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Annual Report to the Faculty of the College
“Judson’s War and Hutchins’s Peace: The University of Chicago and
War in the Twentieth Century”
By John W. Boyer
Review of the 2002–03 Academic Year
A warm welcome to the new academic
year. The Class of 2007, whose members
are now in the middle of their first quarter
at the College, numbers 1,172 new firstyear students. This represents the largest
entering class in the history of the College,
and it is also the size at which we will
remain in order to achieve and maintain
our goal of a College of 4,500 students. The
total population of the College is now
4,375 students, almost 1,000 students more
than we had ten years ago, in the autumn of
1993. The challenges that we have successfully addressed this academic year in teaching our first-year students are a reasonable
measure of the challenges that our generaleducation programs will continue to face in
years to come, as we sustain a College of
4,500 students.
The 1,172 members of the Class of 2007
were chosen from 9,100 applicants, of
whom 40 percent were admitted. They join
a College with a total enrollment of approximately 4,375 students. In comparison, the Class of 2003, which graduated a
few months ago, was admitted from a pool
of applicants 2,251 students smaller and
had an admit rate of 48 percent. We had
1,011 first-years in the Class of 2003, 167
fewer than this year. Our simultaneous
growth in size and quality is a tribute not
only to the efforts of the Admissions Office
but also to the College faculty and staff,
who continue to deliver on our promise of
a rigorous education and a stimulating,
engaging academic and cultural community.
Along with their numbers and their competitiveness, the academic preparedness of
our students has also increased. In the fall
of 1999, when the Class of 2003 entered
the College, the middle 50 percent of our
admitted students had SAT scores in the
range from 1270 to 1440. For this year’s
admitted students, the middle 50 percent of
SAT scores ranges from 1330 to 1480.
Forty-three percent of the Class of 2003
was drawn from the top 5 percent of their
high school class, but for the Class of 2007
that figure has risen to 58 percent. We
should take pride in the quality of the
students who have chosen to join our community, and equally we can take pride in
the quality of education that we provide to
them. Our goal in the years to come must be
to maintain and to enhance that level of
achievement in the context of the opportunities and the challenges presented to us by
the increase in size and quality that our
College has enjoyed in recent years.
Turning from new students to returning
students, I am delighted to report that our
students have won their share of national
awards in the past year, including six Medical Science Training Program Fellowships,
five Fulbright Grants (for graduate study
and research abroad), three Barry
Goldwater Scholarships (for study in mathematics or science), three National Security
Education Scholarships (also for study
abroad), three Morris K. Udall Foundation
Scholarships (for study leading to a career
in environmental public policy), a Rhodes
Scholarship, a Gates Cambridge Scholarship, a Howard Hughes Medical Institute
Predoctoral Fellowship in the Biological
Sciences, ten National Science Foundation
Graduate Research Fellowships, and a Ger-

2

October 28, 2003
man Academic Exchange Service Scholarship. I am grateful to you, the members of
the College faculty—as I know these students and their families are—for the role
that you played as teachers, as mentors,
and as collaborators in their achievements.
Our new University of Chicago Center
in Paris opened this fall, with a new resident
Administrative Director, Valerie Okrend,
and our first Academic Director, Professor
Robert Morrissey. It is especially fitting
that Robert was named to the Benjamin
Franklin Professorship in the College and
the Humanities (established in 1996 by an
endowment gift to the College by Dr.
Raymond Kjellberg, Ph.B’47, S.B.’49,
M.D.’52), effective the very month that his
tenure as Director in Paris began. A distinguished scholar of French language and
culture, Robert’s engagement with explaining France to America and America to
France via the France-Chicago Center and
now the Paris Center presents a modernday analogue to the kinds of international
activities and commitments that were associated with Franklin’s name in his lifetime.
During the center’s inaugural quarter, Robert is teaching fifteen students in an intensive European Civilization course
conducted entirely in French, and the students who are enrolled in our year-long
program as well. The center is also the
home for our new intensive intermediate
French language program, enrolling an additional ten students. In subsequent quarters, we will offer an intensive quarter-long
program in economics and public policy
studies, and a quarter of the History of
European Civilization in English. Plans are
now underway to create another quarterlong program focusing on the geophysical
sciences. Over time, our goal is to expand
our offerings so that approximately two
hundred students each year can undertake
their studies in Paris. We also hope that the
graduate departments and other units will
use the Paris Center for scholarly conferences and workshops, drawing upon faculty from across Europe and the wider
world in collaborative scholarly enterprises.
The Paris Center has attracted extraordinarily generous financial support from
several College and University alumni and
alumnae. I am grateful to all of them and to
many colleagues on campus, especially to
Dean Janel Mueller, who played a critical
role in our ability to achieve the unique
presence in Europe now represented by the
center. My professional collaboration with
Janel Mueller over the past five years—and
the equally close partnership on the institutional level between the College and the
graduate Division of the Humanities extending back many years—has been one of
the most satisfying personal experiences of
my deanship. I hope that we will see more
such creative collaborations between the
College and the divisions in the future. In
contrast to the fears and anxieties of the
combatants of the 1950s—on both sides—
the College and the graduate divisions are
not natural-born enemies. Nor should they
be strangers who pass in the night. Working together we can accomplish much more
than working apart.
Once again this year, foreign-language
study at the College has benefited from the
generosity of the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation. In June we received an extension of

the grant first awarded in June 1998 to
support language teaching and course development. The extension will allow us to
continue to develop language-across-thecurriculum courses. These courses provide
students who have gained advanced language skills in the College a chance to use
those skills in social sciences and humanities course sections that would ordinarily
be taught in English.
Our Foreign Language Acquisition
Grant (FLAG) program continues to support language learning in the College by
providing summer fellowships to students
traveling overseas for intensive language
instruction at the intermediate and advanced levels. We have awarded 379 FLAGs
since 1998. In the summer of 2003, eightyseven students used the grants for study in
twenty different languages, including all
the familiar European languages, the major
languages of East Asia, and also Arabic,
Catalan, Hindi, Nahuatl, and Swahili,
among others.
The Center for Teaching and Learning
continues to provide a valuable forum for
the discussion of teaching at Chicago. I am
pleased to note the increasing popularity of
the Certificate in University Teaching program offered for our graduate students in
the Department of English Language &
Literature. This program provides a model
that many other departments might do well
to emulate for their own graduate students.
The center is willing to help any interested
department in developing such a program.
This fall the center launched a Web-based
guide to teaching in the College designed to
provide at a single location the basic information necessary for success in the classroom at Chicago. Please contact Elizabeth
Chandler or one of her colleagues at the
center for instructions on how to access the
site, which is password protected.
Effective teaching requires appropriate
classroom space, and the expansion of our
entering classes over the past few years has
made it eminently clear that we need to use
our available facilities as efficiently as possible. To that end, I have commissioned a
systematic study of classroom use by the
Registrar’s Office. Tom Black and his colleagues have agreed to develop several alternative models of instructional classroom
use under a set of assumptions about the
availability of rooms and the scheduling of
classes over the course of the day. Our plan
is to test several different scenarios for
classroom use, projected over the next five
academic years. The goal of the study is to
answer the following questions: Under
which sets of temporal and spatial assumptions do we have adequate classroom space
for the next five years? Under which do we
come up short? When do we come up short
and in what types of classrooms? The list of
classrooms that we will use in this study
will include all of those currently under the
control of the Registrar for course scheduling purposes and all of those under local
departmental or divisional control that the
Registrar deems appropriate for use as classrooms. The latter group of rooms we charmingly refer to as proprietary space, although,
when all is said and done, we should remember that these rooms too are the property of the University of Chicago. We will
also include in our calculations the Graduate School of Business classrooms that will

