was
responsible for her decision. To be victorious, within the
context of a hostile environment, is to be a partial victim
—unable to work effectively, unable to lead a fully meaning-
ful life.s!

Anti-radicalism within the universities did not end in 1969
when Lemisch completed his manuscript. The subversion of
academic radicalism has continued. There is an immense
amount of data with which to update a critique of the Kind
made by Lemisch.*? The passing of the era of the New Left
creates an illusion of campus tranquility which belies the
reality. Repression, which was exposed in moments of
movement strength —such as the Lemisch presentation at
the American Historical Association Convention-
—continues unabated and now largely unmitigated by a
radical student presence.

Tolerance that greeted early movement activism disap-
peared as liberals learned that they could not channel radical
grievances into a limited demand for reforms that corres-
ponded with their own liberal objectives. The New Left was
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viewed benignly while it was a distant force, but hysteria and
open repression emerged when the New Left continued as a
significant movement in opposition to liberal and conserva-
tive politics. Themost brutal repression has occurred in the
years after Lemisch wrote his essay. Nowhere is the change
in attitude more clearly portrayed than in the eidtorial pages
of the Journal of Canadian Studies.

In 1968 the Journal editors looked upon the student
movement calmly, expecting more activism, but still aware
that there were understandable causes and legitimate grie-
vances underlying the world-wide student actions:

Last autumn’s student demonstrations at Sir George Wil-
liams and McGill Universties seem small stuff beside the
anarchic displays of power at Columbia, in the West German
Easter riots, and at the University of Paris. These infectious
manifestations, while each rooted in local circumstances,
imply important things in common about modern univer-
sities, centralized political authority, and the goals of indus-
trial society. The startling impact of ‘‘student power’ in
1968, and the momentum created in dozens of places in the
western world, make virutally certain that militant student
action will continue rather than fade away. Behind events,
too, there are structural changes that will sustain this action.

Three years later the editors voiced a much greater degree of
alarm —though the events they pointed to were much less
dramatic. The attitude of students was absolutely dangerous
and the fight was on for the preservation of civilization:

An interested observer may be permitted to comment that
the real threat to civilized political life may not come from
either an unchecked liberalism or (as the liberals may have it)
from a reactionary and irrational conservatism but from
something which stands against both. It is necessary to con-
sider whether liberalism and conservatism are in some sense
allies in a common stronghold which is now under
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siege.

We should not fool ourselves: the present attack upon the
political process is not just an attack upon our particular
political institutions or upon the ‘‘old parties’ (for which
read all parties). It is an attack upon civilizaiton itself.

The rejection of rational thought . . . on the part of intellec-
tuals is reflected, amplified, and taken by their students to its
inevitable conclusion. . . . To give only one minor example:
a recent front-page editorial on university government in the
Carleton student paper sneered at the faculty (‘‘being mem-
bers of the intellectual elite’’) for believing that ‘‘all things
can be solved through reason rather than power struggles’’.

This is the real crisis of civilization. . . . It is also the
special problem of those of us who are involved in the work of
the universities, whose primary concerns are the activities of
our own minds and the activity of those minds who it is our
task to educate.*

The editorial indicates that repression is alive and well
—with old themes from the fifties and sixties carried on into
the seventies. At the same time it demonstrates the manner
in which repression can escalate and change its form. The
very existence of hostile political remarks in such a journal
raises issues. The political orientation which led to the
establishment of the American Studies movement in the
United States is described by Lemisch. Canadian Studies is
an analogue; similar concerns led to its development. The
Journal of Canadian Studies, and by implication the conser-
vative editorial politics expressed therein, are a product of
the Canadian Studies Programme at Trent University in
Peterborough, Ont. a programme financially backed by the
Ford Motor Company of Canada.* Canada’s largest corpo-
ration, like other groups in society, has an interest in
nationalism and in the political directions of the nationalist
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movements. In a more general sense, universities continue
to respond to the business and governmental interests that
sustain their existence.

The American-Canadian analogue should not surprise us.
What has happened in the United States also happens in
Canada for understandable reasons. The interaction bet-
ween the two societies is intense; as long ago as 1928 Frank
Underhill was urging Canadian historians to ‘‘set ourselves
to study what American historians are doing in the rewriting
of American history.”’*¢ And to Creighton’s lament, many
historians did so. If that U.S. history was political, conserva-
tive, anti-radical, what effect did that have upon the Cana-
dians who set forth to study it?

During the 1960s the Canadian university system grew
extremely rapidly; whole departments were staffed with
academics originating from the U.S. campuses described by
Lemisch. A few were radicals in search of asylum. But many
were conservative professors expatriating themselves in
hopes of avoiding the political protest that surged across the
United States; when they crossed the border they found
many like-minded Canadians who shared their reactionary
point of view. In addition, the structure and purposes of
Canadian and American universities are similar. Where the
structures foster authoritarianism, hierarchy, elitism, and
conservatism, some form of protest and response can
perhaps be anticipated regardless of the location. Much of
the student movement of the 1960s was international,
emerging in Europe, in Canada, and in the United States.

Moreover, Canadians have traditionally gone to U.S.
graduate schools in great numbers. The attitudes encoun-
tered there have shaped the Canadian culture and university
system in diverse subtle and unsubtle ways. In the wake of
general and growing concern over the meaning of such
influence, any in-depth study of the politics of the American
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academy is of immense interest.

Anti-radicalism remains difficult to document. It occurs in
sylvan Burnaby, B.C. as well as New Haven, at junior
colleges as well as major universities. And the combined
working of repression and tolerance continue as the New
Left, to use Lemisch’s own description, recedes back into
the quotation marks from which it came. When radicals are
not strong, they can be ignored in general or destroyed when
they act on their principles. A senior and conservative
professor at the State University of New York at Buffalo
recently pronounced that the ‘“New Left was as dead as
Banquo’s ghost.”” But when he asserted that in his depart-
ment ‘‘of approximately thirty-five men, there is no one you
could say was of the New Left persuasion,’” he neglected to
add that Gabriel Kolko and others had left Buffalo in justified
anticipation of the re pression of a new university administra-
tion; that Lemisch was across cmpus but not in the history
department; that a few women, some active in New Left
politics, were subsumed under the description ‘‘approxi-
mately thirty-five men.’’¢’

On that same campus, in May of 1975, ten students were
arrested and many injured, when university administrators
vetoed student government plans for support of the Attica
Brothers, victims in a series of current political trials
stemming from the prison uprising of September 1971.¢¢
Suspensions followed the ‘‘Due Process’ guidelines which
had emerged under liberal impetus as universities sought to
define the fashion in which they would deal with dissent. The
arrests also demonstrate the developments arising from the
1960s whereby police —and sometimes armies —have be-
come a legitimate presence on campuses. Long gone are the
days of the self-governing and self-policing university. The
alliance between administrators and outside firepower has
become entrenched, and through usage is now largely
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unquestioned.

This writer is not an expert on the subject of repression in
the years since 1969. In referring to specific cases, it is not
always possible to discern the patterns or to establish the
identity of victims on a broad scale. What follows is
admittedly impressionistic and incomplete. To present any-
thing like an accurate or complete picture would require a
tremendous amount of research. But most of us know of
specific cases on campuses where we live or work, on
campuses with which we are familiar. Those cases exist in
sufficient quantity, and have been sufficiently documented
in the press, so as to support the thesis that intense
repression is present in a campus atmosphere marked by
insecurity, economic uncertainty, and the scramble for
grades or tenure.

One might consider the role of senior administrators and
government officials in the decisions not to hire Professor
John Seeley at the University University of Toronto and the
Ontario Institute for Studies in Education; one might be
concerned by the active role of such historians as W.H.
Nelson, J.B. Conacher, Desmond Morton, Kenneth
McNaught, and Michael Bliss in the emotional condemna-
tion which led to subsequent suspension of graduate stu-
dents Bill Schabas and Tony Leah for their acts in opposition
to the on-campus presence of Edward Banfield at the
University of Toronto. Some of those historians labeled the
student demonstrators *‘thugs’” and wrote of the importance
of preserving academic freedom. Yet, when Seeley, whom
they considered to be of the Left,was denied due process in
the consideration of his appointment they remained
strangely silent and their views on academic freedom could
not be heard.”

Equally disturbing is the political firing of Jeffrey Forest
and Hugh Miller at Renison College in Waterloo, Ontario;”
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and the continued struggle for re-instatement of Mordecai
Briemberg and others purged from the Political Science-
Socology-Anthropology Department at Simon Fraser Uni-
versity in Burnaby, B.C.”* There is a struggle taking place
between radical and establishment economists on many
campuses; in many instances —including San Jose State
University in California, Lehman College in New York City,
and the University of Massachusetts in Boston —that strug-
gle is resulting in political dismissals and the loss of jobs.” In
Arizona, FBI agents sent an anonymous derogatory letter to
a college committee reviewing a radical philosopher’s teach-
ing contract.™

Such examples could be continued for an extensive
number of pages. Still, some may see cause for optimism in
several recent developments. The Committee for the Rights
of Historians within the American Historical Association
has come up with an orderly set of guidelines in a move
towards protecting the job rights of historians. On the one
hand, the committee and its work represents a step forward
in the struggle for due process; on the other hand, there are
features of the report that are inadequate —especially in
establishing protection for divergent life styles and in the
implementation of enforcement procedures. With the excep-
tion of discussion, enforcement is left in the hands of the
American Association of University Professors as it was in
the past.”s Similarly, much has been made of Affirmative
Action Programs and the active recruitment of Blacks,
women and other minorities on U.S. campuses. It may
represent some progress, but there is ample evidence that
much alleged compliance is a mere sham; that many
universities are unwilling or unable to bring about effective
change in a significant fashion.”s Like protective factory
legislation for women in the late nineteenth century, liberal
efforts to redress the shameful practices of discrimination
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and exploitation may lead to other abuses causing yet other
kinds of harm.

On the broad view, it is not possible to adequately discuss
the subject of repression in the 1970s in a short essay. Its
theoretical underpinnings and practical effects are too
complex to emerge without detailed study. Nonetheless,
repression has its effect, in part governing the way historians
and other academics are hired and fired, in determining the
kind of work they can do and the kind of reception it will
receive. It has a hand in the kind of programmes that are
established and funded, and in the curtailment of other kinds
of inquiry. Repressive forces help to dictate which interests
are served on campuses and they emerge in alliances with
cops and guns in the supression and coercion of “‘subversive
elements’’. At the same time, the workings of repression can
be more subtle, effecting a kind of tolerance for dissent that
exists within the rules while simultaneously placing intoler-
able burdens on those who it appears to tolerate. As one
reads the Lemisch essay with its details of past horrors, it is
important to keep in mind the ways in which the struggle
continues. All is not history; repression is a continuing part
of our immediate daily lives.

V

It remains perhaps curious that this manuscript is being
published in Canada, although its content deals exclusively
with U.S. historians and events centered on U.S. campuses.
The reasoning is easily explained. The interlocking nature of
higher education—especially as between the two
countries —has been discussed and is easily documented.
Events centered in the United States are important in the
repercussions they have in Canada and elsewhere.
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Secondly, Lemisch’s study is important as a statement of
the possibilities, going far beyond the actual subject matter
he undertakes. As part of an expanding literature which
critically examines the professionalization of knowledge and
the role of the University in curbing radicalism within the
academic disciplines, it demonstrates what can be done
methodologically.”” The reader can translate from this data
to other subject areas —political economy or perhaps En-
glish literature —until a gradually developing critique en-
compasses the entirety of higher education. Lemisch pres-
ents a general invitation to consider the masked content, the
politics, of scholarship. We are convinced that his invitation
can only be profitably accepted.

Thirdly, what Lemisch has written about the U.S. histori-
cal profession is of particular importance to an analysis of
Canadian history. As this introduction has gone some way to
suggest, the evidence is available to compile a similar study.
Parallel themes seem to emerge. It is not yet possible to
assert with confidence that the situation is the same or
different. But it is impossible to dismiss the questions
without the careful compilation of data.

The central thrust of Lemisch’s paper is the questioning of
history as it has thus far been written. The sharp exposure of
the myths that uphold the U.S. historical profession points
to the general vulnerability of establishment history written
in defence of establishment politics. It suggests the value of
such a critique and encourages the research which will
uncover the past in Canada—both within and without the
academy.

Finally, Canadian and American academics —like emp-
loyers, Premiers, and Governors —have often linked their
fortunes. To their great lament, radicals have sometimes
responded with a fraternalism of their own. In 1841, Major
General M’leod of the Patriot Army described the events of
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thp late uprising in Upper Canada. He advised that ‘‘the
friends of freedom”’ not despair, and directed his work to a
distinct audience:

The work is designed for the information of those numerous
generous hearted citizens of the United States, who so nobly
and manfully avowed their sympathy for the oppressed
Canadians. . . .

By publishing Lemisch’s paper in Canada, we may continue
that respect among ‘‘the friends of freedom”’. For as M’leod
asserted in 1841: *“ The contest is only suspended, not given
up. The people are getting prepared, they will succeed.”’’®
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I. Introduction:
The ‘‘Present-Mindedness’’ of the
New Left

In April of 1967, the Organization of American Historians
devoted a session of its annual meeting to ‘‘American
Historiography and the New Left.”” While several of the
accused New Left historians lurked about the —would you
believe? —Red Lacquer Room of Chicago’s Palmer House,
and while one even sat on the dais, Professor Irwin Unger
discussed their work.'

*“‘No discipline should be without a dialogue,’” said Unger:
it was healthy for profession, and ‘‘in any case the questions
the Left asks are . . . apt to be the interesting ones.’’” But
what of the Left’s answers? The New Left was, he said,
“‘negative,”” “‘bellicose,”” ‘‘acerbic,”” and their ‘‘conviction
of America’s total depravity’’ led them to a history which
Unger. often seemed to think so absurd that merely to
summarize it was to refute it.? Plunging into the New Left’s
psyche, Unger wondered whether the ‘‘real purpose’ of one
of them was ‘‘to dethrone the leading representatives of the
‘establishment’.”” He saw others striking ‘‘an adolescent
blow for independence’ in their attack on the New Deal: “‘in
rejecting it they are rejecting their fathers and their fathers’
faith.””?

“‘Present-mindedness’’ was the central theme of Unger’s
critique. In its view of America’s earlier foreign relations,
the New Left was ‘‘obviously projecting onto history its
present cold war fears and frustrations.”” Their ‘‘harsh
judgment of nineteenth-century reform’’ was dictated, ‘‘in
the first place,”” not by the facts, but by ‘‘ideological
predispositions.’’ In these and in other areas, the New Left
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was using ‘‘scholarship as an opportunity for a political
harangue,”’ showing a contempt for what Unger called
“‘pure history’ (‘*history that has not enlisted in the good
fight’’), and instead was confusing ‘‘the truths of the past
with the needs of the present and future.”™*

In their present-mindedness the New Left had revealed a
“bad temper’’ and had ‘‘often failed to play the scholarly
game by the most elementary rules of fair play,”” allowing
“the tone and rhetoric of the picket line and the handbill to
invade their professional work.” There was, Unger felt, a
kind of paranoia here, a “‘sense of persecution.”” And, since
their fear that an ‘‘academic establishment’” might use its
“professional power to proscribe dissent and encourage
conformity’’ was ‘‘largely anticipatory,’’ it seemed, in
Unger’s word, “‘excessive.’”’’

As it happens, the fears of American Left academics are
not so much anticipatory as retrospective, based on a
conservative reading of history which says that, unfortu-
nately, the future may not turnout to be so different from the
past. As we shall see, a very selective perception and
memory on the part of non-Left historians has obscured the
horror of the ’fifties —which were not so long ago. In its
memory of the fifties, and the *forties, and of the decades
before, the New Left shows itself to be more respectful of
the past than are its ahistorical critics.®

As for the ‘sixties, by the time David Donald’s polemical
review of Towards a New Past appeared in the American
Historical Review,” the evidence for his claim that New Left
historians were at prestige universities was thirty-three per
cent too optimistic.® Some time before Unger had spoken,
Norman Pollack had left Yale. At the time, Staughton Lynd
was following a similar path.” I had been dropped by the
University of Chicago after my first term as assistant
professor because, as the chairman of the history depart-

45

ment explained, ‘‘Your convictions interfered with your
scholars}_lip.” 1° During the summer after Unger spoke, Lynd
was denied one job at Chicago State College -—ex{)licitly
bec.ause. of his “‘public activities’’ —and another at the
_Umversny Qf Chicago, because he showed ‘‘bad judgment”’
in commenting on my own experience there, Meanwhile and
eubeeql_lently, Lynd was rejected by a number of other
énstitutlolns' indthle1 Chicago area, including one whose presi-
ent explained that his rea i i

dent explained that b sons for vetoing an appointment
. Lypd’ S experience has been the worst of those mentioned:
in plain English, he is being blacklisted. But the employment
picture for. Left historians has not been all bad, and many
have good jobs. On the other hand, even the mos'E successful
among them have found their opportunities narrowed by
their politics.!' Some of those with tenure have been frozen
out by their departments in diverse subtle ways, and
sometimes not so subtly. ’

But in repfession, as in other matters, the view from the
top QOwn Is Inaccurate: we do not measure what is happen-
ing in a society so much through the experience of those
whose names we have heard as through the experience of
those ‘whose names we have not heard. For many of these
especnal.ly younger radicals in graduate school and depen:
dents within an atrocious hierarchy of caprice and injustice
f(?r them political discrimination has been blatant. Expul-,
sions, loss of fellowships, and poison pen letters of non-
reeommendation are common. Allin all, although the radical
voice on campus is far from silent, there is abundant
evidence of attempts to suppress it. The radical teacher
knows that someone in his class is taking notes for the FBI
the House Un-American Activities Committee, or the locai
red squad,'? and he knows that, for all the talk of viclence on
campus, the most violent things which have happened on
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American campuses have been the killing of Blacks at
Orangeburg’® and the nearly successful attempt to murder
and to mutilate Left sociology professor Richard Flacks in
his University of Chicago office.!* To dismiss so lightly as
did Unger the reality of repression is to lend support to it.*
So this is more than a tempest in a Palmer House. The
sociology and politics of the academic world —which views
are rewarded, which penalized, and, and, more simply, who
is fired and who is hired —directly affect our view of
America’s past and thus of its present and future. Unger
spoke of those historians who seemed to him to be unwilling
to play by the rules of the game. What of those who make and
enforce the rules? Here Unger found little to criticize. It was
true, he acknowledged, that some of the New Left’s elders
had been influenced by ‘‘a conservative political bias’’ and
exhibited a *‘self-congratulatory”’ quality; but ‘‘more com-
mon among them’” was ‘‘a political neutrality which, how-
ever inadequate for citizenship, is certainly useful for

scholarship.”’**

II. Repression after World War 11

It is the purpose of this paper to examine the contention that
American historiography since World War II has been
politically neutral.'s A full account would have to begin with
the central fact of American politics in those years: the Cold

* In 1969, when Lemisch was writing, the most violent acts on campus
were yet to come. His examples now seem temperate in the wake of the
Kent State and Jackson State Massacres in the Spring of 1970. Though we
are often told these days that the campuses have ‘‘returned to the "fifties”’
in their complaisance, it is not certain that the most violent occurrences
are behind us. And as the Lemisch account of the fifties makes clear —if it
were true that students have returned to a former time, those times were

grim ones. —editor’s note
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War. We cannotundertake are-examination of foreign policy
here. But we can note that a new revisionism'’ js suggestin
‘t‘hat thf: non-Left which uses the passive-sounding termg
containment,”” while recoiling at ‘‘imperialism,’’ may be,
les§ precise and further from cool analysis than a;e the wild
act1v15t§ whose abuse of the language they abhor: that while
J oe Stalin was hardly the avuncular old fellow pértra;/;d b
Life magazine during World War I, he may have been weai
and acquiescent in 1945, and less aggressive than Harr
Truman;that a proper attention to historical continuities wil);
:show thgt the Soviet Union of the "sixties, known to the
mternational New Left as hardly the friend,, and —together
with 1ts_subor'dinate Communist Parties —often the enemy of
revplutlgn, 1, in that sense, little different from the
natloqahst Soviet Union of the “forties; and that the same
attention to continuity will show that such barbarities as
Vietnam, far from being aberrations, are consistent with ;1
cen.tr'al Frend in ‘American foreign policy. And this new
revisionism, resting partly on the reading of documents
unavax.lable‘at the time but also on information and an
analy'51s whnch was readily available to any critical mind at
the time, is suggesting that it was quite possible to see
through both sides of the Cold War as it was happening
External aggressiveness, internal repression:'® those we;"e
the years of_what has come to be called McCarthyism. But
M;Carthy did not invent McCarthyism: consider the '1946
ngonsm seqatorial campaign, in which Joe hopped on the
ﬁntl-Commumst bandwagon only after Norman Thomas*
ad suggested (at the forty-sixth annual picnic of the
Jvisconsin Socialist Party) that McCarthy’s opponent was a
fellow-traveler.”*” Writing in 1950, Carey McWilliams

* Long-time leader of iali
: i the U.S. Socialist Part i 'enni
Presidentjal candidate. —editor's note artandits perennial
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described McCarthyism as the ‘*direct outgrowth’” of Harry
Truman’s 1947 loyalty program. In words which go far to
suggest how repression starts in this country —from above,
not below —McWilliams went on to say that ‘‘it was a
foregone conclusion’ that once a loyalty test had been set
up, someone else would come along to challenge the
adequacy of the test.?®
The almost total failure of non-Left historians critically to
examine lberal anti-communism is one aspect of the
present-mindedness of these historians. A full exploration of
this topic is beyond the scope of this paper. Suffice it to say
that when the domestic history of the Cold War is written, it
will take a new look at people like Thomas and Truman, and
at the anti-communist clauses of such organizations as the
American Civil Liberties Union and the Committee for a
Sane Nuclear Policy.?! It will note that liberals were no less
anti-communist than McCarthy: what they opposed was the
anti-communism which competed with and disrupted what
they saw as the necessary anti-communism of government
agencies.’* And the logic of liberals led them to see the
liberal’s proper role as one of cooperation. Leslie Fiedler
urged what he described as ‘‘a troubled and difficult course:
what seems to me the truly liberal one’” —speak against
McCarthy while naming names (*‘as if to ‘rat’ were the worst
of crimes’’).?* Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.’s patience grew short
with those who felt that it was ‘‘somehow below the belt
even to report on Communist Party activities or to identify
its influence.”’?* Harvard Law professors Zechariah Chafee,
Jr. and Arthur E. Sutherland advised against use of the Fifth
Amendment: ‘““The underlying principle . . . is the duty of
the citizen to cooperate in government.”’ > The ACLU found
the FBI’s violations of civil liberties ‘ “happily infrequent,’’*¢
and Schlesinger urged amateur red-hunters to defer to J.
Edgar Hoover: ‘“We need the best professional counter-

it
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es;;\ilc;n?ge agency we can get. . |, >’
of this deeply affected the ac: i i
lgter "forties and egrly fifties thear(éd\?/:l?:ics\gr?glsdéfl)iz\r:ng the
tions of education by every level of government Amzspga-
coll_eges and universities emerged with a repiltatior?cfan
h:avmg stood up to McCarthyism. The truth is ui(t)r
dlffeﬁ:nt ——anothe;r instance of the selective memory o% th:
2?}?er gfte .S}S{u(;\évsgld academics respond to Investigations and
There were many brave words about academi
Robert Maynard Hutchins of the University ofrrg;izfg(??g?d
the state’s Broyles Commission of “‘the miasma of thought
control,"’” and Harold Taylor’s Sarah Lawrence told the
Broqxwlle American Legion that teachers “‘may not be
deprived of any rights they hold as citizens.”'> Charles
}?:r)l/tm,?:r of Yale pledged to Oppose any ‘‘hysterical witch
Meanwhile, academics were being fired. Those who
cooperated with the red hunters were usually safe, but those
who did not, especially those who took the Fift}l Amend-
ment, were subjected to tremendous pressures by their
Institutions; those who refused to give in were suspended
censured, or fired. Tenure made no difference. With variai
tions, this was the pattern at—to name a few
places —MIT, at Harvard, in the city colleges of New York
gl Washington, in California, in Michigan, Colorado, aE
d:stgsi:)st’igle_g’ and Chicago, at institutions of all sizes and

How can this be? How can liberals have spoken out for
té}rcezz:(jjemlg treedom while ﬁring.those who tried to assert their
. ir?tm .deart of the answer“lles in the fact that liberals did
o acagn _ oﬂr the benefits of academic freedom to apply to
o emics. Thus, when Harold Taylor spoke of the rights

eachers, he meant those teachers who met the tests of



50

«candor, honesty, and scholarly integrity. . . . Com-
munists could not meet the tests, and they could neither be
given nor retain “‘the responsibility of membership in the
Sarah Lawrence Faculty.”’” At Harvard, President Conant
spoke up for academic freedom, while stating that, so far as
he knew, there were no Communists there. If there were
any, ‘1 hope the Government will ferret them out and
prosecute them.””** Nathan Pusey, who followed him,
agreed and stated that Harvard was unalterably opposed to
Communism.** President Seymout of Yale, and A. Whitney
Griswold who followed him, agreed that Communists should
not and would not knowingly be appointed to their faculty.”
At Chicago, Hutchins put the University on record as being
“‘opposed to communism.’’ Afterall, since the United States
government had entrusted Chicago with what Hutchins
proudly called ‘‘the most momentous military secret in
history”” (the first chain reaction), the University must be
clean. *‘The faculty number 1,000, said Hutchins; ‘““None
of its members is engaged in subversive activities.””*
What this meant in practice was that the universities
protected those who cooperated with the committees and
got rid of those who took the Fifth Amendment. This
position was sanctioned by the highest authority. In March
of 1953 the Association of American Universities adopted a
statement which said that membership in the Communist
Party *‘extinguishes the right to a university position,’’ and
that it was the duty of professors to cooperate with legisla-
tive inquiries, even when they abused their powers:
«“ _invocation of the Fifth Amendment places upon a
professor a heavy burden of proof of his fitness to hold a
teaching position and lays upon his university an obligation
to re-examine his qualifications for membership in its
society.”’ The statement was approved by DuBridge of
California Institute of Technology, Kirk of Columbia, Buck
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gtf gz}rvard, Killian of MIT, Miller of Northwestern, Dodds
o Cl.ll{lceton, Heald of NYU, Sproul of California, Kimpton

icago, Griswold of Yale, and presidents and chancel-
lors of twenty-seven other institutions.*’

The AAU drew the line between what it called ‘‘freedom™’
and what it called ‘‘duty.’’*®* Just as Hutchins, Taylor
Conapt, Seymour, and Griswold had done earliér it wa;
Fleﬁmng the point at which permissible dissent ’became
1mpermlss1l?le. Truman had done the same with his loyalt
order, as'dld the liberal organizations which had exclude();
Communists. Al[ of these individuals and groups were
engaged in drawing the line. Radicalism, of course, will
alway§ be glefmed by those in positions of power v\’/ithin
estgbllsheq institutions as passing over the line. By focusin
their activity on drawing the line — rather than ;)pposing thg
\S/;e;l);)l;deea of sqtting up such a line —these liberals were

xpressin i i-radicali i i
conservatils)m, g their anti-radicalism, their underlying
_ (There is another sense in which the firi '
inconsistent with academic freedom. TI;I%S :\eﬁ: ??2&22
misunderstood. What it means, most basically, is the
free<'iom. of academics to regulate their own affairs,without
out_51de intervention. In this sense, it is like similar freedoms
ilalmed by such professions as law and medicine. These
reedoms_are thoqght to help the advancement of tﬁe field
fll,r;]d this, in turn, is thought to work in the public interest,
A n?e lfiruth may be quite‘ different, as such guilds as thé
An eXtcran h/Iledlqal Assocngatxon glegrly indicate. These fields
are haeme ?]f hxerar_chal in their internal government, and
o necesss? se —Cdonscmus 1deo!0gy yvhiph sees that hierarchy
democrat‘ilcfyriln go}cl)d and which dismisses the possibility of
e e 1 e as grmfu! to the ﬁeld and thus bad for the
publi . : us assertions of academic freedom are assertions

inal power to make academic decisions should rest with
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those who rule the profession: they cherish the freedom to
clean their own house. Thus the same “‘academic freedom’’
which was used as justification for a purge by academic elites
is quite correctly used as a sanction against other interfer-
ences, such as assertions by students of claims over admis-
sions, curriculum, and hiring, and demands by younger
faculty for due process. All of these are indeed interferences
with academic freedom.)

