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A Statement by Charles A.
Beard

IT has been insinuated by certain authorities of Colum-
bia University that I resigned in a fit of unjustified
Ptulance, and I, therefore, beg, to submit the following
Statement ;
I My first real experience with the inner administra-
rtm" of the university came with the retirement of Profes-
r John W. Burgess. For sometime before his with-
"awal, his work in American constitutional law had been
rtieg by Professor X and it was the desire of the mem-
IS of the faculty that the latter should be appointed Rug-
Bles .Pl'ofessor to succeed Mr. Burgess. But Mr. X had
'D‘rlehshed a book in which he .jus.tiﬁed criticisr'n o.f the Su-
int(:nﬁ Court as a means of brl'ngmg our COIlStltuthIl:'cll 1'aw
armony with our changing social and economic life.
® Was therefore excluded from the Ruggles professorship.
Tati‘zas given to Mr. W. D. Guthrie, a successful corpo-
n 1"'WYEI‘, and a partner of one of the trustees of the
i"}e“’ersity. It was understood that Mr. Guthrie sl‘1ou1d
ury ‘;HB lectux:e a week for one semester each year, In Te-
thag al(;r the high ho?or. Mz, .Butler is constantly saying
are lef matters relatm.g to app01.ntment, ﬁtness, anc'l tenure
&, t to the appr(?prlate faculties, or words to this effect.
i 5 T}Illatter of plain fact thfa Faculty of _Polmcal Scnex?ce
0 tc Wwas not consulted in advance m'the selection
by baikRUgglcs prc?fe.ssor. Tlfe whole affair was settled
s stairs negotiation, and it was understood by all .of
Who haq any part in the business that no person with
gre‘_‘siVC. or liberal views would be acceptable. Mr.
earn;ie was duly kappointed. Of \his contributiqns to
a‘tendgf 1 shall not.speak, but.I can say 'that he du% not
a~inat_ aculty meetings, help in f:onductlng doctors’ ex-
ss(,rslons’ or assume the burfiens 1r'nposed upon cfther pro-
vacﬂnc. .Thls was the way in Wthh. the first important
m, .~ In the Faculty of Political Science was filled after
©fiection with the institution.
U iver ¥ second experience with the administration of the
delive,.s(lity came in 1916. On April‘zxst of that year I
Cy me _an address before the National Conference of
Wy, S‘lmty Centers in which I ?dvoc.zttcd the use of the
tiong, as the centers for the discussion of public ques-
forg.. A few weeks before, a speaker at one of the school
1, n,l,s Wwas alleged to have said, “ To Hell with the
the . 20d for that reason a number of persons had urged
the ¢ Oiig of school centers altogether. Indeed, some of
Ly KETs at the above mentioned conference advocated
ey, of censorship for all school forums. In my ad-
the Merely took the reasonable and moderate view that
Ing ., -™Perance of one man should not drive us into clos-
Wity : Schools to others. The reports in the newspapers,
Yoy e exception, were fairly accurate. But one sensa-
_ HEI v: gt accused me of approving the sentiment, “ To
I’erienclth Fhe Flag,” Dr. Butler, who had had large ex-
Vi . With frenzied journalism quite rightly took the
g, 2t I had been the victim of the headline writer
Sy a "ised me to do my best to correct the wrong impres-
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Dapers then forget it. I immedjately wrote to all of the
by ari: “d sought to remove the misunderstanding that
en.

REPUBLIC 249

Nevertheless I was summoned befare the committee on
education of the board of trustees. I complied because I
wanted to clear up any wrong impressions which the mem-
bers entertained concerning the nature of my address before
the Community Center conference. .

As soon as the committee of the trustees opened the
inquiry I speedily disposed of the  flag incident,” by show-
ing that I had said nothing that could be construed as en-
dorsing in any way the objectionable language in question.
No one doubted my word. Indeed I had available abun-
dant testimony from reliable men and women who had
heard the address. The record was thus soon set straight.