become available as a result of the GSB’s
move to the Woodward Court site in the
fall of 2004 and possible other rooms that
the move may make available (for example,
the additional classroom space on the first
floor of Harper, made available by the
move of the Admissions Office to
Rosenwald). Our study will further examine the possible consequences of our returning the arts and sciences classrooms in
Judd Hall to the control of the Laboratory
Schools, an action which the Laboratory
Schools leadership has urgently requested.
Finally, the study will also look at the
consequences of our holding a small percentage of humanities and social sciences
core courses in the early evening or the late
afternoon, as a possible strategy for distributing at least some of our teaching into less
frequented parts of the day. I expect the
results of this study to be available later in
the Autumn Quarter, and I will report them
to the College Council at that time.
Susan Art’s leadership of the Dean of
Students Office has been strong and effective, and she has given the staff a renewed
sense of purpose. Among last year’s successes was increased attention to minority
student mentoring designed to address
problems of social isolation and attrition
from the College. The GLBTQ program
run by Kathleen Forde has served as a
model in this arena, and new initiatives in
mentoring for Asian and for African-American students have also begun with initial
signs of success.
Organized student activities remain quite
vibrant, with over three hundred functioning campus organizations. Among the more
popular and innovative this past year were
Absolute Value, devoted to mathematics
tutoring in local middle schools; several
entrepreneur clubs; and a community service group with the self-explanatory name
Men in Service. Student political activism
seems to be increasing, not surprisingly
given the character of recent world events.
It is worth noting that the Kalven Report
attracted the attention of our students last
year. As might be predicted, many students
are not convinced by the report’s stance on
academic freedom and University political
neutrality.
The College Programming Office has
completed another excellent year. Just this
fall it mounted a very well received Orientation Week and an extremely successful
Family Weekend, which saw over one thousand parents return to campus. Many parents and other family members have
commented on how welcoming and supportive the University appears to them, and
I believe that such expressions of confidence and good will are vitally important
to us as an institution at this time in our
history. This year’s Orientation also included a new diversity training experience,
consisting of a compelling video presentation featuring our own students talking
about diversity and followed by small discussion sessions. The video can be seen by
contacting Bill Michel, Assistant Vice-President for Student Life and Associate Dean of
the College.
We also held a new event for College
seniors this fall, gathering the entire class
on the first evening of the quarter in Mandel
Hall to help them focus on the essential
tasks before them in finishing their senior
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academic projects and course work in a
timely way and getting a solid start on plans
for after graduation.
Career and Placement Services (CAPS)
initiated a comprehensive annual survey of
graduating seniors and returning students
in the spring of 2003. The results of this
survey will be presented in a number of
contexts for students, faculty, and administrators throughout the coming academic
year. The College Council will hear a presentation on this survey at its November
meeting. Over the next several years we
hope to benefit from a growing body of
longitudinal data about our students created by these surveys. For this year, it is
interesting to learn from the survey’s preliminary results that as of May 2003, 22
percent of the graduating Class of 2003
was headed for graduate school in the fall,
34 percent had already secured full-time
employment, and 44 percent did not yet
know what they would be doing. Believe it
or not, these are encouraging results given
the poor job market, and we look forward
to the follow-up results on the Class of
2003 that will be collected by CAPS in
January 2004.
Last winter’s Report on College Housing, generated by a committee chaired by
Dennis Hutchinson, gave our housing system some positive strategic directions, and
I am grateful to Dennis and the many other
colleagues who contributed to that effort.
This fall’s public discussion of the future of
Shoreland Hall should clarify many significant issues, but for now I wish to reiterate
what I said in extended remarks before the
College Council last January, namely, that
I believe that the University needs to develop a systematic plan for additional highquality housing for our College students,
that this housing should be closely adjacent
to (that is, within easy walking distance of)
the campus, and that we should seek to
increase our residential housing resources
so that we can house at least 70 percent of
our 4,500 College students. It is also worth
noting, in anticipation of the outcome of
the Shoreland discussion, that we are encountering considerable student dissatisfaction with our current policies regarding
returning students who want to live in
Palevsky. The Palevsky facility is extremely
attractive, and it is a source of friction to
forbid (even if for good programmatic reasons) so many of its residents to return.
This problem highlights the need to move
aggressively forward with the modernization of campus housing and with the development of more attractive housing opportunities within easy walking distance of the
central quadrangles.
The College has raised $100 million
toward our $250-million portion of the
overall goal of the current campaign. I
remain very active in cultivating as many
College alumni and alumnae as possible
and in soliciting gifts for the College. Along
with our regular work on behalf of College
fund raising, we hosted a College Retreat
this fall for potential major donors, which
featured frank discussions of University
finances and faculty teaching, and which
elicited from most of those in attendance
remarkable testimonies to the value of a
Chicago education and very positive impressions about the current state of the
College and about the incredible quality of
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our College students.
Finally, I want to acknowledge the superior teaching that you, our faculty, offer to
our students. In some cases we were able to
acknowledge distinguished teaching in a
traditionally formal and public way. This
past year, for example, five colleagues received Quantrell Awards: Edward M. Cook,
Jr.; Susan Goldin-Meadow; Munir
Humayun; Christina von Nolcken; and
Bernard Roizman. Russell Tuttle of the
Department of Anthropology also received
the American Anthropological Association/
McGraw-Hill Award for Excellence in Undergraduate Teaching. But so much more
excellent teaching occurs in quiet, often
little-noticed ways as a part of our regular
enterprise as teachers and scholars. Indeed,
great teaching fills this University each day
and each week, occurring in many and
diverse places—in classrooms, laboratories, and offices; in small groups and in
large ones; in formal and in informal settings. All of this good work creates the
intense, densely woven intellectual culture
of the College, a culture in which we justifiably take enormous pride and which constitutes the heart of the education we offer.
The basic character of our University itself
depends heavily on the remarkable educational practices of the College for its core
identity. Those who would ignore the importance of successful faculty teaching in
the College for the future welfare of the
University make a profound miscalculation about what it will take to sustain a
great American research university in the
twenty-first century. For all of your efforts
I want to thank you, on behalf of our
students and their families.
Perhaps the most important event of this
past academic year was the war in Iraq.
Given the importance of the subject, I would
like to devote the remainder of this report
to some reflections on the role of the University of Chicago in war in the twentieth
century.

The University and the War
This past academic year our nation went to
war. For our campus the war broke out
during spring break, and within two weeks
of the start of the new quarter it was over.
The run-up to the war took place over
several months, and many on our campus
had decided opinions about the actions of
our government, pro and con. The peace
that follows the war will be protracted and
costly in human life and national wealth,
but the war itself was mercifully brief.
Wars are often important catalysts of social
change, and big wars frequently produce
big change. World War I and World War II
profoundly influenced the basic institutional and cultural underpinnings of American society, and this was no less the case for
America’s universities. Wars are rarely concluded in the ways that their planners and
ideologues imagine; in fact, war makers
take huge gambles, sorely tempting the
unintended consequences of human action.
Sometimes, the outcomes of war are worse
than the causes that led to the conflict. In
other cases, the provocations for war are so
heinous and so terrible that war is the only
available moral outcome. The fascination
with war never ceases, and yet our expectations about the future are never more fragile and subject to error than in times of war.

When the European War broke out in
August 1914, most American academics
sided with Britain and France, especially
after Germany’s brutal invasion of Belgium. Yet having sympathy with the Entente powers did not necessarily mean
advocating American intervention in the
war. This involved a much more complicated set of assessments. On our campus,
faculty members were divided over the
war. Some faculty members supported
Woodrow Wilson’s regime of neutrality,
all the while hoping for a Franco-British
victory. Others were eager that the United
States join the conflict as soon as possible.
For the small minority of faculty who were
sympathetic to Germany, the war was both
a horrible and a frustrating experience. In
December 1916, classicist William G. Hale
circulated among his faculty colleagues a
petition to Woodrow Wilson protesting
German deportations of Belgian civilians
from their hometowns. Starr Cutting, the
Chairman of the German Department, refused to sign Hale’s petition because he
considered it an action that “under the
circumstances seem[s] to me a prostitution
of the name of the institution to a manifestly unneutral and partisan use. It is unfortunately not the first attempt to force the
universities of our country into partisan
support of one of the warring parties in
Europe. . . . I strongly disapprove the present
effort to take the name of our educational
institutions in vain.”1
Cutting’s challenge to Hale raised some
fundamental questions. Is a university obligated to be “neutral” and “nonpartisan” in
time of war? If so, does the rule of neutrality and nonpartisanship only apply in wars
in which America is not involved, or does
its efficacy cease when our nation itself
becomes implicated in a war? If it does
cease, what then is the proper role of a
university in time of war? Are we the equivalent of an appliance factory or an automobile plant, to be mobilized for educational
war production? Are we (small) ministries
of information and enlightenment, to be
mobilized to fight cultural wars on behalf
of our nation? If the latter conditions apply, what happens to the objectivity,
dispassion, and pluralism that, most faculty at most universities in the United States
would insist, define the basic value structures of their institutions?
The Campus and the Great War
With the decision of President Woodrow
Wilson to ask Congress for a declaration of
war against Germany in early April 1917,
across America universities sought to mobilize to support the war, and the experience of the faculty at Chicago was similar
to that at many other research universities.
As Carol Gruber has noted, a principal
justification for this effort was that the
tradition of service to the community in
peacetime easily translated into service to
the state in time of war.2 Universities competed with each other to be seen to be most
dedicated to the war. Accusations of faulty
patriotism hit some universities, particularly the University of Wisconsin, and the
stakes were thus high for Chicago not to
appear to be lagging. The Columbia historian James Shotwell even urged universities
to collect materials relating to their war
contributions, with an eye on impressing

public opinion and persuading the Congress that donations to higher education
should be made tax-exempt.3
Several weeks before Wilson’s war message, in mid-March 1917, fifty members of
the natural sciences departments at Chicago had petitioned the Trustees recommending that they “offer the scientific
laboratories and equipment of the University to the federal government for use in
case of war” and volunteering to assist the
government in war-related activities.4
Many of our most distinguished faculty
volunteered for or accepted special war
jobs, and it was the University’s policy to
guarantee them the full salary they would
have earned on campus.5 By January 1918,
seventy faculty members were involved in
war service, of whom twenty-seven were
full professors.6 Some applied for commissions, and others, failing to obtain assignment in the Army, received work in
government agencies. Some jobs were full
time in Washington, others were part time
in Chicago. Anton Carlson became a major
in the Food Division of the Sanitary Corps,
attached to the Office of the Surgeon General. Charles Judd edited patriotic pamphlets for the Bureau of Education.7 John
Matthews Manly, Chairman of the English
Department, left Chicago to work in military intelligence in Washington, D.C., with
the rank of captain.8 Robert A. Milan served
as vice-chair of the National Research
Council and was given the rank of lieutenant colonel in the Signal Corps.9 Henry
Gale, a dean in the Colleges, volunteered
for officer training at Fort Sheridan and
went through a course with men much
younger than himself, being commissioned
as a captain at the age of forty-three.10
Frederic Woodward of the Law School
became an aide to Herbert Hoover in the
Food Administration.11 Frank Billings was
appointed a colonel in the Army, organized
a base hospital under the auspices of the
Presbyterian Hospital, and traveled to Russia on a Red Cross mission in 1917.12 In a
few cases, the enthusiasm of war service led
to professional mishaps. Chicago’s local
resident expert on Russia, Samuel N.
Harper, visited Russia immediately after
the March 1917 revolution as an unofficial
member of the U.S. mission led by Elihu
Root and then gave public reports on his
journey.13 In October 1918, Harper was
asked by the Wilson administration’s wartime propaganda agency, the Committee
on Public Information, to endorse the authenticity of a collection of documents edited by Edgar Sisson alleging that, in the
aftermath of the October revolution, the
German general staff had paid the Bolshevik leaders to continue to foment their
revolution. Subsequently, the collection was
attacked as a work of forgery, and the
whole episode caused Harper acute embarrassment.14
In addition to those faculty who entered
government service and left Chicago, many
others, especially in the sciences, undertook war work in the laboratories. Herman
Schlesinger of Chemistry, investigated ways
to improve permanganate, in collaboration
with Armour and Company; while Julius
Stieglitz worked on the creation of new
synthetic drugs.15 Rollin D. Salisbury, Dean
of the Ogden School of Science, reported
that “[a]ll science departments have par-