The result of all this was a deeply repressive atmosphere,
an era of blacklist,* a time when academics went to jail for
daring to invoke the First Amendment,*' and the Supreme
Court proclaimed the legitimacy of their incarceration.** It
was no wonder that, in this atmosphere, a man who read of a
professor’s anti-HUAC activities tried to kill him with a
shotgun in his Berkeley office, and succeeded in killing a
graduate student.*’ Nor was it any wonder that the students
of the ‘fifties were called a silent generation. Teachers
worried about what their students would say about their
lectures and to whom they would say it; they changed their
reading lists and grew jumpy about classroom discussions.
Some, the American Association of University Professors
reported in 1957, began their lectures with statements
disclaiming responsibility for any view expressed; ‘1
habitually keep all my classes as confused as possible as to
my own views,”” said one.* (‘“We’ve never had more
freedom,”” wrote John Roche of Haverford College and the
American Civil Liberties Union in 1956.)*° As they changed
their teaching, they changed their writing. So it was that the
university was purged of audible radical criticism, and
academic thought grew slovenly and stuitified in its one-
sidedness. If ideas have consequences, all of this was bound
to have effects in the world outside the academy.
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III. The Ideology of Anti-Radicalism

}n those years, American intellectuals were constructing an
1deolo.gy which said that radicalism was at best an ana-
chrpmsm a1_1d that it was both unwise and unnecessary
Reinhold Nlebuhr* —whom Walter LaFeber has calléd thé
most socially influential American theologian since
Jgnat’han Edwards*¢ —spoke out as much against the “‘illu-
sions’’ of traditional liberalism as againét those of contem-
porary Communism when he ridiculed *‘utopian visions of
historical ‘possibilities.” Rejecting what he called ‘‘the
h?ady notion that man is master of his fate and the captain of
hlS. soul,”’*” Niebuhr said instead, ‘‘Nothing that is worth
domg can be achieved in our lifetime. . . .”’** Isaiah knew
that ‘every desperate c¢ffort to establish security will lead to
a helghtened insecurity.”” Niebuhr attacked the idea of
planqmg, the ‘‘impossible dream’ of achieving human
happm,e’ss,‘ the idea that history could be ‘‘rationally or-
dered: History was uncontrollable and incomprehensible
experience would triumph over dogma, ‘‘common sense”’
over “abs}ract theories.”” Condorcet was wrong.*
Intg:rest_mgly, Burke —‘‘the great exponent of the wisdom
of . hlstgrlcal experience as opposed to the abstract
ra.tlonall,sm_ of the French Revolution —was right.*°
Niebuhr’s liberalism was closer to traditional conservatism:
there was no room in it for people who try to make the world
over in accord with schemes of what might be rather than
what is. )
. Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., shared Niebuhr’s admiration
or Burke.** Man could not be ‘‘reformed by argument’’ nor

D A prOmlnent Protestant i i .
th i
eOlOglan active 1n the affalrs Of t.he U S.
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“liberated by a change in economic institutions.’”*? “*All
important problems are insoluble,”” announced Schlesinger
with a certainty that matched Niebuhr at his most
lugubrious.’* Progress and perfectibility were illusions:’*
«“ _the womb has irrevocably closed behind us ...
security is a foolish dream of old men. . . .”** Thus history
was tragedy, turbulent and unpredictable, beyond human
control.’®

Niebuhr’s influence on Schlesinger was clear and was
freely acknowledged.’’ Underlying Niebuhr’s pessimism
was a conception of human nature which Schlesinger also
shared. Niebuhr attacked the modern rejection of original
sin and asked us instead to reject ““Jeffersonian illusions
about human nature’’: the idea of even ““potentially innocent
men’’ was ‘‘an absurd notion.””** Schlesinger looked with
most respect to those doubters and skeptics, men like Freud
and Kierkegaard, who had ‘‘chart[ed] possibilities of
depravity.””** Schlesinger enlarged the chart: man was at
best “‘imperfect’ or ‘“weak’’; human experience revealed
‘“‘anxiety, guilt and corruption’’; thee were ““dark and
subterranean forces in human nature,”” ‘“fire and treason’’ in
the blood, ‘‘aggressive and sinister impulses.”” Freud had
renewed the belief in ‘‘the dark, slumbering forces of the
will,”” and the ‘‘human love of aggression”” which Freud
saw, Schlesinger found underlying ‘‘all social
arrangements.’’

The darker side of human nature was a fundamental and
recurring element in the anti-radical ideology of the fifties.
Niebuhr and Schlesinger talked about man as they perceived
him to have been and assumed that that was the way he must
be: that was his nature. Leaving aside the question of
whether their perception of man in history was correct —it
seems to me at best a gross and unsophisticated reading-
—there remains the question of whether man must in fact be

P
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what he has been. These ideologu *fifti
yes, and this 1s an almost deﬁnzigteT; (c)fntlgzr\ffimes AR ered
posﬂiqn, buttressed, more recently, b); COI?SC\;?/’ ?urkean
ments in Freud. But this [the question of human n:tlve sle-
question fqr science, and neither Burke nor Fl;::i]dls‘a
science. Science, too, has been as ideological as hist 5
with a strong tendency to document conservative -ﬁry’
ments. But we have solid evidence, especially in s‘ocgiz-i
psychology, that the idea of ‘*human nature’” is itself a myth
Fha? man yvill kill if his society invites him to and refuse to kili
!f h;s society invites him not to; that a man whose chemistr
1r}d1caFes “‘physiological arousal’” will feel himself to bZ
.exth.erjoyful or furious, depending on what his social conte xt
invites hlrp to be; that clinical psychology has severe limits
as a predictor of human behavior, since it is a complex
interplay between individual variations (which have never
been ad‘equately described by clinicians) and social
expectations —not the fire and treason in the blood —which
dete;rmme human behavior. Thus man is, in large part, what
society makes him, or allows him to be, and to reéd his
nature back from his conduct in past societies is circular
redupdant, and superficial.*' ’
With psychology so full of conservative ideology as it has
been, from Gustave e Bon to Freud to the present, it would
take great arrogance to say just what human natL’nre is, or
even Fhat there is such a thing. Those who did so adhe red’not
to science, but to faith—a kind of dark faith, a mythology
about hu_man nature which, as we shall see, was a major
element_ in the anti-radical ideology. 1
Despite the impossibility of utopia and the insolubility of
all problems, America seemed, to Niebuhr and Schlesinger
to have solved most of its problems and to have become “a;
kmq of paradise of domestic security and wealth.”’ Niebuhr
fell into what seem somewhat unchristian ecstasies over our
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“‘opulence,”” our movement “toward the ultimate in stan-
dards of living,” ‘‘standards ... beyond the dreams of
avarice of most of the world.”’¢* Schlesinger felt that anxiety
was not a part of most American lives; the quantitative
problems had been solved,®* and there remained, he wrote n
Esquire in 1960, only ‘‘pools of poverty’ to be ‘"mopped
up.”’** Thus, wrote Niebuhr, we had achieved ““social
harmony’’ and ‘‘social peace.”” No wonder a European
visitor was so deeply impressed by ** The absence of signific-
ant social resentments in American life.””**

This stability, this placidity, was due both to our aftluence
and to the fact that we had, in Niebuhr’s words, “equilib-
rated power’’: .

We have attained a certain equilibrium in economic society
itself by setting organized power against organized power.
When that did not suffice we used the more broadly based
political power to redress disproportions and disbalances in
economic society.®*

This idea—that in America government was not the
instrument of the privileged classes,®” but rather that it
operated so as to equalize the weak and the strong and had
succeeded in producing an equilibrium, a consensus —was a
central-element in the ideology of the “fifties. It appeared in
the work of John Kenneth Galbraith as “"the concept of
countervailing power’ ** and it pervaded the social science
of the era under the mame of pluralism.*” The pluralists
envisioned not a power elite, but a multiplicity of elites, of

which none is strong enough to dominate. Politics consists of .

bargaining, brokerage, compromises among these elites.
Daniel Bell wrote: *‘Democratic politics means bargaining
between legitimate groups and the search for consensus.” ™
Compromise had been achieved pragmatically and non-
ideologically. Those few problems remaining in American
society required not ideological but rather technical and
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non-political solutions.” The age of ideology was over: this
was the “‘end of ideology.”

The ideology which called itself end of ideology had a very
negative view of radicalism and of the participation of
masses of people in politics. ‘*The tendency to convert
concrete issues into ideological problems, to invest them
with moral colour and high emotional charge,”’ wrote Daniel
Bell in Encounter, *‘is to invite conflicts which can only
damage a society.”” Fortunately, the two parties competed
with each other for power rather than for virtue and had
often been indistinguishable in their principles: ‘‘the con-
straining role of the electoral system’ was a good thing.”
Ideological politics disrupted the smoothly functioning sys-
tem of compromise among informed elites. Such politics
were bad, and since social problems could be solved in
simpler ways, there was a hint not only of wickedness but
also of lunacy about those who felt the need to depart from
no.rmal channels. People on the Left tended to see con-
spiracies about them; they were given to mental disorder,
“‘lonely and frustrated people,’’ said Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.,
“‘craving social, intellectual and even sensual fulfillment
they cannot obtain in existing society.”’”?

Such was the message of the end of ideology, and
especially of its leading popularizer, Eric Hoffer, the favou-
ritc proletarian philosopher of Dwight Eisenhower, Lyndon
Johnson,’* and Eric Sevareid.” Hoffer reduced revolution to
psychological aberration.’ He never stopped to consider the
actual grievances that led revolutionaries to frustration.
Having denied the substantive reality of the real grievances
which have led to revolution, he proceeded to construct a
general psychological typology of revolutionaries. In that
typology mass movements were interchangeable, since they
were composed of the same kinds of people. By this
§tapdard, Communists and Nazis, Left and Right, were
indistinguishable. Thus, the liberals who adhered to end of
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ideology saw mass movements as unruly, a threat to
stability, and at the same time, conservative or reactionary.
The great threat to society came from below, not above,
from a tyranny or despotism of the majority, not the
minority.”’

Thus the pluralists saw mass conduct as reactionary, and
by complementary reasoning, they saw reactionary conduct

as typical of the masses. The Populists of the late nineteenth
century were seen as retrogressive, utopian, and anti-semi-

tic. John Roche could write of the South and choose only the
lynch mob as an example of ‘‘direct democracy.”’’® And if
the Populists were reactionary, McCarthy was a populist,
another excess of democracy. Viewed in the pluralist model,
McCarthy’s vigilantism was a disruption of the consensus
from below, an attempt to impede pluralist politics by an
intrusion of grassroots populism. Thus, Leslie Fiedler saw in
McCarthy the *‘sour dregs of populism,’ “*an extension of
the ambiguous American impulse toward ‘direct democracy’
with its distrust of authority, institutions, and expert
knowledge. . . .”> McCarthy’s support came from ‘‘the
resolutely anti-intellectual small-town weeklies’” and from
“*working-class districts.”” McCarthy was the inheritor of
“‘the bitterest and most provincial aspects’ of an earlier
populism.”™

The ideology described above and the people who ex-
pounded it had some fairly specific organizational locations
in Americans for Democratic Action, founded in 1947,*° and
in the Congress for Cultural Freedom, founded in 1950.%
Both organizations were dedicated to the struggle against
communism, and their ideology was in part a sanctification
of their anti-communism. When the end of ideologist spoke
of the pursuit of utopia, it was the USSR that he had in mind;
the true believer was a communist. As it turned out, the
Congress for Cultural Freedom was underwritten by the
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CIA. Thf_:re was a conspiracy, and the very people who
were plalming that conspiracies were only activities or
fantasies of the Left were at best dupes, at worst liars, hoist
on their own petard.*: ,

If end 'of ideology was anti-communist, anti-radical
antl-popgllst—and CIA ideology to boot—that does not’
necessarily make it false. The truth may emerge from service
to even the worst of patrons. But since we are concerned
yvxth the writing of history, and this was an ideology which
mﬂugnced the writing of history, we must know whether it
was in fact true or false. We must, insofar as we can, test the
end of ideology. ’

One of the tests of social science is prediction. Without
entering into discussion about the possibility of constructing
ascience of society, we must note that, by any standards, the
world of the ’sixties is totally unrecognizeable when seen
through the lens of end of ideology. Stability, social har-
mony, consensus: people in power long for them, but they
know that the system which was supposed to provide them
has §hOWn its incapacity to do so. Those who do not fit
Dgn_lel Bell’s definition of **legitimate group’’ are no longer
willing to accept as ‘*democratic politics™ a system which
excludes them. Foreign visitors no longer marvel at the
absence of significant social resentments in America. The
cvents of less than a decade show end of ideology to have
been a useless predictor, and this suggests that it was never
an adequate description of reality.

quthe§ way of testing end of ideology is to make
empirical inquiry into origins of reactionary movements
such as McCarthyism. If the end of ideologists were Correct’
we would find that such movements have originated fron;
be‘low,.not above, from the grass roots rather than from
gehtes, in short, that the evils we have experienced have
indeed flowed from an excess of democracy.

I have suggested above that McCarthyism had very
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respectable, elite origins. This analysis is confirmed and
fully documented in Michael Paul Rogin’s excellent study,
The Intellectuals and McCarthy. First of all, Rogin has
tested the pluralists’ contention that there was continuity
between McCarthy and earlier agrarian radicalism and found
it invalid. Testing the contention in the Senator’s home
state, Wisconsin, Rogin finds entirely different social bases
for McCarthy and [Progressive Senator Robert| LaFollette.
McCarthy rose on a conservative constituency, the tradi-
tional source of Republican strength. Progressivism in
Wisconsin ‘‘mobilized poor Scandinavian farmers against
the richer areas of the state”’; McCarthy “‘rose to power with
the votes of the richer German inhabitants of the farms and
small cities in southern and eastern Wisconsin. . . .”” Those
counties which had been Progressive ‘‘tended to oppose
McCarthy more than other counties in the state.”’*’ Else-
where, Rogin finds a similar discontinuity: in North Dakota
[Senator] William Langer ‘*had his agranian radicalism in
common with opponents of McCarthy and his McCarthyism
in common with opponents of agrarian radicalism.”” McCar-
thy did not represent any ‘‘new’” American Right —just the
“‘old one with new enthusiasm and new power.”’**

In Rogin’s analysis, McCarthy emerged from conserva-
tive rural politics —which is far from mass politics, but rather
the politics of lecal elites. Thus, for instance, Leslie
Fiedler’s contention that McCarthy’s support by smail-town
newspapers was an indication that McCarthyism was
another movement toward ‘‘direct democracy,’” continuous
with Populism, is practically reversed when examined more
carefully. Small-town newspapers in fact had an enduring
record of opposition to agrarian radicalism; such newspap-
ers are generally the voice of conservative local business
interests, and it was these small-town business people who
formed a part of McCarthy’s base. Thus, Rogin notes,
McCarthyism was a movement by a ‘‘conservative elite-
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—from precinct workers to national politicians. . . .*’ It
““flourished within the normal workings of American poli-
tics? not radically outside of them’” and was **sustained not
_by a revolt of the masses so much as by the actions and
inactions of various elites.”'*’

Thus McCarthyism was more elitist than popular, and it
was promoted by a faction within the Republican Party
which was more concerned with Communism, Cold War,
and Korea than was the country as a whole. After these and
more liberal elites established communism as an issue,
McCarthy jumped on the bandwagon. In power he was
supported by moderate Republicans who did not want to
split the Party, by conservative and southern Democrats,
and by liberal anti-communists who promoted the issue. ¥
Thus McCarthy is evidence for the evils of too little
democracy, not too much.

The broader implications of Rogin’s study have yet to be
faced by historians. Mass movements, he concludes, func-

tion‘Positive.ly “to overcome the political conservatism”’
and *‘the resistance to change among [the] better-educated,

better-informed. . . .’ Pluralism, which justifies rule by
those elites unhampered by popular radicalism, is thus
properly seen as “‘a liberal American venture into conserva-
tive political theory.”’#

If we look to the evidence concerning other popular
movements, there is much support for Rogin's thesis. In
otherresearch, Rogin has found the early support for George
Wallace stronger among the middle and upper class than
among the working class. *‘Is ‘middle-class au-
thoritarianism’ a more fruitful concept than working-class
author_itarianism?” he asks.** J. David Valaik has examined
the attitudes of American Catholics on the Spanish Civil War
and has shown that the conclusion that Catholics were
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pro-Franco is elitist and over-simplified. James Farley,
Fulton J. Sheen, Father Coughlin, Senator McCarran, the
Knights of Columbus, the Brooklyn Tablet, Our Sunday
Visitor, and the Holy Name societies —the elite, the
hierarchy —yes; but Valaik shows that Roosevelt and
machine Democrats erred when they equated the attitudes of
“‘monsignors and diocesan editors” with the attitudes of
Catholic laymen, nearly two thirds of whom failed to
concur.*

The war in Vietnam offers another instructive test for the
thesis that the masses are more conservative than elites. We
all remember those public opinion polls that Lyndon John-
son carried around in his pocket. Those polls seemed to
indicate that the public approved of Johnson’s handling of
Vietnam, and that whatever pressure came from below
favoured greater escalation rather than de-escalation.’® But,
what happened when, instead of asking grossly and simply,
“‘do you approve of President Johnson’s handling of the
situation in Vietnam?'’ polls-takers instead presented re-
spondents with a wider range of policy alternatives? The
Stanford/NORC [National Opinion Research Corporation]
poll (February-March, 1966) found that while sixty-one per
cent said that they approved of Johnson, eighty-eight per
cent were willing to negotiate with the Vietcong, fifty-four
per cent were willing to hold free elections even if the
Vietcong might win, and fifty-two per cent were willing to
allow a coalition government including the Vietcong. In
addition, those opposed to the President were more likely to
be ““‘doves’’ than ‘‘hawks.’’®' **The country is far ahead of
the Administration,”” wrote the New York Times.”* In other
words, when presented with a broader range of policy
alternatives than those offered by the vacuous bipartisan
politics of the Johnson era, the people chose peace while
governing elites conducted war.

The New Hampshire primary of 1968 confirmed the
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Stanford Poll and offered another dramatic instance of
popular intervention against elite conservatism. A similar
}ntervention had occurred in the anti-war vote of 1952. And
in 1964, the electorate had chosen peace and .had been
over-ruled by an elitist politics which invites usurpation by
those in power.*’

How do we quantify this, and balance it against such data
on the other side as the California vote on Proposition 14
[which would have outlawed discrimination in housing] in
19§4, the New York vote on a civilian review board [of the
police department] in 1966, and all the other referenda with
conservative results? I do not know. There would seem, at
present, to be no clear basis for a generalization either way.
Certainly the data would not justify our moving into a mythic
reaqu of noble workers and unerring electorates. Neither
does it justify acomplementary mythology about noble elites
and the superior trustworthiness of uncommon men. And
that is the problem with end of ideology: it asks us to
substitute faith for research. Until the research is done, the
most conservative of judges will have to conclude that the
case for end of ideology is far from proved.

It is possible to construct a program of research which
might give us some answers to fundamental questions about
the comparative political conduct of elites and masses. To
begin with, such a program would do research on mass
movements. This such pluralist manifestoes as The New
American Right failed to do.’* Second, when such research
was undertaken, instead of stopping at the point where it
detected what it felt to be bad popular conduct, it would,
rather than concluding that that was human nature, proceed
to ask, why? If lower-class whites throw rocks at blacks,
shall we consider our work done when we conclude that
lower-class whites are racist, or shall we ask, why? If voters
are found to be apathetic, to what extent is that a reflection
on them, to what extent a reflection on the choices which the
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political system offers them? If the public seems to approve
of Lyndon Johnson, shall we conclude that they are hawks,
or shall we see how they respond to genuine alternatives? In
each case, the premature conclusion of research betrays a
polemicist justifying his faith, not a scientist.

Finally, a sensible program of research on this question
would have to apply to the conduct of elites the same
standards of criticism which it applies to the conduct of
non-elites. To prove the pluralists’ case, they must show
that referenda produce more conservative results than do
legislatures. When they are considering the conservatism of
the electorate, they must also consider the Tonkin Bay
Resolution, various repressive laws —Smith Acts, McCar-
ran Acts, Mundt-Nixon, the draft and its domestic and
foreign effects. If voters can be bought and sold, so can
legislatures, and judges, too. Pluralists did an intensive job
of exposing what one of them has called the ‘‘problematics”’
of democracy;”’ but they seem entirely to have surrendered
their critical sense when it came to the “‘problematics’ of
rule by elites. In the absence of such a balanced criticism,
what we have is assertion, not evidence, not research but
faith —what we might call the anti-democratic faith.”s

There is clearly about the end of ideology an uncritical
admiration of elites, and the ideology finally becomes
synonymous with elitism. Only ideologists unquestioningly
accepting elitism as if it were objectively valid could have
entertained without amazement Daniel Bell’s equation of
“‘democratic politics’’ with bargaining among *‘legitimate
groups.””” Only the true believer could let pass without a
double take such phrases as Irving Kristol’s “*vulgarization
of the democratic idea.”’** The same elitism was there when
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., wrote in Encounter **On Heroic
Leadership and the Dilemma of Strong Men and Weak
Peoples.”” Schlesinger saw the popular resistance to strong
men as rooted in emotion and ‘‘envy’’ of those whom he

65

called “guperior persons.”” The popular fear that ‘‘dominant
personalities imperiled free institutions’’ ignored the fact
that a strong leader need not be a dictator if his ‘‘personal
style” embodied democratic values. As an example of such
values, Schlesinger quoted Woodrow Wilson:

The instructed few may not be safe leaders except in so far as
they have communicated their instruction to the many,
except in so far as they have transmuted their thought into a
common, a popular thought. ... The dynamics of
[democratic] leadership lie in persuasion.”

_Underlying this faith in the instructed few was an attitude
of condescension and sometimes scorn of the uninstructed
many. Thus Niebuhr noted that there was ‘‘no guarantee
that poverty will be accompanied by the virtue of humility.”’
If the poor had virtues, that did not mean that their
resentments were virtuous: ‘‘invariably,”” they “‘fail to
recognize the root’” of *“the evils from which they suffer’ in
themselves and instead ‘‘wrongfully assume’’ that such evils
‘‘are solely the consequence of the peculiar malice of their
oppressors. . . .”’** Niebuhr extended this kind of argument
into a justification for imperialism, in which the victims seem
more to blame than the oppressors. The victims were in fact
beneﬁc_:iaries; had not “‘imperialism’’ —he put the word in
quota-tlon marks as if it were some native’s fantasy —brought
technical skills and education? (He also used quotation
marks when noting that the industrial world was **white”’
and the non-technical world was *‘colored.””) A nation such
as Indo-China, which was held “‘in tutelage,”” became
pbsesged with “‘the idea that all of its ills flow from the
lrr}perlal occupation.”” ““This is never the case,”” stated
Nleb.uh.r with a certainty which seems to contradict the
ambiguity which is one of his favourite themes. After all, if
the colonial nation was ‘‘deficient in capacities for self-
government,” then ‘‘political confusion and economic
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chaos’’ would follow upon ‘‘emancipation.’”’ Another reason
for delaying decolonization lay in the fact that ‘‘few of the
non-industrial nations have sufficiently high standards of
honesty to make democratic government viable.”’ Oriental
culture, he noted, ‘‘never inculcated an individual sense of
responsibility to the larger community.”” Niebuhr’s amazing
discussion of Asian character and institutions was, as one
historian put it gently, ‘‘not untinged with
condescension.”” !