The inquiry as to the flag incident being at an end I
prepared to leave the room when I was utterly astonished
to have Mr. Bangs and Mr. Coudert launch into an inqui-
sition into my views and teachings, For half an hour
I was “grilled ” by these gentlemen. Dr. Butler and cer-
tain colleagues from the Faculty of Political Science (who
were present at the inquisition) made no attempt to stop
the proceedings. Mr. Coudert, who had once privately
commended my book on the Constitution as “ admirably
well done,” and opening up “a most fertile field,” de-
nounced my teachings in vigorous language, in which he
was strongly seconded by Mr. Bangs. I realize now that
I should have refused to remain in the room, but T was
taken unaware and stunned by the procedure. When the
inquisitors satisfied themselves, the chairman of the com-
mittee ordered me to warn all other men in my department
against teachings “ likely to inculcate disrespect for Ameri-
can institutions, I repeated my order to my colleagues who
received it with a shout of derision, ane of them asking
me whether Tammany Hall and the pork barrel were not
American institutions ! \

I reported to my colleagues in the Faculty of Political
Science that I had been subjected by the committee of the
trustees to a “ general doctrinal inquisition,” and urged
them, at an informal meeting, to establish a rule that a
professor should be examined in matters of opinion only
by his peers, namely men of standing in his profession.
Several caucuses of the Faculty were held and it was gen-
erally agreed that the proceedings of the trustees were
highly reprehensible. Action doubtless should have been
taken by the Faculty at the time if we had not been tald
By Dean Woodbridge that ““ the trustees had learned their
Iesson and that such an inquisition would never happen
again.”  'We were also informed that some of the trustecs
were “after ” President Butler for his pacifist writings
and affiliations and that if the Faculty took a firm stand
in matters of doctrinal inquisition an open . conflict might
ensue. In a long conversation President Butler urged me
to drop the whole “ miserable business ”’ and go on about
my work.

For the sake of * peace ”’ I consented. I could not for-
get, however, the cases of Professor Kendrick and Dr.
Fraser who had been haled before the committee of the
trustees on the trivial charge that they had criticized
Plattsburg and military discipline at a student meeting
some time early in 1916. Their cases I regarded as pecu-
liarly open to objection because they were not even accused
of saying anything that was indecent or vulgar or un-
patriotic. Nevertheless, I dropped the whole matter on
the assurance that such an inquisition would not happen
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again and that the trustees “ had learned their lesson.”

3. Though I did not agree with some of my exuberant
colleagues that a * great battle for academic freedom had
been won,” I was ready to abide by their decision. Then,
to our utter astonishment, the trustees at their March
meeting in 1917 gave to the press a set of resolutions
instructing a committee “ to inquire and ascertain ” whether
certain doctrines were being taught in the University.
President Butler, in whose name we had been assured that
no such inquisition would. ever happen again, avoided the
issue by taking a vacation and leaving the Faculties to deal
with the situation.

The action of the Faculty of Political Science was
prompt. An informal meeting was held at which a reso-
lution in the following tenor was unanimously adopted:
“YWhereas the resolution of the trustees by its very terms
implies a general doctrinal inquisition, insults the members
of the Faculty by questioning their loyalty to their country,
violates every principle of academic freedom, and betrays
a profound misconception of the true function of the
university in the advancement of learning, Be it resolved
that we will not individually or collectively lend any counte-
nance to such an inquiry.” The trustees were forced to
abandon their plan for a general inquisition. Indeed, when
they learned of the spirit of the Faculty of Political Science
and other faculties, they hastily disclaimed any intention
of making a “doctrinal inquiry "—as their resolution of
March, 1917, clearly implied.

It was agreed that such matters should be handled in
codperation with a committee of nine representing the
faculties.

4. Notwithstanding 'this promise of codperation on the
part of the trustees and the committee of nine representing
the teaching force, the trustees ignored the recom-
mendations of that committee in the cases of Pro-
fessors Dana and Cattell and dismissed these gentle-
men summarily in the autumn of 1917, after wrongfully
charging them with grave crimes of treason and sedition,
Professor John Dewey resigned from the committee of
nine and the body which was to safeguard the interests of
the professors collapsed in ignominy. -

5. Some time before Professors Cattell and Dana were
expelled, another professor was summarily thrown out of
the University without warning or trial. No reasons for
his expulsion were advanced and a polite inquiry addressed
by his colleagues to President Butler asking for informa-
-tion remained unanswered.

6. Dr. Leon Fraser was an instructor in Politics in
Columbia College. With this office he combined that of
assistant to Dean Keppel and Dr. Butler in the Association
for International Conciliation. Dr. Fraser was assigned
the task of organizing courses in colleges throughout the
country on pacifism and international conciliation. In
other words, he was paid by these gentlemen to engage in
pacifist propaganda. In a moment of youthful enthusj-
asm, early in 1916, Dr. Fraser made some critical remark
about the military camp at Plattsburg. For this he was
haled before a committee of the trustees. A year later,
namely, in the spring of 1917, my department was warned
niot to re-nominate Dr. Fraser for re-appointment because
he was not acceptable to Mr. Bangs, one of the trustees.