3

ticipated in the war work, many of them to
such an extent as to interfere seriously with
the program which has been prepared for
other conditions. The extent to which the
ranks of the faculty and advanced students
have been depleted testifies to the wholehearted entrance of this division of the
University into the task which confronts
the nation.”16
Many other faculty did not participate
in government service or in government
research work. A large number of faculty
members had wives and dependent children, which normally excused them from
the draft. Others were physically unfit, by
virtue of nearsightedness, etc.17 War service
varied also by department. The Physics
Department was hit hard: from a former
complement of eight faculty members, only
two were in residence by the spring of
1918.18 Other departments, in contrast,
faced greater obstacles to finding appropriate war service. James Breasted wrote to
David Robertson, “I regret to say that we
members of the Oriental Department have
not been able to find enough to do in aiding
the War to carry us away from the University. The only one so occupied, I believe, is
Dr. Harper, whose name you already know.
I at once applied for administrative service
in the Near East in the opening of the War,
but being a Republican, I presume my offer
will not be accepted.”19 The historian William Dodd felt “ashamed . . . feeling the
injustice of staying at home when others
give their lives for my safety.”20
The war left divergent and often conflicting memories, some enthusiastic, others mordant and depressing. Elizabeth
Wallace, a professor of French and an
ardent Francophile, remembered the enthusiasm of the majority of the faculty and
Trustees for the Allied cause, took pride in
the visit to the University of a delegation of
French political and military leaders led by
General Joseph Joffre and former Premier
René Viviani, and expressed great pleasure
in the patriotism of women students on
campus. Wallace spent part of her war
months in France, working as a translator
for a mission sponsored by the Rockefeller
Foundation, and the work gave her pride in
“the indestructible power of unity” manifested by Americans working with their
French allies in the defense of France.21
When she returned to campus, she chaired
the Student War Activities Committee, and
in the autumn of 1918 helped to organize
the Woman Students’ Training Corps, a
group that was dedicated by “organization, discipline, and devotion” to aiding the
University “in every way possible to do its
part to win the war.”22 Her war was a noble
cause, fully justified and worthy of University support.
Another humanist, English professor
Robert Lovett, experienced a radically different war. Lovett had grave doubts about
the war’s legitimacy and necessity. In his
autobiography he remembered a campus
and a nation besotted with what he called
“manifestations of synthetic patriotism”
that were “so extreme as to defeat their
purpose.” For Lovett, the war was a time of
hysteria and hyper-nationalism; of chronic
and shameful violations of the civil liberties
of war protesters, conscientious objectors,
and pacifists; a time in which some members of the faculty embarrassed themselves
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because of their egregious partisanship.
When Lovett dared to speak at a peace rally
in the Auditorium Theatre in late May
1917, urging that the United States make
clear its war aims as a way to focus all the
belligerents on the conditions for a possible
peace settlement, he was roundly denounced
as a defeatist.23 Lovett’s views met with the
disapproval of some of his colleagues, which
led him to remark, “I had the opportunity
to learn the truth of Samuel Butler’s assertion that of three misfortunes, loss of money,
loss of health, and loss of reputation, the
last is by far the least.”24 The war also had
a profound personal impact on Lovett when
his only son, a second lieutenant in the
American forces attacking the German front
at Belleau Wood, was killed by machinegun fire in August 1918.
Carol Gruber has argued that many
professors had feelings of uncertainty about
their own roles in society and that war
helped to expunge these feelings by giving
the faculty a valuable patriotic service role.25
In 1926, Robert Herrick, like his friend
Lovett a professor of English, published an
autobiographical novel Chimes which has
scenes of faculty rejoicing about the war
and seeing it as way to compensate for their
frustrations as academics.26 In one scene,
Herrick has his central character (and alter
ego), Clavercin, reflect on the behavior of a
senior faculty member, Caxton [John
Matthews Manly], who should have been
proud of his intellectual achievements but
who only found real value in being able to
associate with a group of army officers:
It was apparent that the war had
touched the stagnant pools of the
university to life. Caxton with a
lifelong experience of thwarted
power had found in it a responsible
and active post. The inferiority of
the academic life . . . was about to be
disproved. The country in its crisis
needed trained minds, the special
knowledge of the university.
Clavercin mused over the irony of
the situation. . . . It was as if all the
long years of abstractions, of repressed ambition, of class room routine and unreality were now revenging themselves in the glorious release of energies that the war offered.
“Beckwith [Robert Lovett] is
here,” Caxton remarked, with a
slight reserve in his voice,—and
Snow [Ferdinand Schevill].”
“Yes, I am lunching with them.
Won’t you join us?”
“No,” Caxton refused briskly, “I
am lunching with General Bord and
some of his staff at the Eureka Club.”
There was a touch of superiority
in the scholar’s voice, quite pardonable, a little amusing, indicating his
sense of importance. His was one of
the best minds in America, Clavercin
reflected, as he left Caxton’s office,
not merely in his own narrow line of
scholarship but as a mental machine, and it took the bloody insanity of a world war, a chaos of misery, to awaken its possessor to a
sense of importance and dignity! A
Caxton to be proud of lunching
with a few stupid army officers, to

be inflated by the task of educating
young men how to collect information from spies and prisoners.27
A few faculty members excelled in patriotic propaganda against Germany of a particularly vindictive sort. Albion Small, the
Head of the Department of Sociology,
harshly denounced Germany and its political culture in a published lecture entitled
“Americans and the World Crisis.”28 Small
believed that Germany was a nation and a
civic culture gone mad in its subservience to
a militaristic caste and to the doctrine of
might makes right in the service of pure
state power. The German fondness for
Der Staat ist Macht had created a “resuscitated paganism” to which “the Germans
have become unresisting perverts.” The
Germans’ “domineering militarism” had
stunted the development of a civil society in
which self-expression and self-realization
could become robust liberties, as they had
in America. Small warned that “until the
Germans repudiate this military caste and
the creed it imposes, to be at peace with
Germany would make our nation a moral
monstrosity.” For Small, the war was essentially about a profound conflict between
“two contradictory conceptions of national
life” in the modern world: the German
tendency toward autocracy, which he abhorred, and the rival movement toward
democracy, which had been set in motion
by the American and French revolutions.
The war was thus a crusade to protect the
world against “the most hellish heresy that
has ever menaced civilization: There is no
God but power, and Prussia is its prophet.”
Paul Shorey, the distinguished classicist,
entered the rhetorical fray in a public lecture in early May 1917 with a strong denunciation of pacifists who opposed war
with Germany:
The militant pacifist is in essence a
contradiction in terms, a chimera
with whom reason is helpless to
deal. You cannot argue with him.
You can only analyze for yourself
the problem he presents. His reason
has lost its way in the terrible antinomy between the historic necessity
of national patriotism and the
millennial ideal of international
brotherhood. Drunk with the rhetoric of an undefined and undefinable
humanitarianism he shrieks with
Schiller seid umschlungen Millionen,
shuts his eyes to facts and affirms
not argues that patriotism is an obsolete instrument of evolution which
has served no purpose.
Shorey continued in a racist vein that “[n]o
attentive reader of a pacifist book, no logical debater with a pacifist can fail to perceive that their principle inevitably involves
the unrestricted intermingling of all peoples
and the interbreeding of all races,” and he
warned that “Germany is already planning
the next war. A negotiated peace that on
any pretext leaves her in control of Central
Europe is merely a truce in which she may
prepare to fight on more favorable conditions. That is the alternative which the
pacifist dupes of German propaganda refuse
to face.”29
Small and Shorey had both spent con-