Perhaps the best comment with which to close a discus-
sion of end of ideology comes from C. Wright Mills:

If the phrase ‘‘the end of ideology’” has any meaning at all, it
pertains to self-selected circles of intellectuals in the richer
countries. It is in fact merely their own self-image. The total
population of these countries is a fraction of mankind. . . . To
speak in such terms of much of Latin-America, Africa, Asia,
the Soviet bloc is merely ludicrous. Anyone who stands in
front of audiences —intellectual or mass —in any of these
places and talks in such terms will merely be shrugged off Gif
the audience is polite) or laughed at out loud (if the audience
is more candid and knowledgeable). The end-of-ideology is a
slogan of complacency, circulating among the prematurely
middle-aged, centered in the present, and in the rich Western
societies. In the final analysis, it also rests upon a disbelief in
the shaping by men of their own futures —as history and as
biography. It is a consensus of a few provincials about their
own immediate and provincial position.'*

IV. Historians as Activists: I

What were historians saying in those days? In February of
1953 Daniel J. Boorstin, then at the University of Chicago,
testified before the House Committee on Un-American
Activities, which was investigating Communist methods of
infiltration in education. Boorstin was a cooperative wit-
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ness: he brought no lawyer, and he named several people,
including two former room-mates, as Communist Party
members.'”> He felt that Party members should not be
permitted to teach in public schools or in universities. Since
he _had left the Party, he had been “*active’” in his opposition
to it.'** How, Representative Moulder asked, had Boorstin
expressed his opposition to the Party?'** Boorstin replied
that his opposition had taken two forms: first, “‘an affirma-
tive participation in religious activities. . . .”’'*¢ The second
form of his opposition had been

an attempt to discover and explain to students in my teaching
and in my writing, the unique virtues of American democ-
racy. I have done this partly in my Jefferson book which, by
the way, was bitterly attacked in the Daily Worker as
something defending the ruling classes in America; and in a
forthcoming book called The Genius of American Politics,
which is on the presses at the moment.

[ have written articles and book reviews for a commentary

[sic] magazine which is a strongly anti-Communist
journal. . . "7

Later in .the hearing, Boorstin was asked whether he had
engaged in any other anti-Communist activities since he had
come to Chicago in 1944:

Not that [ can recall, sir. I am not basically a political person
and [ am notactive politically. | do feel that the most effective
way to fight communism is —the one effective way in which I
may have some competence is by helping people to under-
stand the virtues of our institutions and their special values as
these emerged from our history, and I have tried to do that.°®

While taking an aggressive position on one of the central
pohtl_cal issues of the day, Boorstin protested that he was not
a political person. A year later, Allan Nevins answered the
Saturday Review’s question, **Should American History be
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Rewritten?”’ ‘Yes.”'® Nevins was especially concerned
that ‘‘the architects of our material growth—the men like
Whitney, McCormick, Westinghouse, Rockefeller, Car-
negie, Hill, and Ford’’ should be granted by historians the
enhanced stature which they deserved.''® We will consider
what this meant substantively below. What is of interest at
this point is the rationale which Nevins offered:

The striking shift in our character and our world position in
the last half century, of course, has some direct results,
already visible, in our interpretation of history. . . .

We may look forward . . . to a more appreciative attitude
toward our material strength, and to a more scientific
treatment of the factors which have created this material
power. In the past our historians were apologetic about this.
They condemned our love of the dollar, our race to
wealth. . . .

Without denying that some accompaniments of our swift
industrialization were atrociously bad we can now assert that
this historical attitude was in part erroneous.

Why?

The nation grew none too fast. We can see today that all its
wealth, all its strength were needed to meet a succession of
world crises —and we still dwell in a crisis era. Had we
applied restrictions to keep our economy small, tame, and
timid we would have lost World War 1. Had the United States
not possessed the mightiest oil industry, the greatest steel
industry [etc.] . . . we would indubitably have lost World

War II. .
Were we significantly weaker today in technical skills, in

great mills and factories, and the scientific knowledge which
gave us priority with the atomic bomb and hydrogen bomb,
all Western Europe would be cowering —we ourselves would
perhaps be cowering —before the knout held by the Kremlin.
The architects of our material growth . . . will yet stand forth
in their true stature as builders, for all their faults, of a
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strength which civilization found indispensable.
And in the future, Nevins concluded, historians might say:

The era in which the United States, summoning all its
strength, led democracy in winning the First World War, the
Second World War, and the ensuing struggle against the
Communist tyranny, was one of the imposing eras of history.
It stands invested, in its own fashion, with something of the
radiance of the Pericleanera, the Elizabethan era, and the era
of Pitt and the long struggle against Napoleon.'"!

Little comment is necessary. Nevins explicity related his
revisionism to the Cold War. Like Boorstin, Nevins was
fighting Communism through history and clearly using the
past for contemporary ends. Nevins revelled in contempor-
ary American power and simply asked those on the Ameri-
can side of the Cold War to be more appreciative of the
origins of that power. His logic seems inescapable and, I
believe, correct. And the converse seems equally true: those
who were somewhat more critical of American policy were
freer to see the past more clearly.'*?

In his 1950 Presidential Address to the American Histort-
cal Association, entitled ‘‘Faith of an Historian,”” Samuel
Eliot Morison had seemed at times to endorse an activist role
for the historian.''* The historian ‘‘should feel a sense of
responsibility to his public’” and ‘*he will inevitably try to
answer some of the questions that contemporary society
asks of the past. . ..”” But Morison made it clear that he
meant this quite differently from the way Charles Beard, the
debunkers and the dialectical materialists meant it. Beard
had probably contributed ‘‘more than any other writer,
except Henry L. Mencken, to the scornful attitude of
intellectuals toward American institutions, that followed
yorld War 1. Some of Beard’s writing was closer to

imprecatory preaching’” than to ‘‘history in the accepted,
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traditional sense of the word’’; he was a good example for
young historians ‘‘of what happens when a historian con-
sciously writes to shape the future instead of to illuminate
the past. . .. ’"'* History had to be written with a proper
balance —mesure , Morison called it. In its absence he saw
the historiographical situation as ‘‘unbalanced and unheal-
thy, tending to create a sort of neoliberal stereotype.’’
Although professing himself to be something of a Jefferso-
nian, Morison saw the need for “‘a United States history
written from a sanely conservative point of view. . . .”* The
historian, Morison warned, ‘‘owes respect to tradition and
to folk memory ... historians, deal gently with your
people’s traditions!”” Beard and others had ‘‘ignored wars,
belittled wars, taught that no war was necessary and no war
did any good, even to the victor.” Morison thus held
historians largely responsible for youth’s ‘“‘spiritual unpre-
paredness’’ for World War II: they *‘should have pointed out
that war does accomplish something, that war is better than
servitude. . . .”" The years from 1920 to 1940 were “two
woeful decades’” when historians were ‘‘robbing the people
of their heroes, . . . insulting their folk-memory of great
figures whom they admired. . . .”" In doing this, the his-
torians had *‘repelled men of good will and turned other men,
many not of good will, to Communism.’" "’

While attacking Beard’s present-mindedness, Morison
had argued for the claims of heroic tradition as against
historical truth, had held those historians less respectful than
himself of those traditions responsible for turning people to
Communism, and had offered, to boot, a precise academic
translation of the slogan, ‘‘better dead than red.”” It is
another measure of the present-mindedness of the profes-
sion that no one seems to have noticed the ludicrousness of
an admiral wrapping himself in the mantle of objectivity
while haranguing his audience on the glories of war and the

evils of pacifism.!'¢ 7
In the Harvard Guide to American History, Mori
expressed himself more bluntly, urging the histor'iz;n to avi)oicrj1
a “.‘smart aleck’ attack on popular beliefs. . . .’ He also
delmeat@:d more specifically the activist role which he saw as
appropriate for the historian.''* The historian, he said
should .be ‘‘active and vigorous’’ and should find ways to,
make himself “‘solid’’ in his community. Some of these ways
were: delivering centennial and founders’ day speeches
gddressing clubs, lodges, and patriotic societies, and providi
ing data for anniversary pageants and broadcasts. The
hlst_ori‘an should cooperate with ‘‘patriotic and ancestral
societies such as the Colonial Dames, Daughters of the
Amerlcan Revolution, and Daughters of the Confederacy
instead of regarding them (however strong the provocation)

as natural enemies.’’!"*

Others were finding ample reason not to cooperate with
the D.A.R. (Daughters of the American Revolution).
Morison’s pplitics are his own affair, but it is undeniable that
he has politics. He exhorts to an activism which favours
'ratl.ler than opposes, the traditions which he admires. Hé
invites the historian to support patriotic societies and
celebratlon§, but not to support communists, nor socialists
nor even qlvil rights or labor. The instruction to becomé

SOlld”'Wlth the community in one which, bv definition
bars radical activity. Morison’s partisanship is‘clear, and his,
exclpswns clearly draw the line between what is appropriate
and inappropriate activism for the historian. It is incontesta-
ble that. he is endorsing activism, so long as it is of the
approprate sort.

Elsewhere in the Harvard Guide, Morison spoke on
another aspect of activism. The historian, he said, ‘‘should
have fr_equent recourse to the book of life.”” Those who had
f\ought i wars, for instance, could ‘‘read man’s doings in the
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past with far greater understanding than if they had spent
these years in sheltered academic shades.””'*¢ Similar words
came at about the same time from a younger Harvard
historian, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. **American historians,”
he said, ‘‘spend too much time writing about events which
the whole nature of their lives prevent them from under-
standing. Their life is defined by universities, libraries and
seminars . . . I gained more insight into history from being
in the war and working for the government than I did from
my academic training.””'*' That Schlesinger’s experience in
government informed and enlivened his writing there is no
doubt, and Morison’s experiences at sea and elsewhere did
the same for his writing. But this is not simply a question of
literary art. It is again a question of politics. The profession
endorses the activism of a Democratic Party politician, the
activism of an admiral and official naval historian. But the
profession is hardly ready to endorse and admire the
involvement of those who actively oppose the admirals and
the party politicians, the veterans of the anti-wars. Ask
yourself: would Arthur Mann have written admiringly of
Staughton Lynd, as he has of Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., that he
“‘writes history as he votes and votes as he writes. To a
spectatorial age his ardent commitment to a cause has been a
salutary countervailing tendency. [Schlesinger writes] . . .
from the inside, with life, color, passion, drama, and
conviction.”’'?? Certain convictions are seen as aiding scho-
larship, others are seen as interfering with it. In that
distinction the profession expresses its ideology and its
politics.

Perhaps the Sameul Eliot Morison Prize for mesure should
go to the A.H.A. Presidential- Address which preceded his.
In 1949 Conyers Read spoke on *‘The Social Responsibilities
of the Historian.”” He set out to define ‘‘the responsibilities
of those who disseminate history, to those whose pattern of
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the past is one of the most important factors in their present
behavior and in their future plans and hopes.”” The Com-
munists, the Nazis, and others had their versions of history.
““What part,”” Read asked, ‘‘are we as historians to play in
what everybody is calling education for democracy?”’ The
experience of the preceding twenty-five years had shown
that words were weapons: *‘Dr. Goebbels understood that,
Mr. Molotov understands it.”” It was too late in world history
for neutrality. This meant that historians must “‘recognize
certain fundamental values as beyond dispute.’”” They must
carry back into their scrutiny of the past ‘‘the same faith in
the validity of our democratic assumptions which, let us say,
the astronomer has in the validity of the Copernican
theory.”” And what if the past turned up data which seemed
to question these assumptions?

We shall _still, like the doctor, have to examine social
pathology if gnly to diagnose the nature of the disease. But
we must realize that not everything which takes place in the

laboratory is appropriate for broadcasting at the street
corners.

T'he cz}II for suppression was integrated into the demand that
historians declare war on the Soviet Union:

Confronted by such alternatives as Mussolini and Hitler and
la§t_ of all Stalin have imposed, we must clearly assume a
militant attitude if we are to survive. The antidote to bad
doctrine is better doctrine, not neutralized intelligence. We
must assert our own objectives . . . and organize all the
forces of our society in support of them. Discipline is the
essential prerequisite of every effective army whether it
march under the Stars and Stripes or under the Hammer and
Sickle ... Total war, whether it be hot or cold, enlists
everyone and calls upon everyone to assume his part. The

histqrian is no freer from this obligation than the
physicist . . .
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This sounds like the advocacy of one form of social control
as against another. In short, it is.'*’

Let Irwin Unger speak of political neutrality; Conyers
Read knew better. The message from Read and the rest was
activist, militant, and anti-radical, urging rewriting and
suppression.'*It is wrong to think of the historians of the
'fifties as engaged in ‘‘passionless research.”’ John Higham,
to whom we are indebted for the first general critiques of
consensus history, was perhaps too close to the events that
he was describing to see that the American celebrationists
were in fact quite passionate men, intensely committed, with
a moral vision of their own. It is not true, as Higham wrote,
that such handbooks as the Harvard Guide ‘‘ignored’
““moral evaluation.”” Nor is it true that scholarship was
moving towards a ‘‘moral vacuum.”” While Higham was
urging the historian to be a ‘‘moral critic,”’ that is precisely
what these passionate and committed historians were doing,
renovating the entire American past in a veritable riot of
present-mindedness, in defiance of all historiographical law
and order.**

V. American History Rewritten

Writing in 1958, Daniel J. Boorstin described the American
colonies as ‘‘a disproving ground for utopias.”’'*” Mas-
sachusetts succeeded because the Puritans were a practical
people who ‘‘resisted the temptation of utopia’’; they were
“concerned less with the ends of society than with its
organization and less with making the community good than
with making it effective . . .”’'?* Boorstin’s non-ideological
Puritans were indeed effective: they built a strong and
homogeneous society and maintained that homogeneity by
excluding those who did not agree with them; when that did

75

not work, they killed them. Just as Boorstin says, intoler-
ance was a ‘‘source of strength.’’'**

The Quakers were the special victims of that intolerance.
What might seem to some a moving and heroic story of a
quest for religious liberty is, for Boorstin, little more than a
tale of true believers getting their just deserts. The Quakers
were engaged in a ‘‘Quest for Martyrdom.”’ Boorstin finds
their appetite for suffering insatiable and ridicules their
‘‘bizarre and dauntless spirit’’: ‘“*“Never before perhaps have
people gone to such trouble or travelled so far for the joys of
suffering for their Lord ... Never was a reward sought
more eagerly than the Quakers sought out their crown of
thorns.’’**°® Thus Boorstin ignores the substance of what the
Quakers suffered for, reduces their struggle to sickness, and
sacrifices them to a higher value than freedom: consensus
and social stability. The ideological challenge must not be
allowed to weaken the pragmatic society.

In Pennsylvania, where the Quakers ruled, their tolerance
was a source of weakness: non-Quakers ‘‘poured in,”’ until
the Quakers were in the minority. Thus Boorstin dismisses
Pennsylvania as a failure, which it certainly was, if your ideal
is a stable, homogeneous society, free of dissent. The
Quakers also failed because of the ‘‘uncompromising obsti-
nacy’’ with which they held to their beliefs. Theirs was “‘the
curse of perfectionism,’” and they spoke to the 1950’s as an
‘‘example of the futility of trying to govern by absolutes.’’'*!

Boorstin ridicules Quaker policy toward the Indians and
quotes with approval Benjamin Franklin’s more hawkish
line: “‘I do not believe we shall ever have a firm peace with
the Indians till we have well drubbed them.’” Boorstin
dismisses as ‘‘unrealistic’’ and ‘‘inflexible’” Quaker policies
which built on the insistence that Indian grievances were
rooted in abuse by the English. The Quakers failed to
understand *‘the character of these unfamiliar people’’; their



76

view of the Indian was based on ‘‘false premises about
human nature.”’ To reject someone else’s ideas about human
nature as false, one must have ideas of one’s own. In this
instance, Boorstin is saying either that the Indians’ “*charac-
ter’” was inferior or that ‘*human nature’’ is in some inherent
sense evil. Neither case is proved, and in this context, the
argument amounts to an apology for genocide.'*?

In describing the failure of Georgia, Boorstin offers
persuasive evidence that planning for the colony was
unrealistic. But his conclusion goes somewhat beyond his
evidence: no plan made in Europe could fit America. Thus
the focus shifts from the specifics of the plan for Georgia to
the idea of planning itself, and this broader focus gives
meaning to the terms which Boorstin uses to describe the
colony’s failure: *‘London Blueprint for Georgia Utopia,’’
“Death of a Welfare Project.”” The present-mindedness of
all this is undeniable: just as it was “‘extravagant’ for the
trustees of Georgia to attempt to master the new world, 1t is
unrealistic and utopian for men today to think that they can,
by the application of reason, master a hostile
environment.'*?

In Boorstin’s pessimistic view of human nature and of
human possibilities, we may find more than a hint of
Reinhold Niebuhr. Indeed, it should be clear that Boorstin’s
view of early America has much in common with the outlook
of the anti-communist ideologues of the ’fifties described
above. In addition to the distinctly Niebuhrian
views just mentioned, we have detected end of ideology . the
dangers of ideology, of radicalism, and even of dissent.'**
This is, as we have noted above, a distinctly Burkean
complex. In the second volume of The Americans, while
approving of Burke, Boorstin condemns his great radical
adversary, Tom Paine, in Burkean terms. Paine’s Common
Sense, says Boorstin (contrasting it with John Adams’
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Thoughts on Government) was ‘‘crude,” ‘‘hardly a pro-
found or durable theory of government,’” a propagandistic
amalgam of *‘simples and absolutes.’”** The unfavourable

picture of Paine as the archetypal radical, proposing utopian
schemes and trying to make the world over from a blueprint,
was most fully developed in Cecelia M. Kenyon’s ‘“Where
Paine Went Wrong.”'*¢ Here Paine is described as the
““Peter Pan of the Age of Reason,”” a ‘‘prophet,” a
“‘crusader.”” Rather than looking to experience, Paine
derived his principles from ‘“‘preconceived’’ ideals; ‘‘He
reasoned from first principles, normative principles. . . .”’;
“‘Logic and Reason were his guides. . . .”" We know from
Burke just how harmful all this is, and there is no essential
disagreement between Kenyon and Burke. The key to
Paine’s unrealism is his failure to understand human nature.
There is, says Kenyon, a ‘‘dark side of human nature”
which the ‘‘immature’ Paine was unable to see.'’’

Kenyon’s Paine was aman of *‘zeal’” and *‘devotion’ who
was ‘‘quite prepared to renounce his life. . . .”’ She suggests
that politics was a form of therapy for him, a way in which he
*“‘found himself,”’’ expressing his ‘‘profoundest urge . . .”":
‘‘His was an all-or-none temperament, and he was happiest
when he devoted his all to a noble cause.’”'*® This complexis
familiar to readers of Eric Hoffer. Writing in 1951 —the same
year that The True Believer was published —Kenyon got
there without Hoffer’s help: the ideas were in the air.'*

The attack on Paine is also an attack on communism.
Forrest McDonald, like Reinhold Niebuhr, ' identified the
two pejoratively.'*' And, to Kenyon, Tom Paine writing
Common Sense is equated with Karl Marx writing The
C'ommmzist Muanifesto: both are utopian, unrealistic,
simplistic. '+

Stanley Elkins’ abolitionists are also true believers, and
Elkins’ portrayal of the society in which they moved is
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strongly influenced by pluralism, consensus, and end of
ideology.'** Elkins asks, as had the abolitionists, what is the
best way to deal with institutionalized social problems? He
answers that those committed to institutions and sensitive to
them are best equipped to deal with them. In order fully to
understand institutions —and thus to know how to subvert
them —the intellectual must have ‘‘some sort of daily orien-
tation to institutions....” I can think of a fairly
specific daily orientation to bad institutions: opposition. But
for Elkins, daily orientation seems to be synonymous with
membership and endorsement. Thus, aman such as Thomas
Jefferson was well equipped to deal with slavery because his
““mind operated under the balanced tensions created not
only by a repugnance to the system but also by a commit-
ment to it.”” “*Our best social thinking occurred’’ in the late
1780’s because ‘‘men with specific stakes in society, men
attached to institutions and with a vested interest in one
another’s presence, men aware of being engaged with
concrete problems of power”” were writing and debating.'**
We might well ask where such an analysis leaves those
opposed to the system, especially those who come to their
opposition in what are, after all, among the most frequent
ways, as non-members and non-beneficiaries, people
without specific stakes.

By the 1830’s those in America’s intellectual centre ““had
no close commitment to any of society’s institutions,”” and
thus they were *‘men without responsibility.””'** The Trans-
cendentalists were

men without connections. Almost without exception, they
had no ties with the sources of wealth; there were no lawyers
nor jurists among them; none of them ever sat in a govern-
ment post; none was a member of Congress; they took nextto
no part in politics at all. . . . Not one of them wielded even
the limited influence of a professor. . . .*¢
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The charitable reader might suppose that powerlessness is in
itself enough of a cross to bear, but Elkins condemns
abolitionists and intellectuals for having ‘‘no vested in-
terest,”’ for their opposition to ‘‘the system,’’ to the church,
to businessmen as a class, to the government, and the poll
tax, to political parties, indeed to ‘‘the Constitution
itself.”’ '+’ In all this, there seems not the vaguest realization
that, under certain circumstances, such institutions might
indeed be worthy of opposition. Is it prirma facie ridiculous
to oppose businessmen as a class? Is it simply a manifesta-
tion of deep guilt for Emerson to describe the pervasiveness
of the evils of the business society: “‘by coming out of trade
you have not cleansed yourself. The trail of the serpent
reaches into all the lucrative professions and practices of
man. Each has its own wrongs.”’'*® Is it ludicrous for an
anti-slavery movement to speak against political parties
which countenance slavery, and is it ludicrous for such a
movement to see the Constitution as protecting slavery, and
thus to oppose it? Describing Thoreau’s refusal to pay a poll
tax without relating his act to the Mexican War is like
describing the tearing and public burning of small scraps of
paper in the 1960’s without mentioning draft cards or
Vietnam. Thoreau’s conduct brings Elkins to an almost
Boorstinian ire against the dissenter, with a suggestion of
unpatriotism: it was the very state against which Thoreau
was protesting which had allowed him to contemplate
alternatives; ““Could he have foreseen it, this might well
have confounded Theodore Parker’s grandfather, who had
commanded the militia on Lexington Green.’’ '+

If one starts with the assumption that institutions are, per
se, good, and one is thenceforth unwilling to examine the
substance of criticisms of specific institutions, this is simply
to say that one starts with the assumption that those who
attack institutions are, by definition, wrong. This is an
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anti-radical assumption: by ignoring the substance of the
radical critique, it assumes that substance has nothing to do
with the critique. Thisis Elkins’ assumption, and it is part of
a generalized assault upon reformers, whose motives are
seen as irrational. Thus Elkins asserts that “‘in the history of
American reform no direct connection can be found between
the extent of a given social evil and the intensity of the
reform activity directed against it.”” (One wonders how well
institutional politics would stand up to such a test.) Guilt is
the irrational force which has driven American reformers;
the lack of a confession box seems to play a major role.'*°

The abolitionist is, then, like Hoffer’s true believer, the
man driven by a “‘fever” to a ‘‘root-and-branch solution.”
He is, again like the true believer, very similar to his
adversary at the other extreme of the political spectrum: in
the years before the Civil War, ‘‘polar opposites’ in North
and South both expressed themselves with ‘“‘a simple moral
severity.”” """ It perhaps tells us more about the 1950’s than
about the 1850’s that there were writers in the recent decade
who cited attacks on social horrors and evaluated them
primarily as reflecting the psychological defects of the men
who uttered the words. Finally, abolitionists, too, are
surrogate Communists, especially in their use of such allies
as John Quincy Adams, whom Elkins describes as ‘‘the very
prince of fellow travelers.”’'*:

A decade before Elkins’ Slavery, Arthur M. Schlesinger,
Jr., had published a brief but influential article entitled *“ The
Causes of the Civil War: A Note on Historical
Sentimentalism.”’'**  Although the essay’s present-
mindedness seems not to have been noticed at the time, it
was, among other things, a justification for the Cold War.
Credit is due to Schlesinger: the essay represented a real
advance over the interpretation of the Civil War which it
attacked, and since that advance was in what seemed a
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humane direction, the underlying acceptance of the neces-
sity of the Cold War was missed.

Schlesinger’s essay was a response to such Civil War
‘“‘revisionists’” as James G. Randall and Avery Craven, who
had argued that that war was ‘‘needless’’ and “‘repressible”’
and could have been avoided had it not been for a **blunder-
ing generation’’ of politicians. Schlesinger correctly noted
that the revisionists had to demonstrate that a nonblundering
generation could indeed have achieved a peaceful
solution —without preserving slavery.'** Schlesinger ar-
gued persuasively that the revisionists could provide no such
demonstration.'** A generation of young historians — includ-
ing this one'** —greeted with enthusiasm what they
took to be Schlesinger’s central message: slavery was a
moral issue, and the claim that it could have been resolved
but for blundering amounts to an apology for slavery, or at
least to an excuse for its preservation.