“instructor to a neighboring college, he distinct

December 29, 1917 :

In spite of our orders we did re-nominate Dr. Fraser but
before action could be taken by the trustees, he, al"'”g ,
with other instructors was dropped, on the assumptio”
that the war would reduce materially the number ©
students in the college. But not content with droppiné
him, Mr. Butler informed the College authorities that
in case the attendance in the college in the autumn W&”
ranted the appointment of additional instructors, under 70
circumstances should Dr. Fraser be re-nominated- In
truth, therefore, if not in theory, Dr. Fraser was ex”
pelled from the College without notice or hearing In
view of the fact that Mr. Fraser had been inspired by Mr
Butler and Mr. Keppel to engage in pacifist propagal o
and had been paid by them for doing it, it seemed 0 me
that they should at least have demanded and insisted UPOH
having a full and fair hearing of the charges agalf®
their youthful adherent, especially as those charges gre

out of his “ pacifist ” teachings.

7. We are informed by Dr. Butler that
for appointment and promotions come from the
Such may be the theory, but it is the practice
trustees and president to warn the committees in Chafg;
of appointments and promotions against recommcndm_
“ unacceptable ” persons. For example, when the ,COXI:,
mittee on instruction of the Faculty of Political Scien®”
of which I was a member, was considering
last spring, it was informed at the outset by
mittec of one on rumor from the president’s offic® o
“ certain of the trustees” would not approve the proﬂf‘u
tion of Professor Y because he had used disreSpECts :
language ” in speaking of the Supreme Court. Profesecs
Y was not recommended for promotion and the trustlty
could proudly say that they had not rejected a fact
recommendation !
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progressive ideas. Once, in asking me to recomme?,
' 1}’ pol[l

out that a man of “ Bull Moose ” praclivities wou
be acceptable.
8. Early in October, 1917, I was positively and,dethat
informed by two responsible officers of the U“iver51tyd fof
another doctrinal inquisition was definitely sche‘iule roup
an early date. It was the evident purpose of 2 small ftler)
of the trustees (unhindered, if not aided, by M = 'py-
to take advantage of the state of war to drive out " iy
miliate or terrorize every man who held pl‘Ogr'ESSN‘?;1 no
eral, or unconventional views on political matter® ro b
way connected with the war. The institution wasfactory/
reduced below the level of a department storé of y

and I therefore tendered my resignation.
I make no claims in behalf of academic fr

I think they are worthy of consideration.
held that teachers should not be expelled Wit
and fair hearing by their peers; surrounded [?Y a lumbia‘

eedon thouglzv
I have ™0
out af the

safeguards of judicial process. Professors I octrif
University have been. subjected to humiliatifg =" . gout
inquisitions by the trustees, they have been €Xp¢ e otio?

notice or hearing, and their appointment and P certal?
depend upon securing, in advance, the favor 2 learnif‘g
trustees. Without that favor scholarship 20

avail nothing.
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 These facts I submit to the candid and impartial reader.
i FI‘FW that they constitute a full and unanswerable
:vn‘Ithent of the prevailing methods at Columbia Uni-
‘“sllty under the administration of Dr. Nicholas Murray
Utler,

CHARLES A. BEARD.

CORRESPONDENCE

- Sir Gilbert Murray’s Reviewer
SIR: As T care a good deal what The New Republic

thinks of me, I will venture to do what is generally an
¢ thing—to remonstrate on one point with your
Wer of my book, War, Faith and Policy.