siderable time in Germany, the former having studied at Leipzig and Berlin, the latter
having received a Ph.D. from the University
of Munich. Both owed a substantial debt to
German scholarship, which they gladly acknowledged. Yet even before the war, each
man had criticized facets of German culture: Small had attacked certain tendencies
toward militarism in German political life,
while Shorey had urged less “slavish subservience” by Americans to German research traditions, arguing that the Germans
suffered from a “false historical perspective” and a “crudity and amateurishness of
their criticism of life and letters.”30 Their
wartime critiques were, in a way, logical
and consistent, if somewhat inflated and
forced, and they demonstrated the acute
awkwardness in which American scholars
found themselves in trying to distinguish
between good and bad Germans, and between those parts of the heritage of German
culture which “decent” Americans could
continue to honor and those that were so
tinged with “Prussianism” that they must
be repudiated. Shorey himself was sufficiently sensitive about this problem to ask
in what separate compartments of
the mind shall we keep our memories of German travel and study, our
respect for German scholarship and
industry, our delight in German
music, our hopes of renewed German friendships, our unfeigned and
sincere sympathy for the spiritual
anguish of our German-American
friends[,] provided they remain
loyal[,] to preserve them from disintegration by the poisonous acid of
our indispensable, ever vigilant and
illimitable distrust of all possible
agencies of the accursed spy system
which[,] from the body of international and interracial affiance[,] has
plucked the very soul and threatens
to make the religion of humanity a
rhapsody of words.
The same month that he was denouncing Germany, Paul Shorey also wrote to
President Harry Pratt Judson criticizing the
appointment of Felix Frankfurter to be the
private secretary of Secretary of War Newton Baker on the grounds that Frankfurter
“is a near relation of persons holding official positions in Vienna who have doubtless been in communication with him. He
may be the most loyal of Americans. But
I should still think it folly to the United
States to take the chances of putting such
men in strategic positions.” Shorey viewed
Frankfurter’s appointment as “a very dangerous symptom of the national mind at
present. It would mean that we still don’t
know what we’re up against.”31 Judson
joined in Shorey’s paranoia by sending a
copy of Shorey’s note to Senator James
Lewis of Illinois, informing Lewis of
Shorey’s credentials and assuring him that
Shorey “knows what he is talking about,
and I think that the matter ought to have
very careful attention.”32 War hysteria was
the order of the day.
The University went to great lengths to
chronicle faculty participation in the war.
Judson’s secretary, David A. Robertson,
was charged with compiling a war service
list for the University Record. Robertson
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also chaired a campus Intelligence Committee, which was charged with identifying
all university activities related to the war
and publicizing them.33 In the rush to collect stories and reports, inevitably some
names were omitted and feelings ruffled. J.
Paul Goode of Geography, who had given a
pro-war lecture seventy-eight times to
“boards of trade, chambers of commerce,
state educational associations, and other
similar bodies of distinction,” complained
to Robertson that no notice was taken of
his contributions in the University Record.
He then added, “I do not know whether
public lecturing in this way is considered
worthwhile by the President and Trustees
of the University. I suspect that there is only
lukewarm approval of it on the part of the
head of my department. If I felt that the
University is no more interested in it than
he has been, I should feel tempted to resign
from the University, for I could get between
two and ten times as much for lecturing as
the University pays me for the time I give
it.”34
The war also led to changes in student
life at the University. The conventional
wisdom about World War I is that the
university campuses totally mobilized for
war.35 Yet, seen from the perspective of
student culture, for the first twelve months
at least, the campus itself was less affected
by the war than might at first glance seem
to be the case. Enlistment information is
scattered and imprecise, but enrollment
data from the Registrar’s Office suggest
that while the number of undergraduate
and graduate male students in the arts and
sciences on campus between the spring of
1917 and the spring of 1918 declined significantly, there was still a large number of
male students enrolled in the University a
year into the war (1,427 men were registered in spring 1917, compared with 1,007
men in spring 1918).36 Female enrollments
remained relatively stable, with 1,045
women in the spring of 1917 and 1,010
women in the spring of 1918. In the undergraduate business program, the decline in
male enrollments was even smaller—from
138 men in 1917 to 106 men in 1918. In
considering these enrollment data, we
should remember that the initial Selective
Service Act of May 1917 set the age range
for conscription from twenty-one to thirty.37
Not until August 1918 was the draft age
reduced to eighteen.
The immediate student reaction to the
war was mixed. Many male students immediately tried to enlist. By mid-May 1917,
over one hundred fraternity men had entered the military training camp at Fort
Sheridan or other service venues.38 By October 1917, 225 fraternity men were in
uniform, which amounted to 55 percent of
the 409 men in campus fraternities during
the previous year.39 The majority of the
student officers of the first ROTC unit
organized on campus, in May 1917, also
came from the fraternities (of thirty-six
student officers, twenty-five were members
of the fraternities).40
The first Chicago undergraduate to die
in France was an aviator, William Jewell
Whyte, Class of 1919, who was killed on
March 20, 1918, in an airplane crash after
a wing of his aircraft disintegrated at six
thousand feet. Whyte had entered the University as a first-year student in 1915 from
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Danville, Illinois. He was a good student,
and a football player and member of the
Delta Tau Delta fraternity. He immediately
enlisted in April 1917, entering the ambulance service and then military aviation. In
a letter to friends on campus, Whyte wrote,
“They tell me that I am living on borrowed
time, but I think I have a long-time loan.”41
Tragically, he was wrong about his loan. In
all, sixty-seven University students and
alumni would die during the hostilities.
Not all male students were eager to join
in the crusade, however, and attitudes about
the war were more complex than one might
expect. In late April 1917, Frederick
Bramhall, a political scientist who helped
organize a popular lecture series justifying
the war, publicly criticized the nonattendance of students at these lectures: “I have
been rather disappointed to see such a
small percentage of University students
present at the lectures. . . . To see that less
than one-half of those present are students
is discouraging.”42 When a student group—
the Undergraduate Council—passed out
cards asking students about their interest in
participating in military drills and training,
“many of the questions were left unanswered and some cards were never returned.”43 Moreover, the Maroon published
ongoing litanies of complaints about the
failure of male students to participate in
voluntary, after-school drills. In May 1917,
of the 1,250 men eligible to participate in
such drills, 700 had yet to show up.44 Participation in the campus’s ROTC program
was similarly unimpressive. By October
1917, only 130 men had registered for
ROTC, which led one student officer to
observe that “the attendance is not as heavy
as I would like to see, especially as we are at
war.”45 Dean James Linn publicly reproached the men for not participating in
military training in December 1917, observing (as reported in the Maroon) that
this was “a sign of a lack of appreciation on
the part of the undergraduate male student
body of the seriousness of the war situation.”46 The Maroon again complained in
February 1918 about the “very small percentage of men students” who had enrolled
in military science courses.47 By April 1918,
the situation had little changed—of the
1,500 male students eligible, only 187 had
enrolled for such courses. The Maroon
again bemoaned the fact that “[t]he men of
the University of Chicago are asleep or
otherwise they must have some reason for
failing to respond to the knocks of opportunity” and went on to ask “why is the
registration for military science so miserably small?”48 In early June 1918, the Maroon insisted that “the undergraduate body
has not shown itself to be profoundly affected in any way by the war.”49 Later in
1918, after the armistice, Vice-President
James Angell would candidly admit to the
Board of Trustees that the University’s attempts to create voluntary military training
programs for students had not been successful.50
The Maroon was sure that war would
transform the campus, making students
more serious about their studies, since
“there will no longer be a hustling for snap
courses, a careless attitude toward studious
application, a waste of time during vacations.”51 Still, social activities for Spring
Quarter 1918 were plentiful, and the sched-

ule for seniors was reported as being “the
peppiest ever had.”52 In fact, the year was
filled with false steps involving arbitrary
assessments of student opinion. The organizers of the annual spring dance voted to
cancel the affair in 1918 in order to “awaken
the student body to the fact that a great
struggle is being carried on between the
Allies and the Central Powers,” even
though, as the Maroon implied, the majority of students were opposed to canceling it.
Then, members of the freshman class proceeded to organize a less formal dance in
Bartlett open to all students that was essentially the spring dance under another
name.53 One student’s patriotism was
another’s unfair sacrifice.
The Washington Prom had to be retrenched and made simpler, while
Blackfriars theatricals and intercollegiate
bowling, basketball, and tennis tournaments were canceled to save money.54 Candy
sales were eliminated in Reynolds Club as
part of sugar rationing.55 But the basic
rhythms of life remained steady and uninterrupted for most students. Key social
events defined the calendar, and frequent
dances were held, along with social teas.
The Maroon protested in late February
1918:
We at the University decide to forgo
Blackfriars and then purchase parquet seats at the Ziegfeld Follies. We
submit grudgingly to the small portions of bread and sugar at the Commons and then make up for our loss
at class teas. We do these things and
any number of other equally inconsistent deeds and fail to realize that
we are defeating our own designs
for aiding the nation. That is because we are complacently inconsistent.56
Such evidence, while admittedly impressionistic, taken together with the modest
participation rates of men students in
ROTC, may suggest that student opinion
about the war was more complex and more
diverse than the University’s pro-war publicists were willing to admit. A metropolis
with large German, Austrian, Scandinavian, and Irish populations, the city of
Chicago was the source from which a substantial number of our undergraduates were
recruited.57 Would it be surprising that at
least some of these students felt ambivalence about the war?
War enthusiasm led to extreme behavior among some students, however, as the
case of Ewald Pietsch proved. Pietsch was
the son of Karl Pietsch, a distinguished
professor of medieval Spanish literature at
the University. Pietsch’s family was German by ethnicity and understandably was
opposed to entry of the United States into
the war. When Ewald Pietsch became involved in an argument about the war with
two of his Beta Theta Pi fraternity brothers
in late October 1917, he told them in anger,
“if I got the chance I’d stick a knife in the
President’s back.” The two “friends” then
reported Ewald Pietsch to Captain Thomas
I. Porter of the Chicago office of the United
States Secret Service, who had Pietsch arrested and held on $10,000 bond for having made seditious comments. In the trial
that ensued, Pietsch was found guilty and