Some of us took Schlesinger’s argument as implying an
attack on the idea that the abolitionists were meddlers,
troublemakers, fanatics and neurotics who refused to let
things work themselves out. In fact, Schlesinger accepted
without argument the contention that the abolitionists were
“neurotics and fanatics.” Although he differed with the
revisionists in seeing the rise of the abolitionist challenge as
“inevitable,”” he was by no means convinced of the
abolitionists’ virtue and indeed suspected that “‘people who
indulge in criticism of remote evils may not be so pure of
heart as they imagine. . . .>"'%"

But if Schlesinger was more in agreement with the
revisionists on the nature of the abolitionists than might at
ﬁr.st. have appeared, his disagreement with them about the
Civil War, and war in general, was nonetheless fundamental.
Schlesinger’s critique of the revisionists seems to make good
sense as an analysis of the causes of the Civil War. But the
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essay was more than that. Schlesinger described the slavery
problem as ‘‘peculiarly recalcitrant.”” To say that the
problem had a solution short of war was to engage in ‘‘broad
affirmations of faith: if only the conflict could have been
staved off long enough, then somehow, somewhere, we
could have worked something out.”” Such an attitude, said
Schlesinger, raised questions which went beyond the narrow
question of the causes of the Civil War: ‘‘the whole modern
view of history”’ —of which Civil War revisionism was only
one part—was characterized by ‘‘optimistic sentimen-
talism.’’ Schlesinger saw in Randall *‘a touching afterglow of
the admirable 19th century faith in the full rationality and
perfectibility of man. . . .”’ But ‘‘the experience of the 20th
century has made it clear that we gravely overrated man’s
capacity to solve the problems of existence within the terms
of history.”” Expounding on another ’fifties theme,
Schlesinger stated that a more realistic awareness of
‘““human nature’’ would bring us to accept ‘‘the unhappy fact
. . . that man occasionally works himself into a logjam, and
. . . the logjam must be burst by violence.’’ The revisionist
view expressed a ‘‘characteristically sentimental conception
of man and of history.”” The truth of the matter was that
‘“Man s generally entangled in insoluble problems; history is
consequently a tragedy in which we are all involved, whose
keynote is anxiety and frustration, not progress and
fulfilment. . . . ““All  important  problems ' are

insoluble . . . ,”’ Schiesinger had written at the same time in '

The Vital Center '8

Sentimentality, tragedy, the depravity of human nature,
man’s inability to control history: these were the central
themes of Schlesinger’s political writings at the time, and
they were also the central message of his essay on the Civil
War. He subtitled the essay, ‘A Note on Historical Sen-
timentalism.”” The term ‘‘sentimentalism’ appears fre-
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quently in his writings on contemporary affairs, and there
the word has a fairly precise meaning. Schlesinger shared
Niebuhr’s critique of ‘‘sentimental optimism’’; the ‘“‘sen-
timentalists,”” Schlesinger wrote in The Vital Center, were
one with “‘the utopians, the wailers’’; it was a **sentimental
beliefin progress’ which was at the core of what Sc hlesinger
called ““Doughface Progressivism.’’ At about the same time
that he wrote of the Civil War, elsewhere Schlesinger was
worried about the progressive, the ‘‘fellow traveler,” *sof-
tened up . . . for Communist permeation and conquest’’ by
his ‘‘sentimentality.”” In Schlesinger’s vocabulary, ‘‘sen-
timentalism’’ was an expression of contempt, emerging from
a Burkean complex, and used especially to describe those
who hoped for a solution to the Cold War short of hot war.'**

Schlesinger’s Soviet Union was—like the old South —a
slave system, a totalitarian society, in which totalitarianism
was intensifying rather than moderating as time passed. In
the. South, the reaction to abolitionism produced ‘‘the
extinction of free discussion’’ which meant ‘‘the absolute
extinction of any hope of abolition through internal reform’”:
“With the book-burning, the censorship of the mails, the
gradual illegalization of dissent, the South was in the process
of creating a real machinery of repression in order more
effectively ‘to defend its existence.’’’'s (Interestingly,
while Schlesinger seemed to accept the idea that the closing
down of Southermrsociety was, at least in part, a response to
outside hostility, he ridiculed the idea that the Soviet Union
was “‘surrounded by capitalist aggressors’ and saw instead
‘‘a  conspiratorial paranoia,”’ “‘the psychoses  of
totalitarianism™’).1s!

A society closed in the defense of evil institutions thus
creates moral differences far too profound to be solved by
compromise.”” So wrote Schlesinger of the South. His
writings in the years after World War 11 said the same things
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of the Soviet Union. The differences between the U.S. and
the U.S.S.R. were uncompromiseable: the U.S.
must surrender neither ‘ military strong points’’ nor “*stan-
dards and values.”’'** Conceding the value of Schlesinger’s
interpretation of the Civil War—clearly, his convictions
informed his scholarship—we must still ask whether it is
legitimate to generalize from the Civil War to the Cold War
and to wars in general. If the Civil War revisionists were
wrong, does that mean that the revisionists of more recent
wars are also wrong? To say so is to impose assumptions
about history and human nature on the data rather than to let
the generalizations flow from the data. Argument that
slavery was central to a thus unavoidable Civil War is not
evidence that the First World War was unavoidable, a war
for democracy. Argument that the Civil War was a struggle
between slavery and freedom is not evidence for a similar
polarization in descriptions of the Soviet Union and the
United States in the twentieth century.

Schlesinger’s position had a great deal in common with
Admiral Morison’s call, at about the same time, for his-
torians to take a more positive attitude toward war than had
Charles A. Beard. Morison’s attack on revisionism aimed at
the same attitudes toward war which lay behind the Civil
War revisionists whom Schlesinger criticized. Schlesinger
replaced Morison’s brassy militarism with an apparent
fatalism, more in tune with the ideology of the "fifties. Abusy
activist for an aggressive policy, Schlesinger somberly
announced that things, not men, were in control, and we
must be prepared to accept the consequences of our inability
to control history. Schlesinger’s ‘‘note on historical sen-
timentalism’ was a retroactive declaration of the conclu-
sions to which the Cold War had brought him.

While Boorstin, Kenyon, Elkins and others were putting
earlier American radicals on the psychiatrist’s couch, the

85

same treatment was being applied to the Populists. Oscar
Handlin, Richard Hofstadter and others were developing a
new and distinctly unfavourable view in which a movement
previously thought radical and progressive exposed an
underside: retrogressive and utopian, anti-semitic, nativist,
and irrational. Adopting this view, the end of ideologists also
linked a deplorable past to an unpleasant present. Populism
became a precursor of McCarthyism. In various writings,
Norman Pollack attempted to restore the picture of the
Populists as progressive, not retrogressive. Taking a new
look at the human cost of industrialization in this country,
Pollack found the Populists’ vision clear and their critique
sound. The Populists responded to real, not imagined,
oppressions. ‘‘What stands out about the Populist mind,”
wrote Pollack in his ‘‘Fear of Man,”” ‘‘is an affirmation of
man, a faith in man’s capability to shape his own history.’’'s?
Why, then, Pollack asked, *‘did historians embark on the
denigration of Populism, and why did the recent interpreta-
tion gain such widespread acceptance?’” If an affirmation of
man was at the heart of Populism, Pollack concluded, the
attack on Populism expressed a fear of man. Pollack saw this
attack as part of a general rejection of radicalism in the
American past. The celebration of consensus meant the
rejection of any disturbance to the status quo, and thus the
rejection of social protest and striving to make the world
over. In all of this, Pollack saw an extreme present-
mindedness: historians were using research about the origins
of authoritarianism as ‘‘a shield to hide behind while reading
current biases into the past.”” And the present-day values
which were preoccupying these historians were the out-
growth of the Cold War and McCarthyism. More precisely,
they were McCarthyism. The rejection of Populism consti-
tuted a capitulation to McCarthyism and an identification
with it: ‘ ‘the consensus framework and McCarthyism’” were
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“‘actually one and the same underlying trend.’”'¢*

The suggestion that a school of historians which thought
itself primarily liberal was in fact McCarthyite won Pollack
few friends among historians. Oscar Handlin accused
him —along with other defenders of Populism —of Man-
ichaeanism, befogging the issue, and ‘‘glaring . . . failure of
analysis.””'® Irwin Unger saw in Pollack’s language ‘‘the
verbal small change of twentieth century academic
radicalism” and originated his charge of ‘‘inadmissible
present-mindedness.”’'%¢ Pollack had in fact offered a bril-
liant analysis, the first major step by an historian towards an
understanding of the contemporary meaning of consensus
and pluralism as conservative politics. Pollack’s earlier
insights have been confirmed by Rogin, who, as we have
seen, shows discontinuity between Populism and McCar-
thyism and has described the conservative and elitist content
of pluralism.'¢’ In the context of the present analysis, the
attack on Populism can be clearly seen as but another front in
the end of ideologists’ war on the ‘‘sentimentalists,’” those
who did not share the anti-democratic faith, those who
asserted that man could indeed make his own history, those
who refused to accept social stability as a definition of
democracy.

While Populist stock was falling among historians, the
stock of their adversaries, the Robber Barons, was rising.
We have noted above the Cold War rationale offered by
Allan Nevins for a more appreciatjye attitude toward these
‘‘architects of our material growth’ (not *‘Robber Barons,”’
said Nevins; Arthur Schlesinger agreed).'*® Nevins prac-

“ticed what he preached: his doctrine was reflected in his
admiring biography of John D. Rockefeller.'s® Noting that
*“Our Industrial Revolution cost us . . . infinitely less than
Russia’s,”’” Nevins reminded the reader that but for our swift
industrialization, ‘‘the free world’’ might have lost World
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Wars [ and I1."7° Thirteen years before, Nevins had pub-
lished another biography of Rockefeller. Although Rockefel-
ler had clearly emerged as a hero of American enterprise, the
earlier Nevins had found grounds for criticism of some of his
methods. Nevins had rationed his criticism, but he could not
avoid some of it when he described Rockefeller’s labour
policies. He offered evidence that Rockefeller employed
labour spies, and concluded:

.. . the liberal activities of John D. Rockefeller, Jr., in
promoting the industrial representation system in various of
the former Standard companies, indicate that numerous
employees became discontented with the paternalistic
system.'”!

Here is the same sentence as it appears in the 1953 edition:

. . . the liberal activities of John D. Rockefeller, Jr., in
promoting the industrial representation system in various of
the former Standard companies, opened a new era in labor
relations .\ 7

The transformation seems worthy of a Soviet Encyc-
lopedia. Something which is evidence in 1940 of some
dissatisfaction on labour’s part is converted, in 1953, into a
feat of industrial statesmanship. Herbert Aptheker pointed
out the discrepancy between the two editions in 1954, but no
one was listening.'”?

The title of Nevins’ 1953 biography, Study in Power,
reflected the ‘fifties historians’ rising admiration for the
powerful rather than the powerless. Rockefeller the
businessman was the beneficiary of this admiration, and so
were leaders in general. Michael Rogin has described a shift
in Richard Hofstadter's attitude toward leadership. In 1948
Hofstadter felt that it was safer that the public be *‘overcriti-
cal’’ of its leaders rather than “‘overindulgent’ towards
them; seven years later he focused on the dangers of the
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overcritical attitude, the popular suspicion of power.'” The
same Nevins who admired Rockefeller's power wrote in the
New York Times that *‘a nation without leadership is a
rudderless ship.”” He saw in our system of checks and
balances defects as well as virtues: the *‘fear of unrestrained
power, of dictatorial tendencies” had led the Founding
Fathers to place ‘‘obstacles’ in the way of political
leadership.’”” We have seen similar attitudes in Arthur
Schlesinger, Jr.'s admiration of *‘Heroic Leadership.”

The desire for strong political leadership focused on the
office of the President, and the area of his powers which
drew historians’ greatest attention was the making of foreign
policy. Schlesinger wrote of strong men and of the instructed
few and, as he read the record of American history, it
seemed to him that the *‘temporary devolution of power”
from the legislature to the president during wartime ‘‘can
take place without permanent harm to democratic
institutions.’’'’* This ideology generally combined a distrust
of the people with a feeling that the Constitution had been
made for a simpler time and was not adequate to the
exigencies of decision-making in the atomic age. The
complexities of the modern era required quick, centralized,
secret decisions. One of those who expressed those attitudes
most forcefully was Thomas A. Bailey, who wrote in 1948,

. . . because the masses are notoriously short-sighted, and
generally cannot see danger until it is at their throats, our
statesmen are forced to deceive them into an awareness of
their own long-run interests. . .

Deception of the people may in fact become increasingly
necessary, unless we are willing to give our leaders in
Washington a freer hand. In the days of the horse and buggy
we could jog along behind our billowy barriers with relative
impunity, but in the days of the atomic bomb we may have to
move more rapidly than a lumbering public opinion will
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perrr_lit _ _the' yielding of some of our democratic control of
foreign affairs is the price that we may have to pay for greater
physical security.!”

Early in 1951, the United States was at war in Korea.
Harry Truman had sent troops to Asia without congressional
authprization. As Senator Robert A. Taft saw it. the
P.readent had *‘usurped’” power and violated the Constitu-
tIOI‘l.. A Republican congressman introduced a resolution
requiring that congress give formal authorization before any
American troops could be sent out of the country in the
future.'”* Henry Steele Commager offered a partisan defense
of Truman’s conduct in two articles in the New York Times
Magazine ' To Commager, the issue seemed hardly worth
discussing: the principles involved in the assault on presi-
dential power ‘‘had no support in law or in history.”’'** The
gonstitutional issue had been settled time and again, clearly
in favour of presidential power: ‘It is so hackneyed a theme
that even politicians might reasonably be expected to be
familiar with it.”’'*' After he had offered his constitutional
documentation, Commager turned to history and found “‘no
basis in our own history for the distrust of the Executive
authority.” Such distrust proceeded ‘‘not out of real but out
of imagined dangers. It is rooted not in experience but in
fears.”” The assault on the executive power was
“dar!gerous.”“” It could lead to a substitution for the
Pre§1dential system of ‘*a bastard product of Presidential and
parlgamentary. . .”” which would *‘destroy the constitutional
fabric of the Republic.”” And to tie the President’s hands
under gonditions of modern warfare was to ‘‘invite
aggression.’’183

Commager, Nevins, and others were obviously, to borrow
‘a‘phrase from Irwin Unger, ‘‘projecting onto history”’ their
present cold war fears and frustrations.’’ Commager had
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justified the presidential power to send troops to Asia
without congressional authorization. All of this led quite
directly to Vietnam —to a legitimization of executive usurpa-
tion, decision-making without the involvement of the people
or their representatives —and official lying.'**

A persistent theme of the period was an interest in
‘* American Character.” Those who wrote on the subject
expressed themselves with confidence and largely uncriti-
cally. Underlying the quest for an American Character were
certain assumptions which constituted a political ideology.
To describe a national character generally meant to assume
uniqueness and a high degree of unity, consensus, classless-
ness, lack of conflict. The portrait of the national character
thus drawn defined evidence of disunity, conflict, class as of
secondary importance, if indeed it was acknowledged that
there was such evidence. In other words, the national
character as described was an expression of pluralism and,
as such, it excluded blacks, the poor, radicals. Consider, as
one example of many, the class and racial assumptions
implicit in Henry Steele Commager’s generalization that
America is ‘‘a paradise for children.’’'#*

This ideology was institutionalized in the new field of
American Studies, which thought of itself as a **‘movement”’
and added to the college curriculum courses rich in ideologi-
cal content.'® Some of the field's central themes were
reflected in such books as David M. Potter’s People of
Plentv, which parodied socialism while constructing a
theory of American Character on the contention that ‘‘a
thousand measurements of our . . . plenty’” indicated that
abundance was ‘‘a basic condition of American life.”'*”

All of this, as I have indicated above, made for poor social
science, if prediction is a measure of social science. And the
end-of-ideology historians did not hesitate to make predic-
tions. In the area of foreign policy, Henry Steele Commager
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saw few, “‘outside of Russia and her satellites,” looking with
misgivings on the prospect that America should “‘control the
course of world history in the second half of the twentieth
century.”’'** Looking ahead to 1970, he foresaw a decreased
military budget and a pooling of resources by ‘‘the more
affluent peoples of the Western Hemisphere’” in order *‘to
help the peoples and nations of Asia, Africa and Latin
America.”’'* Looking further ahead, toward a ‘‘Brave
World of the Year 2000,”” Commager foresaw a United
States expanding and perfecting ‘‘the role which it so
generously assumed when it launched the historic Marshall
Plan.” By 2000, he said, America could be, ‘‘to the new
worlds of Asia and Africa and Latin America, what Athens
and Rome were to the peoples of the ancient world, what
England and Holland and France were to the Western world
of the seventeenth to nineteenth centuries.’’'*° This was all
seen within the context of benevolence, without power or
military connotations. And for those who were worried
about a militarized America, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., offered
reassurance: ‘‘There is no evidence of the development of a
unified military position on political questions,’” he wrote in
1949; “‘the appearance of generals in public life at this time is
due as much as anything to the fact that they are men of
ability, exempt from partisan criticism and used to working
for the government at a low rate of pay.”’'"

In the area of domestic prophecy, we have already noted
Schlesinger’s prediction of an end to poverty once those few
remaining pools were ‘‘mopped up.”’ (Earlier, Schlesinger
had seen in Herbert Hoover’s 1928 vision of the imminent
end of poverty ‘“‘the smugness of that incredible decade ). %
As for the racial situation, Schlesinger saw this as largely a
Southern matter and he was optimistic: **. . . the South on
the whole accepts the objectives of the civil rights program
as legitimate, even though it may have serious and intelligi-
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ble reservations about timing and method.”’'** Commager
foresaw progress in race relations and in education, public
health and conservation, and further movement toward a
classless society.'** In 1959, Allan Nevins foresaw similar
gains and constructed a dialogue in which Booker T.
Washington looked at 1970 and found it good:

‘““What strikes me most . . . is the remarkable rise in the
homogeneity of the population. So many city people have
moved to Scarsdales, Newton Centers, Bryn Mawrs and
farther out. . . . So many women have moved into offices
and the professions that the sex line is blurred, too. . ..
Social mobility remains high.

But the great gain is the Negro’s. So many have moved into
the North and West, so many have gotten into industry on the
same assembly lines with whites, so many have pushed into
business and lately even the professions, that the color line
begins to blur, too.”

““You mean,’’ Nevins had Emerson remark, ‘‘that whereas
the country used to be a medley, now in 1970 people begin to
regard themselves as all Americans together.”” "

The leading non-Left historians in the period since World
War Il have, as Unger said of the New Left, “‘confusefd] the
truths of the past with the needs of the present and future.”” It
is simply ludicrous to speak of these men as ‘‘politically
neutral.”” Nonetheless, present-mindedness is not all bad,
and the activist historians of the ’fifties might take some
consolation from the words of Staughton Lynd, an activist
of the Left, who has written, in defense of present-
mindedness, “‘Wie es eigentlich gewesen* 1s an elephant
with many sides, and if a scholar grasps that leg which is
closest to him he nevertheless lays hold of something that is

* A reference to Otto Von Ranke’s argument that history ‘‘should be
written the way it really was.”” —editor’s note
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really there.”’"¢ What the pluralists laid hold of was the
one-party nature of American politics.

In 1956, Daniel Bell wrote that ‘‘ideological’” movements
had repeatedly failed in the politics of pragmatism and that
““moral indignation’” had played a small role ‘‘in the political
arena.’ """ Five years before, Cecelia Kenyon had said much
the same thing about the politics of the Revolutionary era.
Defining Paine as outside of realistic politics, she had noted
that, “‘Indeed, for a revolutionary age, the length of the
political spectrum from Right to Left was amazingly
short.”’'?®

It is my impression that Bell and Kenyon are correct in
their description. Certainly in the early period, I am more
impressed with the agreement between such men as Jeffer-
son and John Adams than with the differences between
them.'”” One might even take a stab at a general consensus
interpretation of Jeffersonians and Federalists: both agreed
that gentlemen should rule.?°° Pluralist historians working on
other periods have done a successful job of establishing
consensus as the central theme in the political arena, to use
Bell’s phrase.

But the fundamental error of the pluralists was a too easy
identification of the political arena with the whole society.
Bell's definition of ‘‘democratic politics’’ as involving
‘‘bargaining between legitimate groups’ gives the game
away. For who is to decide what is a legitimate group? In
practice, it is those with power. Thus from the very
beginning, certain groups have been defined as not qualified
for full participation in American politics —especially
women, poor people, and nonwhite people. Our politics has
been a politics of exclusion. In a sense Bell is an authentic
Jeffersonian: both are more elitist than democrat.

The pluralist writing history revels in the freedom from
conflict, the absence of real issues in American politics. The
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obverse of this is a more realistic definition of those politics
as essentially one-party. The ‘‘pragmatic,”” ‘‘non-
ideological’’ party of the legitimate elites has ruled: call it
Democratic, call it Republican, through much of our history
(with certain notable exceptions) it makes, as the pluralists
have shown—with reams of documentation—little
difference.?*

What has been the cost of a politics of exclusion? Our
politics have been unreal, purchasing placidity by avoiding
real issues, real suffering. By the pluralists’ own description,
the central theme of the American political tradition has
been vacuousness. Thus, for many years, earlier in this
century, there was a consensus within national politics
concerning black people: there was no problem. The din of
congressional consensus masked the anguish and suffering
of millions. The bipartisan foreign policy of the post-war
years made another political consensus, and when it came to
Vietnam, alternatives were defined not in terms of what sane
men and women dwelling in the real world proposed, but in
terms that made sense only to the people who inhabit the
insulated world of our politics.

Thus, viewed realistically, in order to find two parties in
America, we must define the *‘‘pragmatists’’—who, of
course, have their ideology, too—as one, and the
*‘ideologues’ as the other. But the latter have been barred
from politics as ‘‘illegitimate,’” and the pluralists’ is only the
latest of many attempts to justify that exclusion.

VI. The Ideology of Repression at the
End of the ’Sixties

In the late 'sixties, the repression came down again: after a
few years of relative tolerance of the New Left, American
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elites moved once again back to normalcy —back to intoler-
ance and repression. The ideology of the ’fifties was still
very much around, often expounded by the same people.
Social scientist Daniel Bell was predicting and planning for a
year 2000 when, since the only remaining problems are
technical rather than political, social science will replace
politics as the way of dealing with those remaining
nonideological problems.>** “‘It’s an idea whose time is
coming,”’ said Daniel P. Moynihan. Michael Harrington
called it “‘one of the most radical suggestions put forth by a
responsible body in our recent history.’’?** Meanwhile,
Harrington revived another aspect of the anti-democratic
faith by pinning the war in Vietnam on what he called ‘‘a
populistic President.’’?°* And something called the Interna-
tional Association for Cultural Freedom, ‘‘a Paris-based
alliance of liberals that seeks to advance the cause of
thought,”” was bringing togetker, for that purpose,
McGeorge Bundy, Kenneth Galbraith, Arthur Schlesinger,
Jr., George Kennan, Daniel Bell, Richard Hofstadter, Ed-
ward Shils, and C. Vann Woodward.>"

Eric Hoffer, transmuted into the official philosopher and
workingman’s representative on presidential commissions,
held forth on the racial situation, shouting, ‘‘Rage is cheap.
Rage is easy. Rage is a luxury. What is really neceded is for
Negroes to trust each other, to help each other.”’?*¢ And,
pounding his fist, the philosopher shouted his views on
student activism: ‘‘we need more chancellors who delight in
battle, . . . who love a fight, who get up in the morning and
say: ‘Who shall 1 kill today?’ *’*°7 **It would have been a
wonderful thing,”” said Hoffer concerning Columbia, ‘‘if
Grayson Kirk got mad and got a gun and killed a few.’ 28

It is on campus, where the professors are, that the
ideology of the ‘fifties emerged most clearly in the late
“sixties as the ideology of repression.?* In the fall of 1967, an
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orientation program at the University of Wisconsin recom-
mended that incoming freshmen read The True Believer.
Psychiatrist Bruno Bettelheim described student activists as
true believers, ‘‘very, very sick,”” ‘‘paranoiacs,’’ trying to
resolve the oedipal conflict, ‘‘having’—like Unger’s
historian-rebels — ‘to beat down father to show they are a big
boy.”’*'* John Roche saw psychiatric roots, too: the radicals
were ‘‘alienated students’ who ‘‘want to be loved.”’*"
While at Berkeley, Lewis Feuer described the student
movement in this way:

The conglomeration [of students| acts as a magnet for the
morally corrupt; intellectual lumpen-proletarians, lumpen-
beatniks, and lumpen-agitators wend their ways to the
university campus to advocate a melange of narcotics,
social-perversion, collegiate Castroism and campus
Maoism.?'?

Four years later, expatriated to Toronto, Feuer could not get
the horrors of Berkeley out of his mind, so he wrote a book,
explaining it all in terms of generational conflict; generaliz-
ing from his own experience, he attributed many of the
disasters of the modern world to student radicals.*"?

In these interpretations the activists are called Nazis or
““‘stormtroopers’’ as often as they are called Communists.*'*
Nathan Glazer compared the success of the Free Speech
Movement at Berkeley to the  success of Lee Harvey
Oswald. Before ascending to Harvard, Seymour Martin
Lipset, another veteran of the troubles at Berkeley, likened
the Free Speech Movement to the KKK and the White
Citizens’ Councils. Lipset saw another familiar pluralist
theme: manipulation of the majority by ‘a few
extremists.”’*" In a somewhat antic press conference during
the 1969 University of Chicago sit-in, a Nobel Prize-winning
cancer researcher saw clear evidence of outside agitation
and international Communist conspiracy.*'* And Franklin
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L. Ford of Harvard suggested the conspiratorial nature of
the 1969 Harvard sit-in with evidence which almost precisely
duplicates that which had been offered two centuries before
to explain the Boston Tea Party: the demonstrators arrived
with chains, crowbars, and ‘‘a large supply of miscellaneous
keys. ’?”