Dﬁse,n ¥ on one point, where I think he has missed my pur-

teyy

tralciliiicoll.eCts a'f‘ew passages in which I.prais? the .British
describon In [J.Olltl‘CS, appeal' to old Eng}‘lsh leer.ahsgl, or
he as.e Certain kinds of n}lsconduct as un-E.ngh‘sh, and
o inl ¥ makes the impression that I am md-ulgmg in a bout
tw tgf’ self-glorification. I would like him to remember
Eﬂglis lrlES;.first, that these essays were written for an
““favo 21lldler.lce which naturally does not'take such an
Secbndlrable view as he does of the Enghsl} character;
My, o ¥y tf.lat these appeals are always made with a definite
% with which he would, I am sure, sympathize.
i“de :re are two horrors threatening us in this war; one
b ty at b.Y Germany, the other is national degradation fmd
the tlzatlon- I try to work as hard against one as against
i Sinker' And surely the best way to induce pcop}e not
[Whn to their lowest is to show faith in their highest.
Moy, 70U Yourself, sir, have to protest against some symp-
Wy o wa-r'lfeVer——reprisals on the innocent, war-after-the-
Mide ot e like—are you sure you will never appeal to the
By the American people in their own traditions, and
€m plainly, “You are too great and generous a
descend to these dishonors” ? At any rate, if
O s shall not blame you as a Jingo boaster. )
Y be Wil your reviewer answer that America has a right
Wy, PTOUd of herself whereas England should only be
- hedy I wonder,
LOnd GILBERT M URRAY.
7%, England,

e The Facts as to Women in
War Industries

NIR - -
§§);)6The article on Women in War, Indus.tries which
r ared in your columns last week contains a num-
oy lrlls‘Statements which need correction. Comment on
lnsl‘ght Atters in The New Republic usually shows so much
X Dainsand Sympathetic understanding, that I am the more
g isato Correct the most obvious errors and the result-
l)*It is tli- Prehension of the actual facts. :
% ; re‘:{? as the writer states that the government has:
o xbl;i slow since the war began in gathering of-
ﬂsan in rnatl(?n on the condition. of women wage earn-
ﬂthOugh' ¢ :admg .the way to their (Eﬁ(’:CthC employment,
U e txperience of Great Britain and other war-
L UStrje s had already proved how extensively the war
Would depend upon their labor. Even at this
® 15 no central agency effectively distributing these
PToviding the industrial training that is needed,
TVBing the conditions of labor. But it is alto-
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gether misleading for the article to suggest remedies based

‘on a misconception of the function of the various govern-

ment departments and other agencies.

The writer, for instance, makes the extraordinary state-
ment that “ the Department of Labor has decided to refuse
government contracts to homeworkers but nothing is done
to enforce this ruling.” She is evidently ignorant of the
fact that this department of the federal government gives
out no contracts for manufacturing war supplies, and has
never made or ceased to make contracts with homeworkers.
In another connection she naively remarks that * Mrs.
Florence Kelly has started to investigate uniform mak-"
ing.” :

The truth behind these two statements is that since last
August the Board of Control of Labor Standards for Army
Clothing, of which Mr. Louis E. Kirstein is chairman and
Mirs. Florence Kelly secretary, has been actively at work
under the Quartermaster-General.

In giving the reasons for establishing this Board, Secre-
tary Baker said:

“'The government cannot permit its work to be done
under sweatshop conditions, and it cannot allow the evils
widely complained of to go uncorrected. Only through
the establishment of such a body as the Board of Control
now created will the government be assured that army
clothing is manufactured under recognized industrial stand-
ards and in an atmosphere of good-will between manufac-
turers and operatives. This alone will assure fit clothing
and its prompt delivery for army needs.”

It is now an accomplished fact that in New York City,
the great center of the industry, no uniforms are being made
in sweatshops.

The writer comments also on the work of the National
Committee on Women in Industry and its subcommittees
saying that “ they are hampered . . . . because their
function is advisory to the government” and that they
therefore cannot “ openly denounce night work for wom-
en” in one of the navy yards.

As its secretary I wish to explain that the committee
has never been in a position where it could not ex-
press its disapproval of such flagrant violation of
hygienic safeguards as requiring women to work at night.
Many months ago, in its standards for work on war sup-
plies, it recommended to the government that women should
not be so employed, and that they should be allowed at least
eight hours rest at night. The subcommittee on Foreign-
Born Women sent out bulletins to the foreign language
press containing the standards of the committee in order
to inform these women of the steps being taken for their
protection. But this committee did not, as this article
charges, urge them to refuse to work on night shifts.

The article further concludes that the committees are
“hampered by a lack of codperation among themselves.”
“Orthodox trade unionists wish action to come chiefly
from the organized workers, while social workers want
government protection.” It should be stated that there has
never been a difference of opinion in the committee regard-
g its program. On the contrary, there is entire agree-
ment that the government, as employer, should above all
others establish model industrial conditions. The trade
union members are as eager as the social workers to have
the government establish such conditions in its own plants,
and also stipulate that similar standards shall be adopted by
private manufacturers having contracts from the govern-
ment. QOrganized labor agrees with this policy. It has
representation on the adjustment committees which are
being created under the terms of the contracts whenever
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