fined $500.58 To their credit, the elder
Pietsch’s colleagues made a collection to
help pay the fine.59
Like Ewald Pietsch, other students
emerged to protest the war. One brave soul
wrote to the Maroon in mid-April 1917
denouncing the “mob tactics” of a “powerful and influential minority” who favored
universal conscription, arguing that they
“insisted that we dispense with all personal
judgment and convictions and accept as
law and gospel whatever their assumed
superior insight and judgment deems necessary for what they consider the interest of
the nation.”60 The student called this the
“worst type of Prussianism.” The Maroon
alluded to the existence of student pacifists
in a December 1917 editorial observing
that some students “cannot reconcile their
feeling of duty with their feeling that too
much blood is being spilled, too much
poverty is being caused, too much misery is
being forced upon the peoples of the
world.”61 Unfortunately, little is known
about the students who opposed the war,
but we do know that one of their leaders
was the young Louis Wirth, a student in the
College from 1916 to 1919 who was later
to become a key faculty member of the
Department of Sociology and a distinguished expert in urban sociology.62 A
leader of the local Cosmopolitan Club, a
group of about thirty foreign students on
campus founded in 1909 that was part of
the national Association of Cosmopolitan
Clubs, Wirth used one of the club’s meetings in 1919 to denounce the Versailles
peace treaty as “the most impudent document ever devised by the hands and brains
of diplomats” and as a peace of “vengeance.”63 A confidential report submitted
to President Judson after this incident asserted that Wirth “[o]penly opposes all
established governments, in the United
States and Germany alike. More pronounced since armistice in attacks upon
authority and in favor of revolution. . . .
Clever orator, cool and daring. Constantly
agitating to spread his views.”64
A dramatic change was in the offing,
however, that would have radically transformed the campus had it continued. In late
spring of 1918, the War Department announced the creation of a new campusbased military training program, the
Student Army Training Corps. The SATC
was to be a residential training program on
college campuses sponsored by and paid
for by the Army, as part of a scheme to train
100,000 new officers by June 1919. SATC
students were to be housed in University
dormitories (Snell, Hitchcock, and GatesBlake Halls) and in specially constructed
barracks under the stands of Stagg Field.
The University spent $50,000 on these conversions, with the goal of housing up to
1,500 student soldiers. At the same time,
the University also announced that ten fraternity houses were to be requisitioned by
the Army.65 The University was essentially
to be converted into an Army encampment,
run by seventeen Army officers who would
command and train the students. Students
were to stand in line for “chow” and undertake guard duty, following a military training regimen modeled on that of the Army’s
cantonments. Faculty would have to show
passes to these student guards to enter
classroom buildings.66
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Simultaneously, women students organized a nongovernmental Woman Student
Training Corps that enrolled four hundred
women at the start of Autumn Quarter and
seven hundred by mid-October. A mass
induction meeting was held on October 11.
Women were given the option of wearing
uniforms, and all wore a special armband
that had the insignia of the organization.
The group hoped to help win the war by
having its members devote blocks of hourly
work to defense causes each week. Women
were also to drill, and nineteen women
were commissioned as student officers to
conduct the drills.67
Since the SATC was a national training
program, the universities were forced to
open admission to a wider cut of prospective students from their regions, in addition
to regularly enrolled students. According
to the Registrar’s statistics, 1,007 students
joined the SATC program at the University
of Chicago.68 Of this number, several hundred were not regular students but had
been recruited via public advertisements in
Chicago newspapers inviting high school
graduates eighteen years and older and
others to enroll in late September.69 The
attrition rate for this group was high, and
few of them returned in the Winter Quarter, since they lacked the academic qualifications to attend a normal undergraduate
program.70
Publicly, Vice-President James Angell
welcomed the SATC program as one that
would be remembered for “centuries to
come” as having transformed “this peaceful University into an army camp.”71 But
privately he acknowledged to the Board of
Trustees that the program would decimate
existing academic programs, splitting the
campus into two separate worlds—the men
in service on the one side and the “[g]irls
and physically defective men, or men in the
deferred classes of the draft” on the other,
and would lead to “the most radical rearrangement of our instructional program,
our methods, and distribution of our teaching force.”72
Faculty experience with the SATC was
discouraging. In briefing Professor Samuel
N. Harper on the kinds of lectures required
for the SATC’s historical “war-aims” course
in the fall of 1918, History Department
Chairman Andrew MacLaughlin cautioned, “Please remember that these lectures must be very simple, given very slowly,
and thoroughly outlined. . . . The lecturing
is to be somewhat more simple than in an
ordinary college course. You will have to
remember that a lot of fellows do not know
Peter the Great from Tamerlane the
Great.”73 In a confidential memo in January 1919 evaluating the SATC experiment,
James Angell concluded:
For the most part, the attitude as
compared with that of peace times,
was distinctly discouraging. A reasonable number of students were
eagerly interested in their work, although finding the conditions of its
prosecution almost hopelessly impossible. But the unit contained so
large a number of men wholly lacking in interest in study that the intellectual atmosphere as a whole was
decidedly below the normal level in
the institution.
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Angell also noted that the faculty tried to
cooperate but in the end became negative
about the program: “The impossible character of the program, together with the
wholly unsympathetic attitude of many of
the younger officers—men in many cases of
extreme youth, social callowness, and lack
of education—made it increasingly difficult to preserve a satisfactory attitude on
the part of the faculty.” He concluded that
“[t]he outcome of this situation was the
conviction on the part of many members of
the faculty that a combination of military
and academic work was impracticable.”74
When the issue of renewing the wartime
ROTC program on a postwar basis came
before the Board of Trustees in late 1918,
James Angell was forced to admit that
while President Judson was a steady enthusiast, the faculty were “decidedly opposed”
to renewing the program in peacetime.75
Judson was able to get his way, however,
and an ROTC field artillery unit was created under the aegis of a Department of
Military Science which was (after 1930)
attached to the Division of the Physical
Sciences. The ROTC unit remained at the
University of Chicago until the War Department transferred it to Michigan State
University in 1936.76 As early as 1924–25,
the leaders of the ROTC program complained about “[t]he apparent attitude of
indecision as to whether the Military Department has a place at the University” and
“[t]he lack of active support by the faculty
generally.”77 Judson’s successor, Ernest
DeWitt Burton, felt conflicted about having a military science unit on campus, but
was not inclined to force the issue. To a
correspondent who accused the unit of
fostering militarism, Burton admitted, “Unable as yet to reach a clear decision as to
precisely what the course of the University
ought to be, I have felt it wise to maintain
[the] status quo.”78
ROTC’s final years on campus were
marked by falling student enrollments and
increasingly inadequate facilities, as well as
by the indifference of senior officials in the
Hutchins administration who refused to
encourage students to take military science
courses over any of the many other electives available under the New Plan curriculum of 1931.79
Harry Pratt Judson Leads the Way
The moral and logistical leader of the
University’s war efforts was Harry Pratt
Judson. At first glance, Judson’s energetic
involvement in the war was a surprising
turn of events, given his campus-wide reputation for caution and circumspection. Yet
Judson was among the most partisan of
those who before 1917 wished to pursue
the war, and after 1917 he was the most
eager to engineer a total mobilization of
campus resources in its support.
Harry Pratt Judson is one of our forgotten Presidents, yet his sixteen-year term
(1906 to 1923) was longer than that of any
of our Presidents except Robert Hutchins.
Judson was born in 1849. He graduated
from Williams College with a B.A. in 1870
(from which he also took an M.A. in 1883)
and worked as a teacher and a high school
principal for fifteen years in Troy, New
York, before landing a teaching position in
history at the University of Minnesota in
1885. Judson did not have a pronounced

“scientific” scholarly background—he
lacked a Ph.D.—and was always somewhat
resentful about the impact of German scholarly traditions and methods on the American academy.
Harper recruited Judson to join the original faculty of the University in 1892, as
much as an administrator as a teacher or
scholar. Judson became Dean of the Faculty of Arts, Literature, and Science, and in
most respects Harper’s right-hand man.
His temperament was the exact opposite of
Harper’s—cautious, laconic, phlegmatic.
When Harper died in 1906, the Trustees
named Judson Acting President, and then,
without consulting the faculty and in the
face of some outright opposition, they soon
named him as Harper’s permanent successor.
Judson’s presidency was lived in
Harper’s shadow, at least until World War
I. Judson’s main achievement as President
was to wipe out the structural deficit that
Harper had generated and thus to balance
the University budget for most of his term
in office. Judson’s strategy of budgetary
discipline and financial austerity renewed
John D. Rockefeller’s confidence in the
future of the University and led to his final
gift of $10 million in 1910.80 Even during
the war, the University maintained a balanced budget. Judson was extremely proud
of this record, and he took it for granted
that the University should be run strictly as
a business.81
Judson was a constitutional historian
with an interest in national history and
international law. His books on modern
European and American history were balanced and carefully executed, manifesting
support for the nineteenth-century liberal
tradition (a photo portrait of William Ewart
Gladstone served as the frontispiece for
Judson’s Europe in the Nineteenth Century). Judson’s sense of the world around
1900 was cautiously optimistic. He viewed
the nineteenth century as being “the most
brilliant in the history of human achievement, “a century that had equipped Europe
with “the tools of civilization in rich abundance.” But juxtaposed to Europe’s technological and cultural brilliance, Judson
also saw a continent riven by political distrust, beset by a dangerous arms race and
“the dread of a gigantic war,” and facing
the danger of mass socialism. These phobias—militarism and socialism—were distinct clouds on the tranquility of liberal
Europe’s horizon.82 As much as he admired
the many achievements of European civilization in the nineteenth century, Judson
was also convinced that America had become a “great power” and mature republic, whose opinions in international affairs
would have consequences, and that it was
mandated to support “the advance of humanity throughout the globe.”83
Although Judson’s Europe demonstrated sympathy for Bismarck and presented a balanced view of the political
structure of the German Empire, in private
he was uneasy about German influences on
the fledgling American university environment. As early as 1891, Judson voiced what
Daniel Meyer has termed “nativist” attitudes, demonstrating a special phobia for
things German.84 He stubbornly opposed
Harper’s decision to appoint a distinguished
German scholar, Hermann von Holst, to be