In other words, the pluralists simply applied their model to
their own turf. Stability and equilibrium were the goals of
society, and since the society called itself democratic, then
stability and equilibrium must be democracy. Student ac-
tivism, like other mass movements as seen by the pluralists,
‘‘threatens the foundations of democratic order,”” said
Lipset.*'* What Glazer called the  ‘anti-institutional bias’’*'°
of the New Left was disruptive, anti-democratic, and those
who disrupt the equilibrium, whether within the university
or in the larger society, must be evil, sick, outside agitators.
Stern measures would be necessary to deal with what
Jacques Barzun of Columbia called ‘‘student despotism.’’22°

And so the repression came down, on students and faculty
alike, and once again liberals justified it in the name of
freedom. In April of 1969 the American Civil Liberaties
Union sent to 350 colleges and universities a statement
which drew the line, in the name of academic freedom,
between permissible and impermissible dissent on
campus.??! Immediately the document became a loyalty test
in the hands of university officials interviewing prospective
faculty.??* Once again, as so many times before, liberals
were initiating and legitimizing repression.

Similar statements came from the American Association
of University Professors.??* In its doctrine and conduct the
AAUP has been limited and sometimes directly repressive.
The organization’s stand on ‘‘extramural utterances’’ holds
the faculty member to narrower standards than those
existing for the non-academic. When the faculty member
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‘‘speaks or writes as a citizen,”’ his ‘‘social position in the
community imposes special obligations.”” Thus the AAUP
condones, under undefined ‘‘extraordinary circums-
tances,”’ ‘‘the disciplining of a faculty member for exercising
the rights of free speech guaranteed to him as a citizen by the
Constitution of the United States. . . .”” According to the
AAUP, a faculty member violates the ‘‘standard of
academic responsibility’’ by ‘‘incitement of misconduct, or
conceivably some other impropriety of circumstance.’’??* In
other words, by the AAUP’s standards, a faculty member
who, to take one instance, supports non-violent but illegal
civil disobedience is probably guilty of ‘‘unprofessional
conduct.”’

In addition, a recent statement by an administrator that
academic freedom in a sense begins with tenure??’ is in
accord with the spirit of AAUP doctrine. The AAUP states
that it ‘‘does not ordinarily exercise jurisdiction’’ when
‘‘institutions or individuals decide that a non-tenure rela-
tionship is not to be renewed at the conclusion of a contract
period.’’*?¢ And in practice the AAUP deals only with abuses
against faculty of the institution in question, refusing to
extend its jurisdiction to those not hired. These two refusals
eliminate from the AAUP’s jurisdiction the vast majority of
the current cases. In short, AAUP doctrine protects the
powerful and legitimizes the abuse of the powerless.

When I told the Associate Secretary of the AAUP that I
had been dismissed in part because of participation in a sit-in
in 1966, he riposted, ‘‘was it disruptive?’’??” Staughton Lynd
was rejected for an appointment at Roosevelt University for
what its president called ‘‘ad hominem™’ reasons: Lynd, the
president explained, was ‘‘publicity prone,’’ a photograph of
him carrying a picket sign had appeared in a newspaper, he
had been spoken of unfavourably in Harper’'s and in a
Chicago newspaper column and was quoted as making
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statements unacceptable to the administration. The AAUP
found no prima facie case of a violation of academic freedom
to justify investigating the matter, and left it at that.??®

If the National AAUP often legitimizes repression, local
chapters and officials have been known to play leading roles
in initiating and cooperating with repression. One historian
who participated in a peaceful demonstration on the side-
lines during a ROTC parade, was fired summarily and
ordered to hand over student records by noon the following
day; his class was taken over by the acting president of the
campus AAUP.?* When it was revealed that the University
of Chicago was applying political tests to prospective
freshmen, the former head of the local AAUP co-authored a
document justifying the practice.?*° Some of my own instruc-
tion in the value of working within institutions came from
participation in an attempt to run a partial slate of candidates
for office in the University of Chicago chapter of the AAUP.
Confronted with the first dissent seen within the organiza-
tion in years, the chairman moved the voting ahead of its
announced place on the agenda, cut it off abruptly in the
middle when more members entered the room, and acted so
intemperately that the distinguished professor who we had
nominated for president left the room in disgust.

In the late ’sixties, just as a decade before, academic
freedom meant the freedom of universities to do the firing
themselves, without outside intervention. Thus, the New
York Times urged government to keep its hands off: “‘the
need now is clearly to permit the colleges to put their own
house in order. . . . For Congress to act now would be to
endanger both the pacification and the freedom of the
American campus.’’**' Andrew Cordier, pacifier at Colum-
bia, told a Senate Subcommittee that **stability’” on campus
would be best achieved not through federal legislation, but
“with the instrumentalities and procedures which the uni-
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versity itself must create or now has now at hand.”’ 2’2 One of
those instrumentalities, it developed, was the device of
responding to the McClellan committee’s subpoenas of
names of activist students (and faculty advisers) by sending
only SDS names. University lawyers somehow found the
strength to negotiate to withhold the names of moderate
students, but as Cordier read the law, he had no choice but to
hand over the SDS names.?**

The same kind of double-think was evident far and wide as
crusaders for repression marched under the banners of
““academic freedom.’” During the summer of 1969 hundreds
of administrators showed the obverse of the banner, waving
their plans for pacification in various offices of the Nixon
administration. ‘‘There was a parade of these guys coming in
all summer about various matters, and naturally the talk got
around to campus unrest,’’ said one of the New York Times’
““informed sources.’’*** The Times commended the AAUP
for speaking out against disruptive students but urged the
organization to spell out its implied condemnation of faculty
members who condone or participate in such activities.?*’
Congressional liberals claimed to be standing up to reaction
when they held hearings which justified liberal repression.?*¢
Hans Morgenthau wrote in the New Republic that *‘law and
order’” means ‘‘violence in defence of the status quo,”” while
joining with Edward Shils and others at the University of
Chicago to oppose a ‘‘coercive’” demonstration against the
manufacturer of napalm.?’” And the youth of the nation was
offered an extended statement of ‘‘a moral, ethicai or
philosophical point of view about dissent and how it may
properly —and effectively —be expressed’’ by Supreme
Court Justice Abe Fortas.?'*

On campus, spies were at work: some ‘‘students’’ were
narcs, others were taking notes for the FBI, for HUAC, for
the local red squad, for the Chicago Tribune.*** Universities
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went into the same business: at first they were content with
still photographs, later they went into movies.** Informa-
tion gathered by student spies for the FBI went to university
administrators.?*' Faculty members discovered that if they
made the mistake of learning their students’ names, they
might be called up to name them for disciplinary purposes
and put in jeopardy if they were unwilling to do so.?** On the
other hand, many were willing to serve as finger-men.?*’
Admissions officers began to devote more attention to the
hair-length and politics of candidates for admission, and, as
we shall see, eminent faculty utilized the ideology of the
fifties to justify this attention.

And there was, indeed, violence on the campuses. Less
than a week after Hoffer’s exhortation to chancellors and
mayors to wake up with murder on their minds, James
Rector was murdered in Berkeley.2** A few days before, the
attempt to murder and mutilate University of Chicago
Sociology Professor Richard Flacks occurred.?*® End of
ideology showed a starkly barbaric face in the responses of
university people. While the radical lay bleeding and
paralyzed with a crushed skull and a nearly severed right
hand, a university official told the press of the latter wound,
but not the former, and suggested that it was suicide. Some
senior sociologists also saw it as a suicide attempt and
publicly speculated about ‘‘what drove him to it.’’?*¢ The
event caused the department to delay the announcement that
Flacks was not being given tenure ; they let the word out after
the last issue of the student newspaper had been published.*

* Professor Flacks was given tenure in the undergraduate college system
at the University of Chicago but was denied tenure within the Sociology
Department. In this instance, the clear outcome of the two-tiered system
was to deny scholarly legitimacy to a noted sociologist. —editors note



102

So Flacks left the University of Chicago, together with
Marlene Dixon.* Staughton Lynd was never allowed in. The
same university had expelled forty-three students and sus-
pended eighty-one in 1969.2+” The same thing was happening
across the country. Faculty members were being fired?+® and
students were being expelled: in the 1968-1969 academic
year on twenty-eight campuses over nine hundred students
were expelled or suspended for political offenses and more
than eight hundred fifty were put on probation.?*

VII. Historians as Activists, II

Historians, too, have been campus activists. At the Univer-
sity of Chicago, William McNeill urged what he called a
“‘counter revolutionary’ policy in regard to the 1969
sit-in.?*° Arthur Mann was a member of the University of
Chicago disciplinary committee which handed down the
1969 expulsions, basing its sentences on students’ political
beliefs rather than their conduct.?' At Harvard in the spring
of 1969, while some students were thinking of ways to
abolish ROTC, Oscar Handlin was deeply involved in
organizing faculty on the other side. Together with Bernard
Bailyn, he presented a proposal whose effect would have
been to legitimize a more academically respectable ROTC
while at the same time de-legitimizing student-run and
student-initiated courses.?** After the bust, Professor
Schlesinger of CUNY wrote that while ‘‘invoking the police
may on occasion be necessary to preserve academic free-

* Marlene Dixon is a left sociologist, then at the University of Chicago.
Her firing precipitated a sit-in in January of 1969 ‘‘skillfully”’ and
repressively quelled by University President Edward Levy, now Gerald
Ford’s choice for U.S. Attorney General. Dixon has more recently been
involved in Quebec politics and political turmoil at McGill. —editor’s note
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dom,” it had been wrong at Harvard. Not precisely wrong,
but rather, imprudent; it was not the fact of *‘cops clubbing
Harvard and Radcliffe students’” that offended him but the
“spectacle’ of it, which ‘‘obliged the S.D.S. and illustrated
its favorite thesis of the hidden violence of American
society.”” The ‘‘sadness of the recent trouble at Harvard’’
was not that president Nathan Pusey had called the police,
but that he had done so before consulting with moderate
students and faculty.?s

Meanwhile, apparently finding the AAUP insufficiently
militant in defense of academic freedom, such historians as
Oscar Handlin, Daniel Boorstin, Dumas Malone, Marvin
Meyers, Louis Gottschalk and Leonard Levy were joining
Sidney Hook’s ‘‘University Centers for Rational Alterna-
tives.”” (Other members of the new organization included
Bruno Bettelheim, Nathan Glazer, David Truman, Edward
Teller, S.1. Hayakawa, Lewis Reuer, Leo Strauss, and John
Roche.) The UCRA attacked the ‘‘extremist putschism”’
and “‘extremist terrorism” of the ‘‘McCarthyism of the
Left,” and sought ‘‘to promote the activism of non-
extremists’’; specifically, that activism aimed to oppose
‘“‘appeasement’’ and to strengthen the ‘‘backbone’’ of uni-
versity administrators by justifying the calling in of police to
protect academic freedom. UCRA described itself as ‘‘non-
political”” and was tax-exempt.?*

At Columbia in the violent spring of 1968, Richard
Hofstadter was a leader of the pro-administration forces,
volu‘nteering his services to Grayson Kirk and working with
DaV{d 'Truman to round up faculty support for the tottering
adr.mmstration. In June, Hofstadter was Kirk’s choice to
deliver the commencement address in his place. There, after
the b}oody police charges called down upon the university
by Kirk and Truman earlier in the spring, Hofstadter spoke
of the university's neutrality and its commitment to ‘‘certain
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basic values of freedom, rationality, inquiry, discussion, and
to its own internal order. . . .”’ Endorsing reform, he urged
that future plans be based on “‘an evolution from existing
structures and arrangements, not upon a utopian scheme for
a perfect university.”” A year later almost one thousand
Columbia faculty members, organized by Hofstadter, Fritz
Stern, Jacques Barzun and others paid for an advertisement
in the New York Times called “‘“The University as a
Sanctuary of Academic Freedom.”” In what President An-
drew Cordier called a ‘‘statesman-like declaration,” the
signers reiterated the doctrine of self-regulation: ‘‘the uni-
versity must put its own house in order. . . . lll-considered
intervention by outside forces may only jeopardize
academic freedom.”” Together with the historians named
above, and with Daniel Bell and Lionel Trilling, John A.
Garraty, Henry Graff, Virginia D. Harrington, William E.
Leuchtenburg, Chilton Williamson and other historians
insisted that ‘‘the tradition of the university as a sanctuary of
academic freedom and centre of informed discussion is an
honored one, to be guarded vigilantly. . . . Itis our intention
not to surrender the safeguards of freedom that men have
erected at great sacrifice over several centuries.”” But when
Columbia surrendered the names of SDS members to the
Senator John McClellan’s Subcommittee on investigations,
these scholars did not feel called upon to release
statesmanlike declarations about the university as a sanc-
tuary of academic freedom.**

In the spring of 1967, a young University of Chicago
historian, not himself a radical, was shocked by what he
found while assisting in admissions work. One folder con-
tained a description of an interview by the Director of
Admissions. The interviewer described the candidate as
““fingering his long tresses.”” The student said that he came
from a Left family, and that his father had lost his job during
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the McCarthy period. In his report on this, the interviewer
comm’?nted, ““you can see what kind of a family he comes
from: When the student acknowledged that he was an
activist, the interviewer commented, “‘We have enough kids
here who cause trouble, Better let him go to Reed or
B_erkeley.” The historian let his indignation get the better of
his sense of pr(_)fessionalism —and let the word out. Shortly

hf: was 1 serious difficulties for his indiscretion. Those,
difficulties were caused in part by a statement written by five
facu!ty members, including Daniel Boorstin and a former
president of the campus AAUP. What is of interest to us here
1s not so much the difficulties of the young faculty memberas
thf? response of Professors Boorstin ¢t al., for it illustrates
quite star:kly how it was that the ideology of the *fifties was

once again in the ’sixties, the ideology of repression. Whilé
the President of the University stated that Chicago did not
excluc?e stpdents for political views, the Boorstin statement
made it quite clear that such exclusion would be legitimate:

Within the fremework of the law and in cognizance of the
general va!ue consensus [which Boorstin saw as] prevailing
In our society, it is the right of the University faculty and
adpnmstratlve officers to determine what shall be the orien-
tatlon,.social mission, intellectual culture, curriculum, and
educational goals of the University. ’

‘It was, the QOCument concluded, the right of the university

to determine how the pursuit of these goals is to be
perpetuated through the choice of the succeeding generation
of scholars.”’?s7

What Boorstin had offered was consensus ideology in its
most qakedly exclusionist form. (Subsequently, a university
committee built on Boorstin’s doctrine when it defined the
crime of ‘ftreason” against the university,)?ss Assuming
consensus in the society, and taking it upon himself to define
the content of that consensus, Boorstin saw it as right and
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good that those who did not adhere to the consensus be
excluded from the university. Boorstin’s ‘‘general value
consensus’’ was also used to justify the exclusion of faculty
who did not partake of the consensus. Writing for the
Associated Press in more than one hundred newspapers
across the country on ‘*Good-By, Mr. Chips: The Dissenting
Professors,”” Boorstin noted that, more and more, we were
hearing of professors who support the Vietcong, professors
who are not opposed to premarital intercourse, professors
who announce other‘‘unpopular or outlandish’ views.?**
Why were these people going against the consensus? In part,
not out of antagonism to the community but out of involve-
ment with it as the profession grew and diversified and
professors had more to say about more things. Boorstin
looked with approval at the rapprochement between busi-
ness and the academy, mentioning a university chancellor
who resigned to become a vice president of Standard Oil,
and the resignation of the president of the American Stock
Exchange to become president of Wesleyan University. But
there was a negative side to the dissent of the professors, and
this was Boorstin’s focus. They were out to advance
themselves, said Boorstin, and ‘‘publicity builds academic
careers. . . .”” (He cited such noted dissenters as Daniel P.
Moynihan.) Dissent was idiosyncratic and it was no assur-
ance of ‘‘vigor or independence of mind.” Claiming to
favour true dissent, Boorstin worried about the bad effects
of what he imagined to be the dissenters’ ‘‘academic
immunity.”” ‘‘Reputable institutions,’” he wrote, have been
overtolerant of dissenters, ‘‘doubly cautious lest they unde-
restimate the professional competence of dissenters, not
infrequently they lean over backward to avoid the shadow of
intolerance.’” And what if the dissenting professor should be
fired? That was no cause for concern: ‘‘he is almost certain
to become somebody’s hero.”
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This piece brings us full circle, back to Boorstin’s Quakers
three centuries before. They are simply modern dissenters in
old-style dress. Boorstin shows as much concern for the
_professors’ freedom as he did for the Quakers’. In each
instance, the dissenter is a threat to social stability, and we
must not allow tolerance to endanger that stability.

In a 1969 commencement address, true to his reading of
past radical movements, Boorstin saw contemporary stu-
d_ent radicals as ‘‘reactionaries,”’ “‘dyspeptics and psycho-
tics.” Students, whether black or white, did not know how
well off they were: ‘‘about 40 per cent of the students are
women,” and ‘‘even ten years ago, there were more
Negroes attending American colleges and universities than
the total college population of England or of France.’’ This
sham comparison was followed by other versions of “‘you
never had it so good.”” If American students thought their
hoysmg and social facilities inadequate, let them ‘‘take a
qm.ck.trip to Paris [the Sorbonne}, where there are no social
faq111t1e_s at all.”’ Not enough democracy in the American
university? ““Let . . . them read the sign, yellowed with age,
at thq entrance to the Sorbonne, warning that to use these
premuses for political discussions is illegal.” Speaking
e§pec1qlly of black admission demands, Boorstin reminded
his audience that ‘‘In the university all men are not equal.”’
He endorsed Jefferson’s ‘‘natural aristocracy.’”” Those fa-
cu!ty members who believed in ‘“‘the mission of their
universities’’ must not become “‘Professor Toms,”” mustnot
surrender to the growing tendency to ““Spiritual Appease-
ment.”” “‘The university must be a place of respect for and
preference for intellectual superiority”’: “‘every other kind
of non-intellectual exceptionalism,’”’ whether white racism
or “‘Black Brahminism,” was ‘‘a cancer,’’26°

The term “‘cancer’’ ties together Boorstin’s views of
dlssen't in the past and in the present, on campus and off.
Speaking on Vietnam, Boorstin told a convention of As-
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sociated Press Managing Editors, ‘‘It seems to me that
dissent is the great problem of America today.’’ ¢!
“Disagreements” —such as declarations by organized
homosexuals —were “good’’, butdissentled to ““dissension,”
““discord’’;if *‘disagreement’” was *‘the life blood of democ-
racy,” dissension was its “‘cancer.”’? Choosing the
“sniper’s bullet”” as ‘‘an eloquent expression of dissent,”
Boorstin described dissenters in the familiar idiosyncratic
terms: the dissenter sought personal power, dissenting for
dissent’s sake, setting up magazines which do nothing but
dissent.?®* The dissenters’ ‘‘main object’ was “‘to preserve
and conceal their separate identity as a dissenting minority.”’
Here lay the heart of Boorstin’s general theory, a totalitarian
ideology dedicated to the destruction of anything that hinted
at differentness. If the unwillingness of “‘the dissenting
pack’’ to compromise was a threat to society, so was the
immigrant’s assertion of a right *‘to remain different.”” The
very ‘‘affirmation of differentness,”’” whether the
dissenter’s, the immigrant’s, or the black student’s would
tend to destroy our institutions. That is the ideology which
Boorstin uses to justify contemporary repression, and it is
only a somewhat more extreme form of the ideology which
his “‘politically neutral’” colleagues imposed on the Ameri-
can past.

The number of historians who, like Boorstin, have be-
come off-campus activists, is legion, and space does not
allow a full description of their activities here. A sampling
might include urban historian Richard Wade, campaigner for
various Kennedys and for Mayor Daley. Wade told a 1968
American Historical Association meeting that it is improper
for academics to identify their institutions with their indi-
vidual political activities;*** he neglected to recall that he had
allowed not only his name but also a photograph of himself
teaching a University of Chicago class to appear as part of

I
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“Faculty for Daley’s’” campaign literature.?s* As we shall
see,.this very partisan activism had its effect on Wade’s
readl_ng of the American past.?*s (In the present, it led to
appointment by Daley as a Commissioner of the Chicago
Housing Authority.)

At the end of 1967, after the teach-ins and with rising
anti-war feeling on the campuses, Oscar Handlin felt that it
was time for the ‘‘moderate segment of the academic
cor_nrpunlty” to be heard. Handlin and a small group of
activists sponsored by Freedom House* urged that the
Umtgd States ‘‘stay the course with a limited war. .. .”
Specifically, they endorsed a strategy of ‘‘seize and hold”’
rather than ‘‘search and destroy”’; there must be no ‘‘aban-
donrpent of our commitments.”’ The tide of ‘‘isolationist’
sentiment had to be stopped, and those who criticized
Johnson’s policy must be aware that they were contributing
as muc_h, in their way, to the war’s outcome as were the
troops in Vietnam. It was time to ‘‘desist from the excessive
spirit ‘of mea culpa which permeates certain quarters of
Amerlcan society.’” ““We can be justly proud of our interna-
tional accomplishments during the past twenty years.’’?¢’

Han(!lin and his colleagues justified American Vietnam
policy in the context of a kind of international pluralism.
The_y. accepted unquestioningly the goal of “‘political
equilibrium’ as if equilibrium were democracy and there
were no 1_’ic*tims of that equilibrium. And, true to pluralist
dogma, filsequilibﬁum had its orgins in ‘‘externally directed
subversion.”” ‘‘For the foreseeable future,”’ said the docu-
ment, “‘the American nuclear umbrella will be a vital
?lercllwnt 1nany over-all Asian faquilibrium.” Such statements
end strong support to C. Wright Mills’ contention that end

* . - . .
4 A New York City organization with a strongly anti-communist social
emocratic flavour. —editor’s note
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of ideology was simply ‘‘a consensus of a few provincials
about their own immediate and provincial position.”” And, as
we shall see, Handlin’s activism, too, translated very
directly into the history which he wrote.**®

The activism of Arthur M. Schiesinger, Jr., of course

provides the example most envied by historians, the stan-
dard against which thousands of competitors must measure
themselves. As Gordon Craig has put it, it is the intellectuals
who, ‘‘after all, create the Camelots of this world,”’*** and
Schlesinger, who rejoiced in the title, “‘court
philosopher,”’*"° did his part. He put histogy at the service of
power, rewriting the history of the Cuban Revolution in
order to legitimize, inadvance, the Bay of Pigs.?”" ‘‘Defeated
by the moral issue,’” he had helped to keep the invasion story
out of the press.?”? Unable to find the internal resources to
““plow the whistle’’ on the Bay of Pigs in 1961,*” in 1966 he
decisively proclaimed, ‘‘surely the time has come to blow
the whistle before the present burst of revisionism regarding
the origins of the cold war goes much further.’’?’* Later, he
acknowledged that the last remark was “‘intemperate’’;?’* he
has yet to say the same for the rest of his conduct. And in
December of 1968 the assembled members of the American
Historical Association remained silent while Schlesinger
lectured them on the need for *‘civility.”’*”*

In the late 'sixties, Schlesinger again agitated for a strong
executive, as he had a decade before. But by this time
Vietnam had brought home to him a possibility which he had
earlier ignored: presidential power might have its ‘‘exces-
ses.”” So he devised a new scheme, which repeated his
earlier errors, but in new form: the president had too much
power in foreign affairs, but not enough in the domestic
realm. Thus, in a time of increasing repression, Schlesinger
opened the way to more, with such fictitious distinctions as
the claim that while acts in foreign policy were generally
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irreversible, domestic acts were generally reversible. After
all, he §aid—with amazing blindness in a time of internal
convulsion —the president ‘‘represents the whole people
and the answer to the crisis of alienation surely does not lie in
the weakening of the centre. . . .”’?7’

Sch]esinger does indeed write as he votes and vote as he
writes, and it is hard to find a line of demarcation between his
politics qnd his scholarship. But we have seen that, although
he has risen to greater eminence than most, Schlesinger is
but.the grqhetype of his generation, a generation of activists.
Thns. activism is amply reflected in the historical associations
and in their journals. It is there in a review which endorses
unqntlcally a book on chemical warfare written ‘‘from the
pohcy‘ standpoint”” and without ‘‘emotionalism.’’*7® It is
there in articles and reviews which attack Left scholarship
with an acerbity unmatched by anyone on the Left. Oscar
Handlin set the style in 1962, when he characterized William
Appleman Williams’ Contours of American History as ‘‘an

f:‘laboratf:: hoax,”” ‘‘uproariously funny,” ‘‘farcical,” a
tota! diaster,”” ‘“‘altogether incoherent.’’*” John Higham
described the review as ‘‘tasteless and irresponsible,”” “‘a

scandalously intemperate polemic,”’?* and much the same
might be said of some of the reviews of Barton J. Bernstein’s
Iowards a New Past. Charles Mullett called the writers

arrogant”’ and ‘‘selfrighteous’ while characterizing my
essay on the American Revolution ‘‘from the bottom up’’ as
an attempt ““to get at the feelings of dirty people with no
names,”’ including merchant seamen, ‘‘scarcely to be re-
garded asanimportant sector of society.” **! John Garraty of
(ljlolum!)‘la dealt with my work by remarking, inscrutably,
t at I ““represent the New Left’s Left.”’**? David Donald
delivered hims-elf of a similarly genteel polemic,** and Irwin
Englfl;iOUpd his ‘‘blood pre;ssure” rising as he reviewed the

00K.?** Finally, a Columbia activist even found a review of
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a book about fourteenth-century Europe an appropriate
place for an attack on the ‘‘intolerable self-righteousness’” of
the New Left.?*s

Organizationally, we find the American Historical As-
sociation conducting itself in accord with pluralist practice:
when it appeared that the membership might, for the first
time in years, attempt actively to involve itself in the affairs
of the organization, the Council proposed to change the
constitution with measures which would centralize power in
the Council and lessen the possibility for meaningful debate
by doing away with the last institution within the organiza-
tion which even remotely resembled a town meeting. All of
this was done, with traditional pluralist irony, in the name of
making the organization more responsive to ‘‘the will of the
membership.’’ %

In the ’sixties, presidential addresses of the AHA and the
Organization of American Historians remained activist and
political, and, as in the past, reflected a very narrow range of
politics and activism. Samuel Flagg Bemis’ ‘‘American
Foreign Policy and the Blessings of Liberty’’?*” and John K.
Fairbank’s ‘*Assignment for the 'Seventies’’*** continued to
wage Cold War, the former more ostentatiously than the
latter, but both in agreement in opposing revolutions and in
denying the possibility of an American imperialism. Fair-
bank was ethnocentric and condescending in his approachto
*our China problem.” Aggression came from China, not
from the United States. The war in Vietnam was a ‘*disas-
ter,”” but ‘‘inadvertent,”’ brought about by ‘‘an excess of
righteousness and disinterested benevolence.”” It was our
“‘crown of thorns’” —not Vietnam’s.?*’

In his ‘““Mythmakers of American History,”” Thomas
Bailey told the OAH that the **Robber Barons’” were instead
industrial statesmen, and the Cold-War revisionists were
“‘the self-flagellation school,”” He incited to riot with the
following words from another era: *‘The luckless African-
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Americans yvhile in slavery were essentially in jail; and we
wquld certainly not write the story of a nation in ter,ms of its
prison population.” All of these remarks were presented as
coming forth from one who was himself above the battle, one
who could fret over “‘presentitis’ and condemn histor’ians
flcg;tl())e{ng “hysterians.”’ ““Sometimes,”’ the noted diplomatic
ria AR :
pOIemiCrilStS',r,ezg?arked, historians  degenerate  into
Finally, to return at the end to history itself, let us note a
few examp_les of the history produced in the late ’sixties b
npn—Left hlstor_ians. Here is Richard Wade, inthe course of Z
dl.s'cussmn of nineteenth century New York reformer Jacob
Riis, surrendering his critical sense in the face of Mayor
Daley’s prediction of an imminent end to slums.? Daley
W_ade_ tells us, belongs right up there among the great men o%
Illinois, along with Abraham Lincoln and Adlai
Ste,\‘/f:nson:292 Here is Henry Steele Commager contrasting
the creative and constructive character’ of tl;e revolution
of 1776 with the “‘negative and destructive character” of
today’s "‘revolutionary fervor.”” Those who made the first
Revolution “‘broke up an Empire, to be sure,” but

What is more important is what they put in the

which t.llfty overthrew or destroyed.yll")hey wereprl:(i)(;eb(l)itr;Eit::zit
by hostility to the old system, or by personal enmity toward
the Establishment; they knew what they were about: they
hE'ld a program, and they carried it out, item by item’ to a
triumphant conclusion ’

Tl:;ay even”“worke'd thrqugh political channels for realizable
ends. . . " All this is in sharp contrast with today’s re-

volutionaries who are wi idi
without a program and idio ic i

ltion syn

motivation, 293 ¢ yneraticin

. {Eis sort of political harangue is making its way into the
ng 005(3. Thus Osgar Handlin has translated Freedom
$¢ doctrine on Vietnam directly into his History of the
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United States.*** Handlin, a ‘‘Professor for Humphrey,’’***
uncritically defends American policy in Vietnam —where
Ho Chi Minh was ‘‘reckless about the cost in lives’’ —and
places that defense in the context of an overall justification
of recent American foreign policy:

For more than a decade, disruptive new forces touched off a
succession of incidents that kept the world on the verge of
war. Latin America, Asia and Africa seethed with unrest. In
those vast areas, nationalism and social revolution kept
disturbing existing conditions and readily spread across
established boundary lines. Through the difficult years after
1960, the United States pursued a tortuous course, struggling
to avoid war yet determined to honor its commitments to
freedom.**

The unasked question here, asin other pluralist analyses, is,
just what is disruptive? The rebellion of the Latin American,
Asian, and African, or the conditions of their daily lives?
Why are existing conditions and established boundary lines
thought of as good? Is rebellion disruptive, or the conditions
which lead to it?

In conclusion, for a glimpse of a synthesis of America in
the ’sixties as seen through the lens of consensus, we may
turn to the sixth edition of Morison and Commager’s Growth
of the American Republic.*”” The last chapter, written by
Columbia faculty activist William E. Leuchtenburg,*® is
entitled ‘“The Great Society at War.”” On Vietnam, he is
critical of Johnson, but critical because the President’s
policy was not ‘‘prudent.”” ‘*‘Month by month,” writes
Leuchtenburg, ‘‘the war reeled farther out of control.”” It
was not as if anyone was making bad decisions; apparently,
just as Niebuhr and Schlesinger had argued many years
before, things, not people, were in control. Nonetheless, the
war was finally slowed by an anti-war movement. Where did
this movement originate? Apparently it started in the U.S.
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§3nate ’1’2199 1965, where “‘hawks” were opposed to
. ovef. ssnators Wayne Morse and Ernest Gruening
ere “"doves’; later they were Jjoined by other senators
mamly_ Democrats. Leuchtenburg gives much attention t ’
the atgtudes and activities of the war’s “eritics,” ‘o 00
nents,’”” ““doves.”” Who were they? The only peol’ole nalr;l::d-
are some US Senators, Richard Goodwin, Harrison Saljs-
bury, Davu‘i M. Shoup, and James Reston.,*”"’ Some of us
remember it differently. Some of us remember that there
was, to bpgm with, an extra-parliamentary anti-war move-
ment which expended enormous energy in the attempt to
force the real issues into the vacuous bipartisan politicI:)s of
the day. Somg of us remember that William Fulbright voted
for the Tonkin Bay Resolution when others knew better
Some of us remember the courage with which Robel’;
Kennedy invested his charisma in the antj-war movement
%111 so‘early, so alone. Some of us remember marches or;
\ ashmgton, the Assembly of .Unrepresented People, the
gt}el:rnatlonal Days of Protest, sit-ins, arrests, firings.**! But
Ext €r our memory is false, or this is really 198.4. For
euch_tenbur{g, the first and only partial mention of such
gxtra-mst{tutlonal struggles comes after a description of the
thoves against the hawks. A_/'te_r “the administration ignored
¢ counsel of opponents of its Vietnam policy, its critics
escalated their activities too, from ‘teach-ins’ on, campuses
and derponstrations at which draft cards were burngd‘ t(:
more violent qonfrontations with authority.””*92 At first jt
\S/ea:cgoves against hawks, with responsible men leading the
o thr‘r;orvement2 and rhen the irresponsibles took over.
e responsibles hav.e Leuchtenburg’s blessing, the
ponsibles do not. Anti-war leaders began to insist that

* Ri L R
A . .
the Marine Corp. —editor’s :orte imes; Shoup was former commander of
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what Leuchtenburg calls “riots” were legitimate. John
Gardner is quoted on ‘‘the rage to demolish.”” And there
were other riots. The assassination of Martin Luther King
set off *‘race riots’” across the country. “*Race riots’’: that is
what Leuchtenburg calls it when the army, the national
guard, and the police are at war with black people. But the
army, the national guard, the police play a very small role in
Leuchtenburg’s history. He tells us that *‘the residents of
Resurrection City were routed with tear gas, and the camp
was demolished.”” Who did this? Leuchtenburg’s passive
voice leaves us with a vision of tear gas falling from the sky
like rain; once again, things were in control, not men.’*

Thus violence was on the upsurge in America: there were
assassinations and bombings, a rising crime rate, slaughter
on television, ‘‘coercion by students at Columbia and other
universities,”” and ‘‘lobbying by the National Rifle Associa-
tion against effective gun control legislation.’”*** Again,
there is the equation of Left and Right, the politics which
says that there is really no difference betweena college sit-in
and the bombing of a Birmingham church.

In 1968 Senator Eugene McCarthy’s *‘Children’s
Crusade’” ‘‘demonstrated that the political process was
remarkably responsive to the popular will.”’ But to Chicago
there also came ‘‘itinerant revolutionists bent on provoking
a violent confrontation.” Their visit seems wholly irrational,
since says Leuchtenburg, “In most respects the convention
was exceptionally democratic. . . .”” Of course, some of the
followers of McCarthy, McGovern, and Kennedy “‘be-
lieved’’ that *‘the will of the people had been flouted’’ when
Humphrey was nominated, but in Leuchtenburg’s book,
that is only a ‘‘belief.” Meanwhile, out in the streets, this
“exceptionally democratic’” convention was being ‘‘mar-
red”’ by demonstrators, “‘a number of whom were deliber-
ately provocative.”” Some of Daley’s police used their clubs
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“‘indiscriminately.”” Like th i i
) ) e war in Vietna
out of control.’’ m. they were

* %k % %k ok

Leuchtenburg’s students just don’t believe him any more
Npr do they believe Professors Commager, Nevins Boor;
stin, Schlesinger, Handlin, or Morison. It is the Left’ which
has spoken to them of real issues, of pain and suffering, and
of .f:l_better.world which has not been seen before ’The
politics which mainstream historians have admirea are
pnreal and unprincipled; their history has aimed further to
insulate those politics from reality. But the Left will continue
to present the real alternatives, the alternatives which
expose the triviality of America’s politics of pragmatislm
Fire us, pxpel us, jail us, we will not go away. We exist anci
pgople like us have existed throughout history, and we’ will
simply not allow you the luxury of contin’uing to call
yourselves politically neutral while you exclude all of this
from your l}lstory. You cannot lecture us on civility while
you legltum'ze barbarity. You cannot fire us for activism
without havmg your own activism exposed. You cannot call
apologetics ‘‘excellence’’ without expecting the most rigor-
ous and aggressive of scholarly replies. ¢
of\t’;’]e were at the Democr.atic Convention, and at the steps
o e Pentagon, and we will not go away. We are evenin the

lib?;:igam apgi the: Sheratoq Park.* And we are in the

o se]fs.’ writing history, trying to cure it of your partisan

oy congratulator.y fictions, trying to come a little closer
inding out how things actually were.

“aShl"gton hOtelS Wlll(:][ll IISC(I‘IIC meetin Whe]ellll erw I
(¢] g S paperwas fl st
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NOTES

ok

Merle Curti chaired the session; the other panelists were John
Braeman, William Appleman Williams, and Lawrence R. Veysey.
Unger’s paper was published as ““The ‘New Left’ and American
History: Some Recent Trends in United States Historiography,”
American Historical Review, LXXI1 (July 1967), 1237-1263.

L Ibid., 1261, 1259, 1244n., 1242, 1249, 1246. See, for instance,

Unger’s summary of New Left interpretations of American foreign
policy: *‘Free trade, foreign investment, Point Four aid—all,
presumably, have been tools of American hegemony’ (1248; see
also 1249).

Ibid., 1249, 1253.

. Ibid., 1249, 1253, 1252, 1263.
. Ibid. | 1262, 1243.
. Consider the academic careers —or, more precisely, the lack of

academic careers —of such historians as Philip S. Foner and Herbert
Aptheker. (It should be noted that Aptheker’s appointment as
visiting lecturer in the Black Studies programme at Bryn Mawr
College in 1969-70 came about as a result of student initiative.
Aptheker has told the author that in the twenty-four years preceding
he actively sought employment at approximately fifty institutions
without success.) For a discussion of academic repression in the
period after World War I, see below. For the early 'forties, consider
especially the Rapp-Coudert investigations in New York City
(1940-41) which led to the firing, suspension, or resignation under
pressure of approximately fifty faculty members employed by the
Board of Higher Education, including historians Philip S. Foner,
Jack Foner, Herbert Morais, and Irving Mark. See Lawrence H.
Chamberlain, Loyalty and Legislative Action: A Survey of Activity
by the New York State Legislature, 1919-1949 (Ithaca, 1951), 68-186;
Robert W. Iversen, The Communists and the Schools (New York,
1959), 208-223. Morris Schappes, who was in the English Depart-
ment at City College at the time, was convicted of perjury and served
thirteen and one half months in jail. (See Louis Lerman, ed., Morris
U. Schappes: Letters from the Tombs [New York, 1941]. I am
indebted to Schappes and to Philip S. Foner for information
concerning Rapp-Coudert.)

10.
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For’an eé}rlier period, consider the circumstances of Charles A
Bea!-d S reTSIgnation from Columbia: Richard Hofstadter, The Prog:
ressive Historians: Turner, Beard, Parrington (New York 1968)
286-288; New York Times, editorial (**Columbia’s Deliverz,mce”)’
October_ 10, 1917, 10. For the experience of Scott Nearing, a Socialist
economist, see Lightner Witmer, The Nearing Case (New York
1915); James Weinstein, The Corporate ldeal in the Liberal State"
1900-1918 (Boston, 1968), 129, 244, '

. LXXIV (December 1968), 531-533.
. Due to the departure of Staughton Lynd from Yale and of myself

from the University of Chicago.

- For Lynd’s conflicts with Yale and with the other institutions noted

below, see his “*Academic Freedom: Your Story and Mine,”
Columbia University Forum, X (Fall 1967), 23-28 (cf. Edmund ’S
Morgan”z.mld C. Vann Woodward, **Academic Freedom: Whose
Story?, lbtd.,.XI [Spring 1968], 42-43; reply by Lynd, ibid., 50-51);
(Jesse Lemisch), ““No Work for Lynd” and ““Draft Statement 0%
NUC Defence Committee,”” New University Conference
Ne.’w.slette_r, May 24, 1968; New York Times, July 18, 1967'Cllicag0
Hlini (Umvprsity of Illinois, Chicago), July 31, 1967; ii’oosevelr
Torch, April 22, 29, May 6, 13, 1968 Mary O’Connell, ““Maguire
Vetoes Lynd Hiring,”” Loyola News (Chicago), May 10, 1968 fact
sheets of Committee for Academic Freedom in Illinois :;nd co’rres-
;S)qdenc.e among the Committee, the American Association of
Ofrlnlgféiﬁg;(?fessors. and Staughton Lynd, 1967-69 (in possession
William Hardy McNeill, in conversation with the author, Chicago

chembt':r 16, 1966. For some of the factors in my non-renewal:
—mclu_dlng both my scholarship and my participation in a 1966 sit-in
protesting tne sending of class rank to Selective Service —see Jesse
Lemisch, ““Some Remarks on the Lemisch Case,” Chicago
Maroon, May 19, 1967;idem , letter to the editor, ibid., November 3

1967. .For a suggestion of McNeill’s own capacity for partisanship‘,
iee his The Qreek Dilemima: War and Aftermath (Philadelphia,
L9I‘}'I7)[.(:(,th. l;evxew by L.S. Stavrianos, American Historical Review,

Tl ctober 1%7], 143-144; Gat?rlel Kolko, The Politics of War:
198 orld and United States Foreign Policy, 1943-1945 [New York,

Da6r§)]: )hSee also Frank Smothers, William Hardy McNeill, Elizabeth
Cen“;s l;f: McNeill, Repgrt on the Greeks: Findings of a Twentieth

(N gorlli?(ig];eg(;_m Which Surveyed Conditions in Greece in 1947

Forthe convictions and scholarship of Daniel J. Boorstin, Richard
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Wade, and Arthur Man

of Chicago, see below.
11. Consider, for instance, the political difficulties
Genovese at Rutgers, before his appointment at Ro

other institutions whic
not follow through with offers of employment.

that when the Chicago Tribune carried an account O

Christopher Lasch presented at t
in September 1968 on the role of socialis
University's president saw fit to make inquiries 0

man, and the chairman thought it entirely appropriate that he do so:

telephone conversation between Richard Leopold
(Lasch and Genovese are somewhat special

November 35, 1968.

cases in that, despite Unger’s label, they

with the New Left
activism and in
hierarchalism.)

12. See below.

13. New York Times, February 8, 1968,

February 10, 1968,
14. See below.

nof the History Department at the University

of Eugene D.
chester, and at

h made preliminary approaches to him but did
Or consider the fact

f a paper which

he Socialist Scholars’ Conference
tintellectuals, Northwestern
f Lasch’s chair-

and the author,

do not choose to identify

and they are in some ways hostile to student

disagreement with

23 December 21, 1968.

15. Unger, “‘New Left,” 1263, 1262.

11

16. Thisis of course a historiograph

since the prnimary

question must be whether the

sound, regardless of the historian’s motivations. B
article of faith and has been SO largely

is so nearly an

unchallenged —with the exception of some of the i
above, and a few other instances cited below-

acknowledgments,

—that it requires consideration in itself. And su

inevitably involves us, to som
content and validity of the history.
17. For a summary and discussion of
Horowitz, D.F. Fleming, William Appleman W
see Christopher Lasch, **Th
New York Times Magazine , January 14, 1968, 26
Politics of War, and idem,

the New Left’s anti-

28; February 9, 1968, 1, 56;

ical question of limited importance,

history itself is
ut the contention

tems listed in my

ch consideration

e degree, in an evaluation of the

works by Gar Alperovitz, David
illiams, and others,

e Cold War, Revisited and Revisioned.”
ff.; see also Kolko.

The Roots of American Foreign Policy:

An Analvsis of Power and Purpose (Boston, 1969).

18. Forhistorians seekingtoun

a fruitful approac

h might start with the concep

derstand repression in American history.

tion that perhaps
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20.

21.
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repression is the normal state in this ’s hi
istl country’s histo
gfjéis explammg are the aberrations, those rare peg(;(?:g;}f]fet Wh%
imcnrs(i:neﬁp?esswn. For one of many studies which whilz int
ntend Lgeoo eaclld to such a generalization, seems to prov’ide data f(())r
A’,m)ri(‘(m Ir}ar W Levy, Frg’edom of Speech and Press in Early
e Steinkés;(r)lr&vj Legac\"\y/ of Suppression (New York, 1963) )
_ ames einstein, ‘‘McCarth . Liberals,”
Studies on the Left, 11 (1962). number 3, s, the Liberals.
19alre:y McWilliams, Witch Hunt: The Revival (')f'H
o N f Heresy (Boston,
S . .
Aile)C‘_c?rllsé‘Lgmc.mt, gd., The Trial of Elizabeth Gurley Flynn by t}
“T;)”((;m ivil Liberties Union (New York, 1968); Barbara Denl ‘.
Mus::e r‘df}:;ll of S{\NE_,” The Nation, March 11, 1,961 200-205; :\n%’
Novgn-’lber le%gnsslg 12 SAN;E,” Liberation July-;Xugust ’196.0'
s s D=8 idem, “ : in ,
gANE,” o 0 8 e 1960’ergeior Dodd, Norman Cousins, and
ee especially Sidney Hook "‘Th
ce ‘ a . , e Danger
xﬁlre:llittl;m% . r{\/m;l’ York Times Magazine Septergnb:r B%f ISSUIltl'll'rl?;
of the theme of “‘culturs igilantism” i 1 in Le
;Cgltural Colt Wars 338-3C:;19tuml vigilantism’’ is noted in Lasch,
nndtl ! """'.'
o o Innocence: Essays in Culture and Politics (Boston, 1955),
The Vital Center: The Politic '
943D 102 he Politics of Freedom (Boston, 1962 [1st ed.,
Letter to the editor of ]
(mim?ograph). of the Harvard Crimson, January 7, 1953
Iérr?:(rjl;:;n JCl\"l.l. Libenieg Union, “We hold these truths >
1951_11”12) jlgl)}t;lw’ Equality: Report on Civil Liberties, Jur;u.u.rv
oy e, ! l'i (New York 1953), 82. For a discussion of the
s pEx personality’” on the right to travel, see I.F. Stone
Phe Truman Era (New York, 1953), 103-105. See also John Roche.
Februry gvr;sléacll(More Freedom,”” New Republic , Janaury 23 38’
Collos wa;s : . _oche, who was then on the faculty at Haver,for(i
©f Mié:hael aHs:r:iilre;:tor of the Pennsylvania Branch of the ACLU
. n X 4 I Ty .
[Spnng 19561, 214-21g5'())n, Coué and the Liberals,” Dissent, 111
Iéltul Center, 129.
. Ho L
lhor léztor;hl;i%rsha, The Broyles Commission’ in Walter Gel-
Roger’s ii\en : t(sltes an(/. Sub\'.ersion (Ithaca, 1952), 99. William P
Richaré N gnate investigator and subsequently President'
Senator Paut v 1ect‘etary of'State, had advised Illinois State
them [anivercss yles, ““If there is anything you can do financiall
erstties], that is what hurts.”” (Ibid., 69) neiyie
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. Harvard Crimson, June 17, 1952, M-9.
. New York Times, June 22, 1949, 34.
. This is only a small fraction of the institutions involved. See many

footnotes throughout this paper. There is not space here for
adequate citation, but a general account can be found in the Annual
Reports of the ACLU, and in such sources as Harvard Crimson,
June 17, 1952, U.S. News & World Report, July 31, 1953.

. Harvard Crimson, June 17, 1952, M-9; Thomas I. Emerson and

David Haber, eds., Political and Civil Rights in the United States: A
Collection of Legal and Related Materials (Buffalo, 1952), 834-836.

. New York Times, January 26, 1953.

. Harvard Crimson, November 10, 1953.

. New York Times, June 22, 1949, 34;ibid., February 18, 1952.

. Harsha, ‘‘Broyles Commission,” 100, 97, 96. Hutchins indicated

that he did indeed oppose the employment of those who were
‘‘engaged in subversive activities’’ (103).

. New York Times, March 31, 1953, 1, 12, 13. Perhaps more basic than

the issue of the Fifth Amendment was the fact that there is no Fifth
Amendment intramurally. According to the AAU statement, the
professor ‘‘owes his colleagues . . . complete candor. . . .”” The
American Association of University Professors concurred:

3

The professor who elects to answer his institution’s questions may run
the risk of losing the protection of the Fifth Amendment, if he has
previously invoked the privilege against self-incrimination in refusing to
answer similar questions put to him by a government agency. But this
consideration should yield to the institution’s interest in knowing the
facts. Under these circumstances the institution ought to be willing to
accept an offer by the professor to answer privately and offthe record, or
to recognize that such an offer is in itself some evidence of candor and
sincerity on the part of the teacher.

Conversely, the professor not making such an offer ** must accept the
burden of explaining his refusal.”” If he were attempting ‘‘to conceal
derogatory information, his silence may reflect unfavourably upon
him.”’ On the other hand, if his refusal were based on ‘‘honest
adherence to principle,”” although *‘his silence should not, in itself,
be viewed as discreditable,” the professor who *‘persists in silence””
should remember that his silence might leave unchallenged evidence
questioning his ‘‘professional fitness.” See Robert K. Carr,
““Academic Freedom, the American Association of University
Professors, and the United States Supreme Court,” AAUP Bulletin,
XLV (March 1959), 8-10.

New York Times, March 31, 1953, 12.

For a classic statement of the position that *‘the enterprise of higher
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education is essentially aristocratic,” see Howard Mumford Jones,
**The American Concept of Academic Freedom,” 4AAUP Bulletin,
XLVI (March 1960), 70-71.

See New York Times, March 21, 1958.

See accounts of Lloyd Barenblatt, H. Chandler Davis, and Paul
Rosenkrantz in Committee of First Amendment Defendants, Behind
Bars for the First Amendment (New York, [1960]).

For the Barenblatt decision, see New York Times, June 9, 1959;
Ralph F. Fuchs, “The Barenblatt Decision of the Supreme Court
and the Academic Profession,”” AAUP Bulletin, XLV (September
1959), 333-338.

For the attempt to murder Professor Tom Parkinson which resulted
in the death of graduate student Stephen Mann Thomas, see David
Wesley, Hate Groups and the Un-American Activities Committee
(New York, 1962), 3-4.

Joseph P. Lyford, ‘‘Social Science Teachers and the ‘Difficult
Years',”” AAUP Bulletin, XLIII (December 1957), 636-645.

See above, note 26.

America, Russia, and the Cold War, 1945-1966 (New York, 1967),
40.

The Irony of American History (New York, 1962 [Ist ed., 1952]), 16,
6, 13.

‘Quoted in Aptheker, Laureates, 86. My account has been influenced
by Aptheker’s essay on Niebuhr and other ““New Conservatives’’
(ibid ., 78-93) and his essay on Schlesinger in Era of McCarthyism,
115-129.

Niebuhr, Irony, 159, 108, 75, 88, 89, 67.

. Ibid ., 89.

Schlesinger, Vital Center, 240; idem, The Politics of Hope (Boston,
1963), 73.

Vital Center, 40-41.

Ibid., 254. For a qualification, see ibid., 55: *. .
problems are insoluble.”

See, for example, ibid., 10; Politics of Hope, 70.
Vital Center, 10. Power modified Schilesinger’s ideology a bit;
perhaps he realized that an unqualified pessimism made the politics
which became his primary occupation seem pointless. As an adviser
to President Kennedy, he looked back at the “‘forgotten nightmare”

. most basic
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of the Eisenhower era. Rejecting the complaint of the ’fifties-
—presumably including his own —*‘that our capacity for progress is
extinct,”’ he complained instead that not enough progress had been
made. Still, it would not do to overdo this optimism: even what
Schlesinger called ‘‘the Party of Hope’’ had ‘‘no belief that mortal
men can attain Utopia, no faith that fundamental problems have final
solutions’’ (Politics of Hope, Xi).