the first Head Professor of History, urging
against the “slavish imitation of foreign
ideas” and insisting that “American scholarship should be inspired by ideals materially different from those of Germany. The
motives, methods, and spirit of an American department of history . . . would in
many essentials be radically antagonistic to
those of a German university.” But Judson
also resented the fact that a German national would lead a department of which
he, Judson, would be a member:
I dislike the idea of a foreigner at the
head of such a department in an
American university. It seems to me
that departments involving American history, American literature, and
American politics should be in
charge of Americans, if possible.
Personally, I must confess that I
don’t fancy having to work under a
German. I doubt if many American
professors would.85
Judson also opposed Hermann von
Holst’s stance against the legitimacy of
American imperialism in the late 1890s,
arguing that there was a proper role for
American power in the world.86 Ironically,
Judson’s own soft imperialism bore many
similarities to the attitudes he would so
openly criticize in his German opponents
after 1916. When asked several months
before America’s entrance into World War
I if he favored the permanent retention of
the Philippines, he replied, “It has always
seemed to me advisable to keep the Philippine Islands until the people there are sufficiently developed to be able to administer
their own affairs. That time in my opinion
will not come for two or three generations.
It seems to me hardly necessary to interpret
such a phrase as ‘permanent retention’.”87
A staunch Republican, Judson voted for
William Howard Taft and Charles Evans
Hughes. He was a strong supporter of
states’ rights, opposing federal aid to education and, logically, also opposing a national prohibition of alcohol. 88 As
University President, Judson cultivated and
flattered wealthy Chicagoans upon whom
the University depended for support. According to Steven Diner, he was opposed to
labor unions, had mixed feelings about
women’s suffrage, was a strict constructionist in relation to the role of the federal
government, and was proud of it. Judson’s
views of race relations were also benighted,
almost the opposite of his fellow Chicago
historian Hermann von Holst, although on
this score he was probably no worse than
Woodrow Wilson himself.89 He was also
intolerant of the foibles of faculty members
who he thought had embarrassed the University.90 Diner calls him with considerable
justice a “man of limited intellectual vision.”91
Yet his friends and supporters interpreted his phlegmatic personality in a more
positive light. James Tufts remembered him
as “reflective, cautious, taking few
chances,” while Theodore Soares called
him a “genial, kindly man” with “sound
practical judgment . . . [whose] nature was
most definitely conservative. He preferred
assured ways to experiment.”92 Judson’s
personality and career make most sense
when he is seen as a member of that genera-
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tion of older American educational and
cultural leaders in 1914 about whom Henry
May has suggested, “The earliest and most
consistent supporters of the Allies were the
beleaguered defenders of nineteenth-century tradition, and particularly the professional custodians of culture. . . . Nearly all
the leading men of letters, the college presidents, the old-line publishers, the editors of
standard magazines, and their friends knew
where they stood from the start.”93
On matters of national security, Judson
proved to be extremely aggressive. Judson
had a lifelong interest in military affairs.
Too young to fight in the Civil War, Judson
tried to enlist as a drummer boy in the
Union Army. The Civil War was a living
memory, horrible, fascinating, and persistently romantic, and it affected his thinking
about World War I.94 While teaching high
school in upper New York State, Judson
served in the Troy County Citizens Corps,
a private militia company that was incorporated in the New York National Guard
in 1877. He greatly enjoyed drilling and
marching with his comrades, and he took
pleasure in the camaraderie afforded by
volunteer military service. Just before moving to Minneapolis in 1885 to become a
professor at the University of Minnesota,
he wrote a eulogistic account of his New
York militia, arguing:
[B]eneath the smooth surface of civilized society are always seething the
savage elements of disorder. Behind
the stately courtesies, which mark
the intercourse of enlightened nations, are always lurking envy, jealousy, and cupidity, likely at any
moment to bring opposing interests
into hostile collision. The complex
organism of civilization is ever ready
to resolve into its primitive forms;
and of those forms, force is the sole
master. So it is that the strong arm of
force must be kept always prepared
to execute the mandates of law, and
to preserve the state from foreign
aggression. Our country is happily
spared, by three thousand miles of
ocean, from the need of maintaining
that huge armament which is so
crushing to the life of European nations. But the experience even of our
first century of national existence
has taught us the absolute necessity
of maintaining the military spirit,
and of keeping alive a knowledge of
the modes of military action.95
Four years later, Judson published a study
of Caesar’s army during the Roman civil
wars in which he admitted that “[w]ar is
barbarism” but immediately added that
“the story of man has no epoch in which
war has not existed. The history of war is
the history of the development of the human mind.”96
Judson embraced the Great War. His
early public statements about the war were
carefully neutral, but privately his sympathies were clearly pro-British and French
and pro-rearmament. Judson joined the
pro-preparedness National Security League
in 1915, and became a member of the
executive committee of its Chicago
branch.97 He believed that “lawlessness and
lack of national defense are so interwoven
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as both to be serious dangers. Effort to
prevent each aids to secure the other. The
National Security League in my opinion is a
useful agency and a very necessary one to
secure national defense. I am glad to do all
in my power to aid its purposes.”98 At the
same time he refused to join the Chicago
Peace Society, arguing, “I . . . think it
advisable to put the United States in a better
position for defense than is the case at
present.”99 By the time of the American
presidential elections in November 1916,
Judson openly opposed Woodrow Wilson’s
attempts to maintain U.S. neutrality and
advocated America joining the war.100 He
had little sympathy with the plight of German Americans. When a local GermanAmerican businessman wrote to him in
March 1917 complaining about being “despised and rejected” because of his ethnic
background, Judson replied by assuring
him that “no one of our fellow citizens is
‘despised and rejected’ if in the last analysis
he puts the United States of America before
all other countries in the world.”101
Judson was also a robust advocate of
peacetime universal military service. In late
December 1916, Judson wrote to Harvard
historian Albert Bushnell Hart, arguing “in
my opinion the whole nation ought to be
trained for national defense” and that
“modern experience shows that the only
adequate form of national defense is by the
proper training of the entire nation to act
quickly and efficiently in case of emergency.”102 When a pacifist minister from
Fond du Lac, Wisconsin, challenged Judson
on his call for universal service, Judson
dismissed him by arguing, “If any young
men are too precious to give their lives for
this purpose [the defense of their country],
they should be carefully put away in a
museum.”103
When Congress declared war in early
April 1917, Judson threw himself into its
prosecution. Aside from his genuine dedication to (in his mind) a fully righteous
cause, it is also possible that the war offered
Judson a welcome opportunity to step out
of his role as strict guardian of budgetary
austerity, and thus to compensate for his
sometimes unsteady relationship to the senior faculty.104 What Robert Herrick would
later characterize as “the contemptuous
murmurs of the faculty about their President” would now be repressed for the time
of the war.105 Judson responded by supporting all possible measures to mobilize
his campus, from encouraging students to
volunteer for the new military science program that he had established in late 1916 to
leading war bond solicitations to giving
anti-German speeches to drilling students
on Stagg Field. His secretary, David
Robertson, reported that Judson loved to
drill and that “[f]rom the beginning he has
interested himself in the success of the
Reserve Officers Training Corps, himself
appearing on Stagg Field for drill; subsequently, after the recall of Major Bell . . . he
himself prepared to take charge of the
drilling of the Corps.”106 Judson was also
eager for the faculty to play a patron role
toward ROTC students. He wrote to Professor Albert Mathews, “[T]here is a movement on foot in which I am interested to
register all members of the faculty who
will, as an honorary organization to aid the
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps in the

University. I wish I were enough younger to
be an active member of the Corps, and if
occasion should serve to be an active member of the Army, but alas, the years have
run by, and have not left me behind
them.”107
Judson’s most notable war speech came
in late April 1917 before a crowd in Mandel
Hall. Later published by the University of
Chicago Press as the first in a series of The
University of Chicago War Papers, this
speech was an American equivalent of the
pro-war rhetoric that overtook German,
French, and British academics in the autumn of 1914.108 Judson’s central premises—that Germany was evil; that its
political system was dominated by undemocratic, Prussian elements; that it had deliberately started the war; that it was a danger
to the international order; and that it must
be punished—all bear close resemblance to
British war propaganda in the so-called
“war of the professors” in 1914 and to
similar pamphlets published by senior U.S.
historians in 1917–18. If anything, Judson’s
essay was more moderate in tone than some
of those distributed or edited by such prominent historians as Guy Stanton Ford or
Albert Bushnell Hart.109 Still, the reception
on campus was mixed. Even the Maroon,
whose tameness on war-related issues was
obsessive, objected to the menacing tone of
Judson’s demand for a “complete victory
over the Teutonic empires” on the grounds
that it went beyond what Woodrow Wilson intended and failed to acknowledge
Wilson’s own expectations for the establishment of a democratic Germany.110
What is most striking about the essay
and the series of seven other pamphlets that
it inaugurated was that Judson claimed to
be speaking not as a private citizen but as
the leader of an institution that, in his view,
was justified in acting as a patriotic corporation in the war effort. The University
could send its boys to the army and its
faculty to government agencies, but it could
also act institutionally against Germany as
a Midwestern regional voice of patriotic
propaganda (the University mailed Judson’s
essay to 4,500 professionals and local notables in small towns all over the Middle
West in order to “give the superior advantages of authoritative information to people
who probably could not otherwise obtain
them.”)111 That the leaders of the University saw Judson’s pamphlet and its companions as propaganda is clear from the
circular that accompanied the pamphlets
when they were distributed to newspaper
editors: “Pamphleteering is not a new form
of educational activity, and the projection
of this series is a part of the effort of the
University of Chicago to render a patriotic
service to the government and at the same
time to extend through its Press some of the
opportunities that are being offered on its
Quadrangles for obtaining a greater appreciation of the viewpoint of America in this
world struggle.”112
Judson was also directly responsible for
one of the most partisan decisions ever
taken by the University of Chicago, namely,
the decision of March 1918 to revoke the
honorary degree awarded to the former
German ambassador to the United States,
Count Johann von Bernstorff. Before World
War I the University occasionally gave honorary degrees to political or diplomatic