Ibid., 47, 125; Vital Center, ix. See also the discussion below of
Schlesinger’s essay on the causes of the Civil War.

For example, Politics of Hope, 124, Vital Center, 147; cf. Niebuhr,
Irony, ix.

Ibid., 17, 29; emphasis added.

Vital Center, 39.

. Ibid ., xxiii, 7, 39, 57, 40, 165, 45.

For some of the experimental work upon which I base my conclu-
sions, see Stanley Milgram’s experiments on obedience and author-
ity cited in Jesse Jemisch, * Listening to the ‘Inarticulate’: William
Widger's Dream and the Loyalties of American Revolutionary
Seamen in British Prisons,” Journal of Social History, 111 (Fall,
1969), note 10. For a discussion of work by Milgram, Stanley
Schachter and J.E. Singer, and other psychologists, and the implica-
tions of that work for theories of human nature and behaviour, see
Naomi Weisstein, ‘““Woman as Nigger,”” Psychology Today, Oc-
tober 1969, 22, 58. (It should be noted that Milgram did not test
subjects for political orientation.)

. Niebuhr, Irony, 45, 29, 57.

. Schlesinger, Vital Center, 2, xiv.

. Reprinted in idem, Politics of Hope, 92.

. Niebuhr, Irony, 14, 102, 103.

. Ibid., 101; see also 31.

. See ibid., 100.

. John Kenneth Galbraith, American Capitalism: The Concept of

Countervailing Power (Boston, 1952).

. See works by David Truman, Talcott Parsons, Nelson Polsby,

Robert Dahl, Daniel Bell, David Riesman, Seymour Martin Lipset,
and others.
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(January 1956), 61. '
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its totality. Niebuhr, for instance, dismissed the idea of managing
human affairs through social science as *‘ the speculations of our wise
men'’ (frony, 18; see also 80).
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Bell, “*Passion and Politics,” 61, 54.

Schlesinger, Vital Center, 104,

See New York Times, May 14, 1968.

See numerous CBS television programs in the late ’sixties.

For excellent analyses, see Paul Breines and Peter Wiley, Would
You Believe . . . ? An Introductory Critique of The True Believer;
and Eric Hoffer and Cold War Ideology (Madison, Wisconsin[n.d. ).
Tocqueville was widely admired, assigned, printed and re-printed,
and abundantly quoted. Invoking Tocqueville —or sometimes Henry
Adams —was in the ’fifties a way in which liberals could sanctify
their own essentially conservative thought without having to identify
themselves with Burke; nonetheless, many seemed not to mind such
identification (see, for instance, Niebuhr, Irony, 89; Schlesinger,
Vital Center, 240; idem, Politics of Hope, 73).

. Roche, “We’'ve Never Had More Freedom,”’ January 23, 1956, 12.
. Fiedler, End to Inhocence, 87, 57, 81, 76.
. See Clifton Brock, Americans for Democratic Action: Its Role in

National Politics (Washington, D.C., 1962).

. See Lasch, *‘Cultural Cold War.”” The National Association of

Manufacturers also adopted the ideology. *‘Watch Out for Big
Talk!”" a comic book published in 1950 by the N.A.M.’s United
Business Committee and addressed to workers, warmned of the
dangers of the radical’s ‘' ‘Big Plan’ Malarkey.”

Forunrepentant responses to the CIA revelations, see comments by
Daniel Bell, Sidney Hook, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., and others in
‘‘Liberal Anti-Communism Revisited: A Symposium,”’
Commentary, September 1967, 31-79 (but cf. the response of
Richard Rovere, ibid., 67-68). On the question of conspiracy, the
later reaction of Irving Kristol, who was editor of Encounter, is
especially interesting. During his editorship, Kristol later recalled,

Rumours there were, but they were not particularly credible. Most of
these rumours issued from sources —Left-wing, anti-American, or
both —that would have been happy to circulate them, true or not, and one
discounted them in advance. {Irving Kristol, ‘‘Memoirs of a ‘Cold
Warrior’,”” New York Times Magazine, February 11, 1968, 25.]

In other words, any evidence of conspiracy was false because its
source was tainted. This is a suggestion of how the end of ideologists
handled evidence.

See Rogin, McCarthy, 84-103; quotations at 100, 99, 84.

Ibid., 136-247; see also 261-262 for a general summary of the
differences in electoral support between McCarthy and agrarian
radicalism. Rogin alludes, of course, to Daniel Bell, ed., The New
American Right (New York, 1955 [republished as The Radical Right:
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85.
86.

87.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93,

94,

95.

“The New American Right’’ Expanded and Updated (New York,
1964))).

For earlier studies of the bases of McCarthy’s support offering
results generally similar to Rogin’s and criticizing Bell et. al., see
Martin Trow, ‘‘Small Businessmen, Political Tolerance, and Sup-
port for McCarthy,” American Journal of Sociology, LXIV
(November 1958), 270-281; Nelson W. Polsby, ‘*“ Towards an Expla-
nation of McCarthyism,” Political Studies, VIII (October 1960),
250-271.

Rogin, McCarthy, 221, 222, 225, 103, 248.

Ibid., 253, 254. Rogin suggests a liberal role but does not put it so
strongly as I have here, 256.

Ibid ., 278, 279, 282.

. Michael Rogin, ‘“Wallace and the Middle Class: The White Backlash

in Wisconsin,” Public Opinion Quarterly, XXX (Spring 1966),
98-108 (quotation at 100).

J. David Valaik, ‘“Catholics, Neutrality, and the Spanish Embargo,
1937-1939,” Journal of American History, LIV (June 1967), 73-85.
See Sidney Verba, er. al., ‘““Public Opinion and the War in
Vietnam,” American Political Science Review, LLXI (June 1967),
318.

Ibid., 320. For a bizarre misreading by a pluralist journal which
concludes from the same data that pressure from below for escala-
tion was increasing, see ‘‘Current Reading” (apparently written by
Irving Kristol or Daniel Bell), The Public Interest, number 11 (Spring
1968), 89.

New York Times, March 17, 1966; quoted in Verba et. al., ‘‘Public
Opinion and Vietnam,” 322.

Many other instances which do not fit the pluralists’ portrayal of
popular conservatism could be cited, for example: the Dearborn,
Michigan anti-war referendum of 1966; the California right-to-work
referendum of 1958; the responsible conduct of the Chicago electo-
rate on referenda (Theodore J. Lowi, ‘‘Machine Politics —Old and
New,” The Public Interest, number 9 [Fall 1967], 91-92); the 1962
‘‘anti-subversive” Francis Amendment in California (see Rogin,
““Wallace,” 106n.)

Martin Trow, ‘‘Small Businessmen,’” 270, describes the essays in
The New American Right as ‘*based on almost no empirical evidence
at all, at least so far as their efforts to explain the popular support of
these [conservative] movements are concerned.’” Polsby, *“ Towards
an Explanation of McCarthyism,’” 254-256, offers similar criticisms.
Irving Kristol, **Historians and the Idea of Democracy,” paper
delivered at 1969 meeting of Organization of American Historians.

IV
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104.

105.

107.
108.
109.
110.
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. Rogin concludes that pluralism ‘“may best be judged’ as a venture

into conservative theory rather than ‘‘as the product of science”
(McCarthy, 282).

. Bell, ““Passion and Politics,” 61.

. Kristol, **Historians and the Idea of Democracy,” 26.

. Reprinted in Schlesinger, Politics of Hope, 5,9, 18, 19.

. Niebuhr, Irony, 163, 166, 164.

. 1bid., 112, 113, 115. LaFeber, America, Russia, and the Cold War,

133.

. C. Wright Mills, “*On the New Left,”” Studies on the Left, 11 (1961),

number 1, 64-65.

United States, House of Representatives, Committee on Un-
American Activities, 83rd Cong., 1st Sess., Communist Methods of
Infiltration (Education), Part 1, 47, 53, 56. Boorstin had previously
testified in executive session, apparently during the summer of 1951
(see ibid., s1), and I have been unable to locate any record of that
testimony.

Ibid., 59, 60, 49. Boorstin has acknowledged membership in the
Party ‘‘for a period of something less than a year. . . That is about 14
years ago that my association ceased’” (48). ‘' It was not an important

episode in my life. . . .’ (49).
Ibid., 51.
. Through the Hillel Foundation at the University of Chicago (ibid.,
51).
Ibid., 52.
Ibid., 60.

The Saturday Review, February 6, 1954, 7.

Ibid., 48. Nevins said more or less the same thing in talks to a
gathering of American History teachers at Stanford in August of 1951
and to the Society of American Archivists at Dearborn, Michigan,
September 14, 1953 (see ibid., 7; Edward N. Saveth, ‘“What
Historians Teach about Business,”” Fortune, April 1952, 118; Allan
Nevins, “New Lamps for Old in History,” American Archivist,
X VIl [January 1954], 3-12 [from which Nevins adapted his Suturday
Review article]). For a warning against ‘‘overcorrection,” see
Fortune, September 1951, 83.

Nevins, ‘*Should American History be Rewritten?’’ 47-49.
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112,

113.

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

Debating with Nevins, Matthew Josephson saw a touch of 1984 in
Nevins’ arguments and asked, ** Will the New History of this country
[like that of Germany and the Soviet Unionl, too, be rewrtten as
crude propdganda for the party in power?” He saw in Nevins’
history a **big-business version of the American Century,” and he
thought Nevins’ call to rewrite history ‘‘ill timed” when anti-
communism was making it all the more difficult to talk about possible
flaws in the American past. (/bid., 10, 46).
American Historical Review , LVI(January 1951), 261-275; reprinted
with a few changes in Samuel Eliot Morson, By Land and By Sea
(New York, 1953), 346-359. (Citations below are to version in
American Historical Review )
Ibid ., 265-270. For a claim that Morison misrepresented Beard, see
Howard K. Beale, ** The Professional Historian: His Theory and His
Practice,” Pacific Historical Review, XXI1I (August 1953), 251.
Morison, ‘“Faith,” 266-273. By December of 1968, Morison had
apparently forgotten his earlier admonition when he complained that
“‘most history textbooks are smooth as grease. They avoid the
conflicts and disorders that have taken place in our past.” In the
same interview, Morison told the New York Times (December 16,
1968), *We should regard the black people as potential good citizens
and make a place for them in the power structure.” (The racism of
earlier editions of the Morison and Commager textbook, The Growth
of the Americun Republic, is notorious. For examples, see a
pamphlet published by black students at New York’s City College in
1950 and reprinted by*Queens College Committee on Democracy in
Education; Leo Field, *‘“Morison and Commager vs. Negro His-
tory,”’ New Foundations, IV (November 1950), 10-12.
But for some sensible criticisms, see Beale, ‘‘Professional His-
torian.” 251-252. Another cali for what might be called an **applied
history™” echoed Morison's. Aiming not so much at the red menace
as at Harry Truman, Saveth, ““What Historians Teach about
Business,” urged a **conservative synthesis’’ in order ‘‘to challenge
the Fair Deal influence in historical writing, and at the polls as well™
(174).
Oscar Handlin, Arthur Meier Schlesinger. Samue!l Eliot Morison,
Frederick Merk, Arthur Meier Schlesinger, Jr., Paul Herman Buck,
Harvard Guide to American History (Cambridge, 1955), 12. (For the
authorship of individual sections, see ix).
Not considered here, although ofgreat importance, are innumerable
ways in which the Harvard Guide is a political document. Consider,
for example, the blatant political bias in the selection of 1) magazines

119.
120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

129

and newspapers as ‘‘historical sources” for the recent period
(172-173, 177 and 2) “‘opportunities for research’; consider espe-
cially exclusions from the list (37).

Ibid ., 12.

ibid., 49. Morison’s remarks here are derived from his ‘History as a
Literary Art: An Appeal to Young Historians,”” Old South Associa-
tion, Leaflet, Series II, no. 1 (Boston, [19467)).

Harvey Breit, “‘Talk with Mr. Schlesinger,”” New York Times Book
Review, September 18, 1949, 19.

Arthur Mann, **The Progressive Tradition” in John Higham, ed.,
The Reconstruction of American History (New York, 1962),174. To
the writer these remarks convey a special irony, since Mann was on
the committee which reached the decision to dismiss me from the
University of Chicago because my ‘‘convictions’’ allegedly inter-
fered with my scholarship.

Conyers, Read, “The Social Responsibilities of the Historian,”
American Historical Review, LV (January 1950), 275, 281-284.
See Beale, *‘Professional Historian,” 254. For an acknowledgment
that historians had ‘‘relaxed their skepticism,” together with a
denial, in apparent response to Read, that historians ‘*have been
enlisted, like physicists, in the cold war,” see Arthur M.
Schlesinger, Jr., Politics of Hope, 52. Schlesinger continues, ‘‘there
has been neither the effort to do this on the part of government nor
the desire on the part of the profession’ (ibid.).

Higham, ‘*Beyond Consensus,” 609,616,619-625. It goes without
saying that Higham was not responsible for the renovation; for an
instance of hostility toward him on the part of a leading consensus
historian, see Oscar Handlin, ‘““Communication,’” Mississippi Valley
Historical Review, XLIX (September 1962), 408.

The following glimpse into the writing of history is only that; it is far
from a complete survey of all the history written since World War I1.
But 1 believe that it is more than merely impressionistic. It covers a
wide range chronologically and topically, and it deals with authors
who will generally be conceded to be among what one of them once
called the ** pacesetters’” of the profession. This does not mean that it
was the only kind of history being written at the time. But unless —in
the style of the *fifties —we refuse to acknowledge the possibility of
generalizing, 1 believe that it will be conceded that what follows
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represents the dominant trend in the writing of American history in
the period.

Daniel J. Boorstin, The Americans: The Colonial Experience (New
York, 1968), 1. My reading of Boorstin has been influenced by
remarks on Boorstin and other consensus historians in John
Higham’s two landmark articles, **The Cult of the *American
Consensus,”” and ‘‘Beyond Consensus.”

In this and the subsequent volume of The Americans (The
National Experience [New York, 1965]) Boorstin acknowledges the
support given him by the Relm Foundation. This organization has
also supported the Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and
Peace, the Georgetown Centre for Strategic Studies, Gerhard
Niemeyer and Robert Strausz-Hupé. For more on the Foundation
and the anti- communist crusades of its director, see Judith Coburn,
“I Wonder Who's Kissinger Now?"’ Mayday, December 20-27,
1968, 4.

Boorstin, Americans: Colonial Experience, 29. Boorstin felt that
Perry Miller often took the Puritan distinctions *‘more seriously and
more precisely’ than did the Puritans themselves (380). Although
Miller may be vulnerable to the claim that he allowed the theology of
an elite to stand for the thought of the many, this is not what Boorstin
meant. Puritan orthodoxy, Boorstin said, had a *‘peculiar charac-
ter’’ ; the Puritans were ‘‘less interested in theology itself, than in the
application of theology to everyday life”’(5). Boorstin’s evidence
was often unpersuasive: he might describe Puritan sermons as a form
of entertainment (14), a way of ** passing the time’’ (3) in an era before
television and movies (14), but we have no more evidence of this than
we have evidence that the Pope reads his beads for kicks. That the
Puritans saw biblical parallels for even the most trivial of everyday
events (19) seems more nearly evidence that they were deeply
theological than that, as Boorstin seems to contend, the end of
ideology was Puritan dogma.

1bid., 9.

Ibid ., 35-37.

ibid., 68, 67, 34, 63, 47 for an alternative view, see several essays in
Frederick B. Tolles, Quakers and the Atlantic Culture (New York,
1960), especially ** The Culture of Early Pennsylvania,” 114-131.
Boorstin, Americans: Colonial Experience, 58, 54, 55.

Ibid ., 96, 80, 88, 71. Cf. Daniel J. Boorstin, The Image of What
Happened to the American Dream (Harmondsworth, England,
1963), where the term ‘‘extravagant expectations’’ is used to express
essentially Burkean ideals.

134.

135.
136.

137.
138.
139.

140.
141.
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Related themes to be found in Americans: Colonial Experience are
American exceptionalism and superiority and the implacable hostil-
ity of the enemy —in this instance, the Indian. Also, the evils of
cosmopolitanism: Boorstin quotes Jefferson likening theQuakers to
the Jews or the Jesuits, while himself calling these utopian
ideologues ‘‘a kind of international conspiracy.”” (64).
Idem, The Americans: National Experience, 399,
American Political Science Review, XLV (December 1951),
1086-1099.
Ibid ., 1096,1086, 1098, 1095, 1099, 1089.
Ibid., 1086, 1097.
More recently, writing of the making of the Pennsylvania Constitu-
tion of 1776, David Hawke has paid his respects directly to Hoffer.
That constitution, reflecting the thought which John Adams found
““too democratical’’ in Paine’s Common Sense , was put over by “‘a
small band of men,” says Hawke in In the Midst of a Revolution
(Philadelphia, 1961), 13. These men refused to face the fact that
humans are not very ‘‘malleable’” (197) and tried *‘ to translate theory
into fact”” (190). Hawke describes the six key men in this
operation —Paine is one of them —variously as failures, bankrupts,
men with marital and other family troubles (103-104); one, about
whom Hawke admits little is known, is thus described as ‘‘quietly
teaching school, not once creating a public stir’” and therefore
““slowly accumulating a bitter feeling toward the world around him”’!
(105). All six ‘“had reason to be discontent with themselves and with
the way the world had treated them™ (103):

Each believed his talents were going to waste, unrecognized by society.

Each detested the present and found happiness only in the future. . . .

Out of the depths of their frustration and faith in the future emerged their

passionate attachment to independence. And out of their innocence

developed their common belief that this perfect world would come

quickly, instantly once evil had been crushed. (106)
Hoffer, whose work Hawke tells us is indispensable to an under-
standing of the American Revolution, is called in to explain this
bizarre conduct:

The craving to change the world [Hawke quotes Hoffer] is perhaps a

reflection of the craving to change ourselves. The sick in soul insist that it

is humanity that is sick, and they are the surgeons to operate on it (103).
Neibuhr, Irony, 30.
Forrest McDonald, The Formation of the American Republic,
1776-1790 (Baltimore, 1965), 235-236. This passage was brought to
my attention by Staughton Lynd, Class Conflict, Slavery, and the
United States Constitution: Ten Essays (Indianapolis, 1967), 7.
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142.

143.

144.
145.
146.
147.
148.
149.
150.

151.
152.

Kenyon, ‘‘Where Paine Went Wrong,” 1095-1096.

The preceding account of course only scratches the surface of the
present- mindedness of recent historiography of early America. It
should also be noted that the interpretation of mass conduct in the
American Revolution which focuses on manipulation and skilful
propaganda is essentially a conspiracy theory. See the discussion of
Hawke, immediately above, for one such instance; more generally,
see Jesse Lemisch, ““The American Revolution Seen From the
Bottom Up” in Bernstein, Towards a New Past, 3-45.

Stanley M. Elkins, Slavery: A Problem in American Institutional
and Intellectual Life (New York, 1963 [1st ed., Chicago, 1959]). My
perception of the abolitionists in the following discussions of Elkins
and Schlesinger has been influenced by Martin B. Duberman, ** The
Abolitionists and Psychology,” Journal of Negro History, XLVIl
(July 1962), 183-191.

Elkins, Salvery, 158, 157, 141, 146-147.

Ibid.,\141, 147,

Ibid., 147-148.

Ibid., 161, 150-151, 176.

1bid., 156.

Ibid., 151-152.

Ibid ., 158, 164, 161. For an illuminating discussion of the meaning of
“guilt™ as an abolitionist motive, see Duberman, ** Abolitionists and
Psychology.”” Duberman notes that “‘Under the Freudian micros-
cope, it would be a rare man indeed whose life showed no evidence of
pathological behaviour™ (186). ““But an individual’s public involve-
ment is never completely explained by discussing his private
pathology’’ (188).

Elkins, Slavery, 36.

Ihid., 185, 188, 188n., 189n. Underlying these anti-radical attitudes is
the complex of conservative values associated with end of ideology:
a Neibuhrian pessimism about man and his nature, and about social
change, doubts about human perfectibility and equality (see, for
example, 85, 153, 160, 169-170). At bottom, Elkins subscribes to
fifties notions of the intractability of human nature, and it is this
theme which links his consideration of the abolitionists to his
examination of the social psychology of the salve. The abolitionists,
says Elkins, erroneously ‘‘thought that nothing could actually be
said about the Negro’s ‘true’ nature because that nature was veiled
by the institution of slavery. It could only be revealed by tearing

away the veil”” (83). Cf. Weisstein, ‘** Woman as Nigger’':
It is obvious that a study of human behaviour requires a study of the social

153.
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155.
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157.
158.
159.
160.
161.
162.
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164.
165.

166.

167.

168.
169.

170.
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contexts in which people move, the expectations as to how they will
behave, and the authority that tells them who they are and what they are
supposed to do. . .

Except for their genitals, I don’t know what immutable differences
exist between men and women. Perhaps there are some other unchange-
able differences; probably there are a number of irrelevant differences.
But it is clear that until social expectations for men and women are equal,
until we provide equal respect for both sexes, answers to this question
will simply reflect our prejudices. [58]

Partisan Review , X VI (October 1949), 969-981. Citations below are
to the essay as it appeared in Politics of Hope, 35-47.

Ibid., 37-38.

Ibid., 38.

See Jesse Lemisch, ““Who Won the Civil War, Anyway?" The
Nation, April 8, 1961, 300-302; this article is, in part, derivative from
Schlesinger.

Schlesinger, Politics of Hope, 45, 39.

Ibid ., 41-42. 46-47: idem, Vital Centre, 254.

Idem, Politics of Hope, 105; Vital Centre, 159, 38, 37.

Ibid., 77; Politics of Hope, 39, 43.

Ibid., 39; Vital Centre, xxii, 65, 98.

Politics of Hope, 43; Vital Centre, 10.

Pollack, '‘Fear of Man,” 2. (Bobbs-Merrill Reprint)

1bid., 3, 4,7, 8.

Oscar Handlin, “‘Reconsidering the Populists,” Agricultural
History, XXXIX (April 1965), 10, 11, 12.

Irwin Unger, “‘Critique of Norman Pollack’s ‘Fear of Man',” ibid.,
17.

While not finding the Populists revolutionary (McCarthy, 186),
Rogin offers much evidence in support of Pollack on the nature of
Populism. Considering the Populist tendency to explain certain
events as conspiracies, Rogin notes that conspiracies did occur and
that the Populists” **perception of courthouse ‘rings’ making political
decisions was close to the truth’’ (172). Rogin notes that Hofstadter
supports the contention that the Populists were jingoists by finding
evidence of jingoism in Populist areas —without noting that his
evidence may be coming from the Populists’ opponents (177, 318).
Rogin often finds among the Populists’ opponents ‘‘apocalyptic,
conspiratorial, and utopian preoccupations’ (56; see also 170, 171n.,
177, 315).

Schlesinger, Vital Centre, 44.

Allan Nevins, Study in Power: John D. Rockefeller, Industrialist and
Philanthropist (2 vols.; New York, 1953).

Ibid., 1, viii-ix. Cf. Schlesinger, Vital Centre, 44:



134

171.

172.
173.
174.
175.

176.
177.

178.
179.
180.
181.
182.

183.
184,

185.

186.

. . . to save the nation from the ‘‘robber barons,”’ would the Doughface

reduce our industrial capacity to the point where it was when the ‘‘robber

barons'’ came on the scene? . . . the price we paid [for industrialization],

though perhaps exorbitant, was infintely less in human terms than the

price paid by the people of Russia. . . .
Allan Nevins, John D. Rockefeller, The Heroic Age of American
Enterprise (2 vols.; New York, 1940), II, 721.
Nevins, Study in Power, 11, 480. Emphasis added.
Aptheker, Laureates, 37.
Rogin, McCarthy, 292.
Allan Nevins, “What Leadership Means in a Democracy,” New
York Times Magazine, November 17, 1957, 11. For more cold-war
journalism by Nevins, see his ‘*“Tyrannies Must Fall,” Collier’s,
October 20, 1951, 16 ff.
Schlesinger, Politics of Hope, 18.
Thomas A. Bailey, The Man in the Street: The Impact of American
Public Opinion on Foreign Policy (New York, 1948), 13.
Henry Steele Commager, ‘‘Presidential Power: The Issue
Analyzed,” New York Times Magazine, January 14, 1951, 11.
Ibid., and ‘‘Does the President Have Too Much Power?”’, ibid.,
April 1, 1951, 15 ff.
Commager, ‘‘Presidential Power,”” 11.

Ibid.
Idem , *“‘Does the President Have Too Much Power?”" 15.
Ibid ., 35, 33.

In connection with cold war revisionism of another sort, the New
York Times, December 14, 1951, describes Frances Friedman’s An
Outline of American History as ‘‘the outstanding best-seller of the
State Department, with 2,400,000 copies distributed thus far . . . [all
apparently outside of the U.S.]. It was reviewed by Dr. Wood Gray
of George Washington University and the final chapter was rewritten
by Dr. Richard Hofstadter of Columbia University to adapt it more
closely to the more recent United States aims in Germany.”’ T have
been unable to obtain a copy of this publication.

Henry Steele Commager, ‘“ Analysis of the American Character,”
New York Times Magazine, January 2, 1949, 5. For some more
recent assertions reflecting the same assumptions, see idem, ““The
Ambiguous American,” ibid., May 3, 1964, 16 ff (*‘Notwithstanding
the massive denial of equality to the Negro, and to other colored
peoples as well, equality is still the greatest common denominator of
the American character’ [ibid., 144]; this is true only because
Commager has chosen a perspective which defines it as true).

As an undergraduate in the field at Yale (B.A., 1957), I recall much
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188.
189.

190.
191.

192.
193,
194,
195.
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class time and reading devoted to definition and justification of
‘“American Studies.’” My strongest recollection of the content which
I was taught in undergraduate seminars relate to American abun-
dance, homogeneity, social mobility, the “‘culture concept,” and-
—especially in discussion of Ortega y Gasset, the mass media, and
foreign policy —a tremendous condescension in attitudes toward
popular judgment and democracy. In the summer of 1957, just after
graduation, I recall the astonishment with which I discovered, as a
hitch-hiker, that people in one-newspaper towns in the Pacific
Northwest had sufficient inteliectual resources to laugh at those
newspapers when they ridiculed public power as ‘‘socialistic’’; and
my undergraduate education had ill prepared me for both the title and
the substance of an article which I saw in a magazine for sale in a
Cleveland bus station: Harvey Swados, ** The Myth of the Happy
Worker,” The Nation, August 17, 1957, 65-68.

For some of American Studies’ literature of definition, see
Tremaine McDowell, American Studies (Minneapolis, 1948); Robert
H. Walker, American Studies in the United States: A Survey of
College Programs (Baton Rouge, 1958); Edward F. Grier, *‘Prog-
rams in American Civilization,” Journal of Higher Education,, XXV
(April 1954), 179-190; American Quarterly (21 vols. to date; Spring
1949- ). Studies need to be done on the financing of American
Studies and, in general on the increased availability of funds for
various projects which, while doubtless valuable, clearly have
political meaning (for instance, the publication of the papers of
various past American political leaders). See also the increased
interest in the place of U.S. history in the college curriculum: ** Study
of U.S. History Gains as More Colleges Require It,”” New York
Times, April 17, 1950, 1 ff.

David M. Potter, People of Plenty: Economic Abundance and the
American Character (Chicago, 1954), 117-118, 84. For end of
ideology, see 121-122; for a benevolent view of American relations
with Latin America, see 130-131.

Henry Steele Commager, ‘‘ Analysis of the American Character,” 5.
Idem, “The U.S. in 1970 —-Three Forecasts,” New York Times
Magazine, May 17, 1959, 76.

Idem, **Brave World of the Year 2000, ibid ., November 1, 1959, 26.
Schlesinger, Vital Centre, 33n. See also above for Schlesinger’s
prediction of increasing rigidity in the U.S.S.R.

Ibid., 24.

Ibid., 190.

Commager, “U.S. in 1970, 76; “‘Brave World,” 26, 28, 30, 32.
Allan Nevins, ““U.S. in 1970," 25.
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198.
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200.
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VI

202.

203

204.
205.

. Staughton Lynd, “‘Beyond Beard,” in Bernstein, Towards a New
Puast, 49,
Bell, ‘“‘Passion and Politics,” 59.
Kenyon, ‘“Where Paine Went Wrong,”” 1098.
Lemisch, ** American Revolution from the Bottom Up,” 10-15.
See, for instance, Leonard D. White, The Federalists: A Study in
Administrative History (New York, 1959);idem, The Jeffersonians:
A Study in Administrative History, 1801-1829 (New York, 1951). The
latter concludes:

... .the republicans brought no revolution in administration. They

found a system in full order . . . and it was taken over with hardly a ripple

and maintained substantially intact for over a quarter century [546] . . .

.. . One circumstance of special importance was the uninterrupted

control of government and the administrative system after 1801 by

gentlemen. The same social class that had set up the new system in 1789

carried it forward. . . . The basic outlook, predispositions, habits, and

ways of life of men in the public service were unchanged; and the ethical

standards of the civil servants of 1820 were identical with those of 1800.

[548) . ..
For one amusing item of documentation from a nonpluralist, see
Gabriel Kolko's quotation of an exchange between Henry Clay Frick
and Andrew Carnegie on the election of 1892: ‘I am very sorry for
President Harrison,” wrote Frick, ‘‘but I cannot see that our
interests are going to be affected one way or the other by the change
in administration.” Carnegie replied: *‘Cleveland! Landslide! Well
we have nothing to fear and perhaps it is best. People will now think
the Protected Manfrs. will be attended to and quit agitating.
Cleveland is pretty good fellow. Off for Venice tomorrow™ (The
Triumph of Conservatism: A Reinterpretation of American History,
1900-1916 {Chicago, 1967], 62-63).

Andrew Kopkind, ‘“The Future-Planners,” New Republic, Feb-

ruary 25, 1967; here cited from reprint in American Psychologist,

XXII (November 1967), 1036-1041. Bell subsequently headed a task

force for presidential candidate Hubert Humphrey on ‘‘The Fu-

ture’’: Villuge Voice, August 1, 1968, 3.

.*Quoted in Kopkind, ‘‘Future-Planners,”” 1036.

*“‘Liberal Anti-Communism Revisited,”” 42.

New York Times, October 28, 1968, 2;ibid ., December 4, 1968, 62.
At the same time, Irving Kristol's publishing firm brought out

Talcott Parsons’ collection of essays by Lipset, Bendix, and others,
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originating in a Voice of America series. A reviewerinScience called
it a “‘self-congratulatory celebration,” ‘‘a hymn of thanksgiving for
America the affluent, and a benediction for a modern society in
which the traditional distinctions between ruler and ruled are
allegedly no more’: Talcott Parsons, ed., American Sociology:
Perspectives, Problems, Methods (New York, 1968); reviewed by
Alvin W. Gouldner in Science, 162 (October 11, 1968), 247-249.
New York Times, October 26, 1968, 65.

1bid., May 10, 1969.

Frank Donner, **The Colleges Play Ball,”” The Nation, August 11,
1969, 112.

For some interesting comments on coercive aspects of end of
ideology, see Conor Cruise O'Bren, review of Chaim I. Waxman,
ed., The End of Ideology Debate in New York Times Book Review,
February 16, 1969, 12.

Chicago Tribune, January 31, 1969, 1; February 1, 1969, 2;New York
Times, February 1, 1969; Chicago Sun-Times, February 16, 1969,
section ¢, 2; Time, September 5, 1969, 58.

Chicago Today, August 27, 1969.

James Petras, ‘‘Berkeley and the New Conservative Backlash,”
New Left Review, number 31 (May-June, 1965), 62. Foradescription
of sit-inners at the University of Chicago as ‘‘coprophilac,” see
statement by Physiology Professor Elwood U. Jensen, February 10,
1969 (mimeographed; distributed by University of Chicago).
Lewis S. Feuer, The Conflict of Generations: The Character and
Significance of Student Movements (New York, 1969). See also
Joseph Schwab, College Curriculum and Student Protest (Chicago,
1969).

Ibid ., 16; Franklin L. Ford of Harvard, New York Times, April 12,
1968, 18; editorial, ihid., December 27, 1968; Anthropology Profes-
sor Milton Singer in speech to sit-in, University of Chicago
Administration Building, May 1966; Chicago Sun-Times, February
16, 1969, section 2, 1-2; Chicago Maroon, May 9, 1969, 7.
Petras, ‘‘Berkeley,” 62-63.

Professor Charles Huggins: see Chicago Maroon, May 9, 1969, 7. A
recording of his press conference of February 6, 1969, was broadcast
by a Chicago radio station. Adolph A. Berle has had the same insight:
New York Times, July 17, 1969.

New York Times, Apnl 12, 1969, 18. Cf. Lemisch, ““American
Revolution from the Bottom Up,” 25.

Petras, ‘‘Berkeley,” 60.

Commentary, XLVI (July 1968), 38.
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New York Times, May 10, 1969.

New York Times, April 4, 1969, 1, 18; Civil Liberties, June, 1969, 4.
Four lawyers in the New York Civil Liberties Union dissented,
saying that the statement would ‘‘add the voice of the A.C.L.U. to
the repressive forces already at work against social change in our
society . . . (New York Times, April 6, 1969, 51).

Personal experience, April 1969.

See New York Times, April 1, 1967.

Louis Joughin, ed., Academic Freedom and Tenure: A Handbook of
the American Association of University Professors (Madison, 1967),
132, 134, 133.

President R. A. Weil of Roosevelt University, mentioned in state-
ment by J.J. Roth et. al., on Lynd case, April 22, 1968 (mimeog-
raphed).

Joughin, Academic Freedom, 7, 136-137.

Conversation with Louis Joughin at American Historical Associa-
tion Annual Meeting, New York, 1966.

Bertram H. Davis to Alfred Young, October 31, 1968, quoted in
Alfred Young, Christopher Lasch, et. al. to Bertram H. Davis,
March 17, 1969, 3 (mimeographed). As of October 1969, the AAUP
has taken no further action on the case.

Experience of Marvin L. Michael Kay, who was an associate
professor at Alfred University when these events took place (May
1968). In February of 1969 the AAUP’s observer recognized aprima

facie breach of academic freedom, but Professor Kay has since

heard nothing further from the national organization.

See below. More recently, the same man has equated the conduct of
students sitting in with that of Minute Men who invaded the sit-in and
assaulted students: statement by Professor James E. Miller, Jr.,
February 9, 1969 (mimeographed and distributed by University of
Chicago).

New York Times, editorial, June 16, 1969; see also editonal, ibid.,
September 23, 1969: ‘“A strengthening of the vital centre is impera-
tive to the pacification as well as the reform of the campuses.”
Ibid., August 6, 1969, 16.

Donner, ‘*Colleges Play Ball,”” 114 also describes cooperation by
CCNY, Brooklyn College, Cornell, Harvard, University of Califor-
nia, Stanford.

New York Times, August 21, 1969.

Ibid ., editorial, November 1, 1967.

Edith Green, for instance; see Andrew Kopkind, ‘“Green Stuff,”
Hard Times, May 19-26, 1969.
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Hans J. Morgenthau, ““What Ails America,”” New Republic, Oc-
tober 28, 1967, 21; Morgenthau et. al., ‘‘Academic Freedom,
Autonomy and Protest,”” November 2, 1967 (mimeographed; circu-
lated to University of Chicago faculty by Secretary of the Faculties).
Abe Fortas,Concerning Dissent and Civil Disobedience (New York,
1968), vi.

Daily Northwestern, October 3, 1969, 1; Roosevelt Torch, Sep-
tember 29, 1969, 4; Chicago Maroon, August 21, 1969, 1, 5; New
York Times, August 17, 1969, 52; Hard Times, September
29-October 6, 1969, 1-4; Chicago Journalism Review , 11 (February
1969), 8; Chicago Sun-Times, August 8, 1969.

For instance, University of Chicago, May 1966; Northwestern
University, May 1969.

See, for instance, Hanry W. DeZutter, ‘1 Was a Campus Spy for the
FBL” Chicago Daily News, May 12, 1969.

Personal experience, Northwestern University, November 1968.
For instance, at the University of Chicago 1969 sit-in.
Technically, off-campus; shot Thursday May 15, 1969, died Mon-
day, May 19, 1969: Ramparts, August 1969, 58-59.

Hoffer cannot be held directly responsible for this event. But, so
long as we believe that ideas have consequences, we must assume
that there is some sort of connection between murder by university
and municipal officials and the incitement of university and munici-
pal officials to murder. Recommendations by a nationally known
member of a presidential commission, who is a research professor at
the University of California, legitimize the conduct which he
recommends, no matter how barbaric that conduct may be.
Chicago Maroon, May 6, 1969, 1, 3.

The Chicago police conducted the investigation in accord with their
ideology; they announced that they had a list of forty-three
suspects —the students who had been expelled for sitting in over the
firing of sociology professor Marlene Dixon. Six months later, no
one has been brought to trial. (For an attempt to murder historian
Herbert Aptheker, see *‘ Anti-Red Bomb Plotter in Bronx Gets 2
Years,”” New York Times, February 6, 1968, 20: “ Police experts said
that the blast had actually been timed for his [Aptheker’s] appear-
ance, but had occurred late because of faulty construction.”
University of Chicago, ‘‘Report on Disciplinary and Appeals Deci-
sions,” April 8, 1969 (mimeographed). The University of Chicago
had suspended fifty-eight students in 1967.

As Left political activities are more and more openly defined as
“unprofessional conduct,” there are fewer and fewer arguments
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about whether a particular dismissal was ‘‘political.”” The files of the
New University Conference contain extensive records of political
firings and suspensions. For a few cases in addition to those
mentioned elsewhere in this paper, see Guardian, September 13,
1969 (Dartmouth and Tulane); ibid., October 4, 1969 and New York
Times, September 21, 1969, 48 (U.C.L.A.); Newsweek, September
22, 1969, 60 (Harvard).

249. Report in The Chronicle of Higher Education, summarized in
Guardian, September 13, 1969, 5.

Vil

250. Statement, February 7, 1969 (mimeographed and distributed by

251.

252.

University of Chicago); see also statements by S. William Halperin
(February 6), John Hope Franklin (February 7), and Richard C.
Wade (February 12).

The Committee asked such questions as ‘Do you believe in the
demands of the sit-in" **Do you believe in the tactics of the sit-in?"’
‘““How did you vote at political meetings outside the building?”’
‘“What is your conception of the University?”’ ** Do you still feel the
same way about the sit-in as you did then?”’ For the Committee’s
statement of its criteria, see University of Chicago, ‘‘Report of
Disciplinary Actions,” March 17, 1969 (mimeographed). Careful
studies by a group of graduate students in the social sciences led to
the conclusion that “‘for any given level of participation in the sit-in,
those students with radical political views received much more
punitive treatment than moderate students’: Spartacus, March 12,
May 1, 1969. According to notes of an official student observer of the
disciplinary committee, Mann, who viewed the sit-in as ‘“‘part of a
power struggle,” was ‘‘the most instrumental in preventing those
who disagreed with the aims of the sit-in but who frequented the
building in hopes of persuading people to leave from being very
severely disciplined, whatever the duration of their stay had been.””’
One student connected the Committee’s conduct with the subse-
quent assault on Flacks: **If the respectable and powerful people in a
society can punish people for their political atitudes, then why can’t
an ordinary citizen take upon himself the same prerogative?’’ David
C. Brown, letter to the editor, Chicago Maroon, May 9, 1969, 7.
See David Applebaum er. al., The Cuse For Abolishing ROTC
(Boston, 1969), 19-20. For Seymour Martin Lipset’s proposal, see
ibid., 19.
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Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., “When, If Ever, Do You Call In the Cops?”’
New York Times Magazine, May 4, 1969, 35.

New York Times, January 26, 1969, and various items in mailings
from the Coordinating Centre for Democratic Opinion, dated
February 10, 1969 and from UCRA, dated May 5, 1969.

Jerry L. Avorn, et. al., Up Against the Ivy Wall: A History of The
Columbia Crisis (New York, 1968), 149, 212, 214, 215, 279-280. New
York Times, June 5, 1968, 34. For the pro-administration roles of
Fritz Stern and William Leuchtenburg, see Avorn, Up Against The
Ivy Wall, 155, 210, 213, 218.

New York Times, May 29, 1969, 18;Columbia Chronicle , April-May,
1969; mailing from Columbia to alumni, June 20, 1969. Cordier
offered praise of the faculty advertisement in his testimony before
the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations, August 5,
1969, and asked that the ad be read into the record (Columbia
Chronicle, September 1969, 2). In his testimony Cordier made it
clear that separating SDS from the moderates was a central element
of his strategy for ‘‘containing’” and ‘*defusing.”” The handing over
of SDS names is clearly a part of that strategy.

Statement by President Beadle, April 11, 1967 (mimeographed);
Chicago Maroon, April 14,1967, 1, 5, April 18, 1967, 1, May 2, 1967,
4. The faculty member in question rapidly clammed up publicly
while privately humbling himself before the right people, delivered a
sort of a **Checkers Speech,” suggested others were to blame, and
emerged from the affair relatively unscathed.

*If we may indulge in exaggeration to emphasize the distinction we
are struggle for, the first category of offenses might be assimilated to
‘treason’, the second to nuisance’ (University of Chicago, Kalven
Committee to Review Disciplinary Procedures,” February 24, 1969
|mimeographed)). As has been indicated above, the quotation marks
around ‘‘treason”” were in effect removed by a disciplinary commit-
tee which inquired into students’ conceptions of the university. It is
one of the central points of this paper that when liberals choose to
define certain crimes as treason, no matter how they qualify it,
repeated past experience indicates that their label gives licence to
others to use the term without qualification.

I have used the version published in Chicago Sun-Times, section
two, November 6, 1966, 6.

Daniel J. Boorstin, Commencement Address at University of Tulsa,
June 1, 1969 (mimeographed).

261. Idem, “‘Dissent: A Destructive Spirit Stalking the Nation,” a

nationally-syndicated article which appeared in Chicago Sun-Times
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262.

263.

264.

265.

266.

267.

November 12, 1967, section 2, 3.

Life quoted this passage in its editorial, *Honest Dissent vs. Ugly
Disorder,” November 10, 1967, 4.

See idem, ‘‘Dissent, Dissension and the News,” a fuller version of
the speech described above, published in The University of Chicago
Magazine, March 1968, 16-19. It says something, too, of the
“‘political neutrality’” of one of our major universities that the
University of Chicago chose to reprint this speech in its alumni
magazine. A few months before, SDS members had left in seats
before Boorstin’s class leaflets which excerpted his HUAC tes-
timony (described above) and which, while noting that he had a right
to his political opinions, questioned the appropriateness of firing me
for allegedly allowing my convictions to interfere with my scholar-
ship in the light of Boorstin’s boast of the inter- relations between his
convictions and his scholarship. (For the leaflet, see Radical
America, 1 [November-December 19671, 59-61). The university
responded by labeling the leaflet ‘‘scurrilous’” and condemning
“*‘invasion or disruption’’ of the classroom ‘‘by outsiders.” (State-
ment of Social Science Divisional Executive Committee, University
of Chicago, October 21, 1967 [mimeograph]). Boorstin was promoted
to Preston and Sterling Morton Distinguished Service Professor, but
he subsequently chose to move to the Smithsonian Institution,
where he now sees making ‘‘history seem contemporary’” as ‘‘the
challenge for all historians . . .””: Chicago Sun-Times, October 19,
1969, 24.

AHA Annual Meeting, New York City, 1968, ““Professional Organi-
zations and Political Issues.”

Mayoralty campaign, 1967. Other signers included Hans J. Morgen-
thau, Louis Gottschalk, Arthur Mann, William McNeill, John B.
Wolf. 1 doubt that the AAUP would expend much energy in my
defense if 1 allowed a photograph of myself teaching class at
Roosevelt to circulate under the title, **Faculty for Fidel.”

In the present, an interview with Wade was used to help make
Daley’s case in Chicago’s official television version of the Democra-
tic Convention Riots of 1968. (I am told that Wade was furious over
the use of the interview, but he did not succeed in making his fury
public. See Robert A. LeVine, letter to the editor, Chicago Maroon,
November 28, 1968, 6. Wade’s subsequent acceptance of a Daley
appointment indicates that he must not have been too furious.)
Public Affairs Institute of Freedom House, The United States and
Eustern Asia (pamphlet dated December 20, 1967), 3, 15, 16,7, 5, 16,
8. Handlin was one of fourteen initiators.
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Ibid., 7, 15, 5, 17.

Gordon A. Craig, ‘‘Johannes von Muiller: The Historian in Search of
a Hero.”” American Historical Review, LXXIV (June 1969), 1498.
Irwin Ross, ‘‘ Arthur Schlesinger Jr.,”” New York Post, April 3, 1961,
25. For a less gentle description, see Eugene McCarthy’s comments
on the occasion of the historian’s defection to the Robert Kennedy
campaign in 1968. McCarthy compared Schlesinger to a ‘‘mistletoe
in a birch tree . . . You know mistletoe is the ultimate parasite;”’
Chicago Sun Times, March 17, 1968, 4.

Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days: John F. Kennedy in
the White House (Greenwich, Connecticut, 1967), 230-231.

Ibid., 244.

Ibid., 239.

Arthur M. Schlesinger, Ir., Letter to the editor, New York Review of
Books, October 20, 1966, 37.

Idem, “The Origins of the Cold War,” Foreign Affairs, XLVI
(October 1967), 23n.

At the panel described above, note 264.

Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., ““The Limits and Excesses of Presiden-
tial Power,”” Saturday Review, May 3, 1969, 17, 61, 62. Part way to
his conversion, Schlesinger had written in 1966, **. . . the course of
American history and the tempo of world change appear to have
created an increasing demand for vigorous presidential leadership if
the system is not to bog down in a morass of checks and balances.”
(Daniel J. Boorstin, ed., An American Primer [New York, 1968 (1st
ed., Chicago, 1966)], 130.)

Robin Higham, review of Frederic J. Brown, Chemical Warfure: A
Study in Restraints, American Historical Review, LXXIV (June
1969), 1583. (Cf. “U.S. Command in Saigon Rejects Pentagon View
that Use of Tear Gas Reduces Civilian Casualties,” New York
Times, September 29, 1968, 11).

Handlin’s review is in Mississippi Valley Historical Review , XLVIII
(March 1962), 743-744.

“Communication,” ibid., XLIX (September 1962), 407-408. For
Handlin’s ad hominem attack on Higham, see his
‘““Communication,’” ibid., 408.

Journal of Southern History, XXXV (February 1969), 77-80.

New York Times Book Review, May 12, 1968, 44.

American Historical Review, LXXIV (December 1968), 531-533.
Journal of American History, LV (September 1968), 369-371. This
problem understandably interfered with Unger's perception:
“Lemisch,” he wrote, *‘is guilty of perpetrating another myth’’ in
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286.

287.
288.
289.
290.
291.
292.
293.

depicting *‘proletarian heroes . . . engage[d] in ‘guerilla warfare’
against a conservative colonial elite who somehow resemble modern
establishment liberals™ (369-370). The closest I came to such
remarks was in the suggestion that the struggle against the British
used a ‘‘technique’’ that was ‘‘frequently that of guerilla warfare.
. . . Although the analogy with guerilla warfare is only an analogy, it
is suggestive. . . . Although an analogy with guerilla warfare can give
us some suggestion as to the extent of patriotism during the
Revolution, we need more specific information” (Lemisch,
‘“American Revolution Seen From the Bottom Up.,” 26-27). The
characterization of the Revolution as having a very qualified
something in common with modern guerilla warfare is hardly either
original or ludicrous. The contention that | saw colonials engaged in
guerilla warfare against the colonial elite is an inexcuseable misread-
ing, an instance of Unger’s own failure *‘to play the scholarly game
by the most elementary rules of fair play’’ (Unger, ‘‘New Left,”
1262).

For another polemical review not mentioned above, see John L.
Snell, *“The Cold War: Four Contemporary Appraisals,” American
Historical Review, LXVHI (October, 1962), 69-75; ¢f. communica-
tions by D.F. Fleming and David Horowitz, ibid., LXVIII (April
1963), 911-914. See also Daniel Boorstin’s complaint that the
American past **has come to be presented to more and more students
as only so many centuries of Excedrin headaches’” (Commencement
Address, University of Tulsa, 1969).

John H. Mundy (one of the signers of ‘“The University as a
Sanctuary of Academic Freedom''), review of Robert E. Lerner,
The Age of Adversity: The Fourteenth Century, American Historical
Review, LXXIV (June 1969), 1606-1607. In fairness it should be
noted that Mundy also suggested that the book in question might
have gained something had it been more sensitive to some of the
critical insights of “‘that otherwise damnable New Left . . .”.
AHA Newsletter, VIII (October 1969), 1-14; see Ann Gordon’s
critique. to be published by the A.H.A.

American Historical Review, LXVII (January 1962), 291-305.
Ibid., LXXIV (February 1969), 861-879.

1hid ., 862-863, 869, 879, 873.

Journal of American History, LV (June 1968), 16, 12, 8, 11, 13.
In Boorstin, ed., American Primer, 671-672.

Chicago Sun-Times, March 26, 1967, 36.

Henry Steele Commager, “* Topics: Revolution 1776 and 1789, New
York Times, July 5, 1969. (See also Commager’s letter to the editor,
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ibid., April 26, 1969, 36.) In September of 1969 CBS radio stations
carried an advertisement sponsored by the American Bar Associa-
tion. It alluded to Commager’s article — without mentioning his
name —to make the point that the American Revolution had not
turned its back on tradition and that orderly change through law was
the American Way.

(2 vols.; New York, 1968).

See advertisement, New York Times, August 4, 1968, E7.
Handlin, History, 11, 651, 639; emphasis added. See also John
Morton Blum, The Promise of America (Baltimore, 1967), xi: ** This
inquiry intends to obscure no blemishes, but it does endeavor to
rejoice, to describe those patterns that disclose —even for the
impatient, perhaps especially for them —the nobility and the power,
the mission and the magnificence of the United States.”

Samuel Eliot Morison, Henry Steele Commager, and William E.
Leuchtenburg, The Growth of the American Republic (2 vols.; New
York, 1969).

See above, note 255.

Morison, Commager and Leuchtenburg, Growth, 11, 776, 779. The
‘‘hawks’’ were conservative Republicans and the public, whose
opinion as registered in Leuchtenburg’s polls showed ** as late as the
spring of 1967 . . . that a preponderance of opinion favoured strong
measures to end the war quickly’ (bid., 11, 779).

Ibid., 11, 779-781.

See James P. O’Brien, ‘*The New Left’s Early Years,” Radical
America, TI (May-June 1968), 23-2S; idem, ‘‘The New Left,
1965-67,” ibid., 11 (September-October 1968), 1-22.

. Morison, Commager, and Leuchtenburg, Growth, 11, 782.

. Ihid., 11, 785, 788.

. Ibid., 11, 789.

. Ibid ., 11, 789-790.
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