figures, and in June 1911 the Board of
Trustees awarded an honorary doctor of
laws to Count Bernstorff, commending him
as a “soldier, diplomat, author, worthily
representing a friendly nation of kindred
blood.”113 Seven years later, Judson urged
the board to rescind the degree, arguing
that “[s]ince Count von Bernstorff was
given his passports by the Government of
the United States it has been made public
that the said Imperial German Ambassador
was long before that time engaged in transactions inimical to the rights of this country
as a neutral and in violation of the laws and
of the peace and order of the Republic of
which he was a guest.” Judson further
insisted, lest his proposal be seen as vengeance against Germany as a result of the
declaration of war in April 1917, that the
revocation was not a retaliation against
Germany in time of war, but came about
because Bernstorff’s actions before April
1917 were “contrary to peace and order of
the Republic, and inimical to the rights of
the United States as a neutral nation.”114
Judson was most likely referring to
Bernstorff’s role in the Zimmermann Telegram Affair of February and March 1917.
This affair involved a secret German telegram from Alfred Zimmermann, the German foreign secretary, to the president of
Mexico, Venustiano Carranza, on the eve
of Germany’s resumption of unrestricted
submarine warfare, in which Berlin offered
Mexico a chance to reclaim its former
territories in Texas, Arizona, and New
Mexico in return for siding with Germany
in a possible war against the United States.
The Zimmermann Telegram Affair has long
been one of the great mysteries of modern
intelligence history, but as our colleague
Friedrich Katz has brilliantly demonstrated,
Bernstorff was in fact opposed both to his
government’s resumption of unrestricted
submarine warfare and to the Zimmermann
telegram itself.115 Ironically, in blaming
Bernstorff, Judson was mimicking the tactics of Alfred Zimmermann himself, who,
unwilling to admit that Germany’s secret
telegraphic codes had been compromised
to the Allies, insisted that Bernstorff was at
fault in the disclosure of the secret telegram
because of a security compromise perpetrated by Bernstorff’s embassy staff.
Yet, given that the Zimmermann Affair
had occurred a full year before, what explains Judson’s timing in rescinding
Bernstorff’s honorary degree in 1918? There
are two possible explanations. First, in late
February 1918 the Senate Judiciary Committee began holding well-publicized hearings into the activities of the National
German-American Alliance in which one
super-patriotic senator, Josiah Wolcott of
Delaware, tried to coax the treasurer of the
alliance, John Tjarks, into admitting that
the funds collected by the group for war
relief purposes in Germany had been secretly steered by Ambassador Bernstorff to
Bernhard Dernburg for propaganda purposes. A distinguished German banker who
spent seven months in the United States
from August 1914 until June 1915 soliciting (in vain) a war loan for Germany and
coordinating fund-raising activities for the
German Red Cross, Dernburg also tried to
function as a one-man publicist for the
German cause, but in fact he did so, much
to the dismay of Bernstorff, not with the
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ambassador’s approval.116 John Tjarks rejected any such imputation of fraud, but
the mud was in the air, and Judson would
have known that his audience—the local
Chicago Trustees—would hardly be willing to give Bernstorff the benefit of the
doubt.117 Equally important, the recision of
Bernstorff’s degree was a dramatic public
statement at a time when Allied fortunes
were at their lowest point, March 1918. On
the eastern front, Russia had collapsed,
being forced to sign a draconian peace with
Germany; and German armies now prepared to pound Allied lines in a make-orbreak spring offensive on the western front.
Shailer Mathews, the Dean of the Divinity
School and a longtime colleague of Judson,
remembered,
I shall never forget those days in
March 1918 when ‘England’s back
was against the wall’. It seemed that
democracy was liable to be defeated.
I left my office and sat by the side of
the lake to gain peace of mind. At
home I opened a prayer-book with
something of my old-time hope for a
message. I found it in some of the
imprecatory psalms! I recovered my
poise.118
On learning of the University’s action, one
of Judson’s local ministerial friends congratulated him on a “fitting and patriotic”
act, suggesting that the decision was indeed
taken for publicistic purposes.119
In addition to his advocacy of the war
on campus, Judson was appointed to be a
member of the committee on labor of the
National Council on Defense, and other wartime service groups, including service on
the federal exemption board of the selective
service system for Chicago, which was almost a full-time job.120 Then in June 1918
he left for the Middle East, leading a factfinding commission to survey social conditions in Persia for the Armenian and Syrian
relief effort, and he was absent from campus for the Summer and Autumn Quarters
of 1918. The war had ended by the time he
returned, and the peace settlements that
soon followed were catastrophic in their
vindictive hypernationalism and political
improvidence. The war that Judson and
many others had initially embraced as a
way of defending traditional liberal values
fundamentally transformed the social, economic, and political conditions under which
such liberalism might survive. The unintended consequences of a war fought to
defend nineteenth-century cultural and political ideals came close to destroying the
very civilization where such values were
even possible.
The Aftermath of the War
The sudden armistice and the collapse of
the SATC fiasco prevented the total militarization of the campus, and within six
months life began to return to normal. But
the war did have long-term consequences,
both for the University and for Harry Pratt
Judson.
In May 1917, a student writing in the
Maroon had predicted that the war would
transform local and national society:
[G]reat changes must occur in the
social and economic life of the people
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in every nation. . . . The relations of
men will have to be readjusted and
the differences between capital and
labor will have to be smoothed out.
And great changes will occur in our
conceptions of government, even in
our own nation. . . . Our universities
will also change. There will be new
fields to study, new fields to conquer, and new fields to glory in. Our
attitude toward each other will
change, we will be more altruistic,
more unselfish, more capable.121
The war did bring about enormous demographic changes, as former students
clamored to return to the University’s degree programs and new students sought
admission to colleges and graduate schools.
University of Chicago enrollments took a
decisive upward turn during and after the
1918–19 academic year. In 1913–14, the
University had 1,766 undergraduate students, whereas by 1918–19 the number
had increased to 1,996 and in 1919–20 to
2,382. By 1929–30, the undergraduate
population stood at 2,970, an increase over
prewar levels of almost 60 percent. Graduate enrollments followed the same pattern
of robust growth, increasing from 500 students in 1913–14 to 696 in 1919–20 and
1,513 in 1929–30.122 Many of these students were aided by grants from a new
$2.5-million scholarship endowment established by LaVerne Noyes in 1918, with
the express purpose of aiding veterans or
family members of veterans who had fought
in World War I. Once the Board of Trustees
had officially accepted this gift, the University sent forms to all students in the service
inviting them to apply for these scholarships. By 1921, 525 students were receiving
Noyes Scholarships, 316 undergraduates
and 209 graduate and professional school
students. Within three years of their creation, the University was also able to award
scholarships to a number of women students whose fathers had served in the war.123
For some faculty, the war had been the
most exciting time of their personal lives,
and when it ended they felt disappointed by
the return to normalcy.124 Robert Herrick
captured this mood in Chimes, when he
wrote that
the older men returned to the academic nest, discarding regretfully
the uniform, their honorable khaki
and spurs, feeling somehow that the
great vacation of all their lives had
ended, with the freedom of being
‘under orders’! Now they must enter the treadmill once more and give
orders to themselves. They must resume the dull tasks of study and
classroom, get out of the desk drawer
the old lecture notes, which looked
more dingy and lifeless than after
the usual vacation.125
But other faculty members returned from
war service with still greater ambitions and
with more determination to make or remake their mark in their respective scholarly fields. The extraordinary national
excellence that the University achieved in
many fields in the 1920s and 1930s cannot
be explained apart from the high expectations that the war unleashed. Barry Karl

has cogently argued that Charles Merriam’s
scholarly and personal sensibilities were
profoundly affected by his wartime experiences, and Merriam was not alone in this
regard.126
The war thus had broader, more secular
impact by fueling expectations on the part
of senior faculty who had been deeply
involved in war work about ambitious new
research programs. Roger Geiger has noted
that the experience of the war set off “an
even more rapid transformation in the general perception of science.”127 The creation
of the National Research Council in 1916,
led by former Chicago faculty member
George Hale, was a visible symbol of the
power of the collaboration between science
and the national government, as well as a
portent of the powerful achievements that
could be made by cooperation among the
universities, the big foundations, and big
business.128 Writing in Science Magazine in
September 1919, Robert Millikan, who
had served as a senior official on the National Research Council during the war,
argued that “for the first time in history the
world has been waked up by the war to an
appreciation of what science can do.”
Millikan felt that American scientists now
stood on the threshold of promising breakthroughs marked by enhanced scientific
literacy in the schools, by fruitful cooperation of research scientists with industry,
and by “the development of the possibilities of cooperative research among themselves.” Millikan aspired to establish
America as “a center of the world’s scientific life and progress,” which necessitated
the creation of a series of great research
institutes in the natural sciences, attached
to universities but with key researchers
released from mundane instructional responsibilities.129
Under pressure from Millikan and other
top scientists like Julius Stieglitz, Albert
Michelson, and E. H. Moore to create new
institute-based organizations for scientific
research, Harry Pratt Judson announced in
mid-1920 the creation of four new research
institutes “devoted to conducting such research and such training in pure science as
has an immediate bearing on the application of the sciences to the industries.” Daniel
Meyer has rightly noted that the Chicago
initiative was part of a national movement
toward the autonomous research institute
that was given great impetus in the 1920s as
a result of the demographic changes caused
by the infusion of undergraduates after the
war.130 It was characteristic of the time and
the man that Judson used preparedness for
war as a negative analogy for why the
University sought to create these centers:
The University having resumed its
normal life after the interruption
caused by the War it now becomes
possible once more to look into the
future. This, it may be said, has been
the habitual attitude of the University of Chicago from the beginning.
War, however, centers every energy
on the immediate present. This by
the way is notably true in a republic
which has had a war for every generation but is so sure that it will
never have another one that it has
always stubbornly neglected to be
prepared. The University, however,

cannot be content with a policy of
drift, but must take a long look
ahead.131
Having sanctioned the idea of these institutes, Judson did little or nothing to find the
money to create them, however, and this
sense of inertia caused frustration among
many senior faculty members. When Robert
Millikan resigned from Chicago in June
1921 to go to the new California Institute of
Technology because of Judson’s dithering
and refusal to match the latter institution’s
offer, the writing was on the wall.132
These heightened ambitions and expectations on the part of faculty researchers
came at the same moment that financial
and demographic challenges appeared on
the postwar horizon. The inflation of the
war led to a reduction of the value of
tuition, and competition from other universities displaced the University’s dominant prewar position on senior faculty
salaries. By 1923, Chicago had fallen seriously behind Harvard and Columbia in the
average value of full professorial salaries.133
Moreover, the crush of students who returned to the University after 1918, both
undergraduate and graduate, put great pressure on instructional staff and on facilities,
and led to discontent among the senior
faculty and a movement to limit or even
abolish the first two years of the undergraduate program. In December 1922, a
report of the Committee on Research of the
University Senate, the governing body of
the University filled only with full professors, urged that Chicago should prioritize
graduate education and research as the
highest obligation of the University and
impose limits on the numbers of undergraduates it would admit, since “the State
Universities are able and obliged to provide
for the great mass of college students.”134
Responding to an invitation of the curriculum committee for the arts and sciences in
1923 to comment about the future structure of undergraduate instruction, the faculty of the Department of History listed as
their first choice “the elimination of the
Junior College, either by a gradual process,
beginning with the Freshman year and after
a period, if the step seems to have justified
itself, discarding the Sophomore year also,
or by a direct striking of the whole Junior
College.”135 In one of his final letters to
Harold Swift before leaving the presidency,
Harry Pratt Judson also allowed that “[a]s
I look at it the University is at the parting of
the ways. Either it is to be primarily a
University in the highest sense, with distinct emphasis on its graduate work and its
graduate professional work, or it is to be
essentially a College with the higher work
incidental.” Judson left no doubts about
which option he favored: “My own view is
that the University idea ought to be made
very prominent; that we should frankly
recognize the College as of secondary importance.”136 Such rhetoric, which was both
financially naïve and corrosive to sensible
planning about the future of the undergraduate College, was to continue throughout the 1920s until Robert Maynard
Hutchins’s appointment as President in
1929.137
All of these problems—the pressures
caused by mushrooming enrollments, the
rising professional expectations of the fac-
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ulty, their disgruntlement over the administration’s penny-pinching ways—required
strong presidential leadership, and it was
soon apparent that Harry Pratt Judson was
not the man for this job. Judson’s preoccupation with the draft commission in 1917
led him to neglect University business for
five months, and faculty grumbling about
his inability to act decisively intensified.138
By the time he returned from the Middle
East in the fall of 1918, he was exhausted.
Yet, Judson had no plans to retire. University policy dictated retirement at the age of
seventy, yet when Judson approached the
mandatory retirement age in 1919 he secured a five-year waiver from the Board of
Trustees to continue in office. Daniel Meyer
has observed of this decision, which was
taken by a conflicted and divided board,
that it “raised the question of how long a
deliberate policy of administrative restraint
on research initiative could survive in the
rapidly changing environment of postwar
America.”139
Judson also found it difficult to end the
Great War symbolically. Judson hemmed
and hawed on plans to memorialize the war
dead, unable to make up his mind what
should be done.140 The issue was still not
settled in June 1921 when Ernest Burton
suggested a mural at the end of Harper
Library reading room to honor the
University’s war dead. Judson communicated the idea to the Chairman of the Board
of Trustees, Martin Ryerson, but no decision was forthcoming. Not until November
1938, on the twentieth anniversary of the
Armistice that ended the war, was an official memorial tablet in honor of the Chicago war dead dedicated in Rockefeller
Chapel.141
When Judson finally left the presidency
in early 1923, he was already for many
faculty an unwelcome guest, and his historical reputation inevitably suffered. The
war that Judson welcomed and enthusiastically endorsed thus created new conditions
for a final exit that took more the form of a
political demise. As Meyer observes,
[f]or many, it was the University’s
president, Harry Pratt Judson, who
most acutely symbolized the frustrations of the postwar era. Approaching his fifteenth year in office, the aging president had become
the embodiment of a once-promising institution that now appeared to
be in danger of succumbing to administrative fatigue and complacency.”142
Many years later Harold Swift, the Chairman of the Board of Trustees from 1922 to
1949, would reflect that Judson was “tired
and old” when he finally retired, and that
essentially he had stayed too long for the
University’s good. Comparing Judson to
his successor, Ernest DeWitt Burton, Swift
argued that
Burton seems to me to have had an
electric knowledge of what should
be done when he took over from
Judson. Dr. Judson, tired and old,
was ambitious to stay on as President as long as Dr. Harper had
stayed; and the Board, grateful for
the firm foundation Judson had put
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under Harper’s brilliant superstructure, permitted him to stay on for
five or six years too long. Burton
had been at the University since its
beginning, as had Judson. He was a
great scholar, had a scholar’s point
of view, and knew how the scholars
of the University had suffered for
five years [i.e., since 1918]. Therefore he was on fire to get the faculty
back to research and scholarship.143
When Harry Pratt Judson died in 1927, he
was mourned by old friends and colleagues,
but on campus he was already a forgotten
figure. Although the University announced
a memorial service in his honor, it was
never held.144
Hutchins and the Second World War
The young radical Louis Wirth was right
about the flawed peace treaty signed in
Versailles in 1919, if for the wrong reasons.
Whatever one thinks about Woodrow
Wilson’s goals in Paris in 1918–19 or about
the justice or injustice of the final peace
settlement, Versailles ushered in neither an
era of stable democracy nor an epoch of
lasting peace. Instead, Europe in the 1920s
and early 1930s became the scene of enormous social turmoil and dangerous political extremism, and out of this squalid
mixture of class and racial hatred erupted
renewed international violence in the mid1930s. This failed heritage of the Great
War led, on the part of many Americans, to
a revulsion against mass killing and to an
ardent desire to avoid entrapment in another major conflict. Yet the rise of fascism
and National Socialism created the preconditions for a second, even more deadly
round of international conflict which was
to draw America into its vortex of horror in
late 1941.
World War II was, however, a different
kind of war, and the University of Chicago
had a different kind of war President.
Whereas Harry Pratt Judson embraced
World War I, believing it a just and even
noble cause, Robert Maynard Hutchins
took exactly the opposite view, becoming
an eloquent spokesman for nonintervention in the European and Asian wars of the
later 1930s.
In the 1930s, American college campuses were marked by strong antiwar and
pacifist movements, and the University of
Chicago was no exception, with Chicago
students organizing peace strikes, rallies,
and parades from 1934 through 1941.145
Reacting against the horrors and disasters
of the first war, many college-age students
rejected the prospect of fighting in what
they felt to be another round of futile and
immoral wars. In his excellent survey of
public opinion in the city of Chicago in the
late 1930s, James C. Schneider has suggested that students on our campus were
probably more anti-interventionist and isolationist than the faculty.146 In late January
1941, for example, the Maroon undertook
a sample poll of 600 students, finding a
majority (315 against 236) supported the
proposition that America should stay out
of armed conflict with Germany or Japan.147
In contrast to the predicament of students favoring nonintervention in 1914–
16, antiwar students at Chicago in 1940–41

had an eloquent faculty leader urging neutrality in the person of Robert Maynard
Hutchins. Having served as a young ambulance driver in Italy in 1917–18, Hutchins
had seen “the suffering caused by the war
and its devastation” at first hand, and the
experience “made me into as much a pacifist as I am. It gave me a deep suspicion of
the military.”148 Unlike Harry Pratt Judson,
Hutchins found nothing to admire or justify about any war, and especially World
War I. On September 7, 1939, just after the
outbreak of World War II, he wrote to John
U. Nef:
The war has got me down. I wish I
could think either that it would be
short or that we could stay out of it.
I think that it will be long, and that
though we could stay out of it, we
are not likely to. I remember 1914
with horror and 1917 with something worse. I don’t see either that
after the war is over, though Hitler
will be gone, the actions of the French
and English governments will be
any more enlightened than they were
after the last war.149
Hutchins was not an official member of
the America First Committee, and his biographers Milton Mayer and Harry Ashmore
have denied any connection with the official isolationists. But James Schneider has
argued that back-channel connections existed between that group’s leadership and
Hutchins, sustained via William Benton,
whom Schneider calls an “unofficial advisor to the group.”150 Hutchins’s controversial speeches against Lend Lease and
American military support for Britain in
the winter and spring of 1941 evoked a
conception of America’s naturally limited
role in the world. In both addresses—
”America and the War” (January 26, 1941)
and “The Proposition Is Peace” (March 30,
1941)—Hutchins brilliantly commingled
his personal aversion to World War I, based
on the disastrous political consequences it
had wrought, with deeply felt pleas for
isolationism as a precondition for the further development of American social virtue. The two themes played off well against
each other. For Hutchins, the peace that
World War I had promised was a phantom,
one that had led to violations of civil liberties at home and to disastrous international
consequences abroad. The conflicts of the
1930s were the unintended offspring of the
First World War. To lure young Americans
into a second military crusade was to invite
them to commit national disaster by destroying all possibility for a just, free, tolerant, and well-cared-for civil society:
We Americans have only the faintest glimmering of what war is like.
This war, if we enter it, will make
the last one look like a stroll in the
park. If we go into this one, we go in
against powers dominating Europe
and most of Asia to aid an ally, who,
we are told, is already in mortal
danger. When we remember what a
short war did to the four freedoms,
we must recognize that they face
extermination in the total war to
come.151

American society had made some progress
in achieving freedom from want, freedom
from fear, freedom of speech, and freedom
of worship, but those increments of progress
had come at great cost and were still fragile
and incomplete. In its present state, America
was “morally and intellectually unprepared
to execute the moral mission to which the
President calls us.” What America needed
was a “new moral order,” but that was a
state of collective ethical being that only
America could give to itself, for itself, and
by itself.
When war finally came on December 7,
1941, it came with a suddenness that cut
through the conflicted emotions of 1939
to 1941, ending the moral agony endured
by many of our faculty and students (and
the larger nation as well). By rupturing our
history, Pearl Harbor created the condition
for a classic just war. The campus mobilized for war, and, unlike World War I, the
length and size of the conflict made it inevitable that the war would make a drastic
mark on the campus’s enrollment patterns.
In the autumn of 1941, 5,315 students were
matriculated on campus. By the autumn of
1942 this number had been reduced to
4,939, and by 1943 the Quadrangles had
only 3,515 students. Among male students
in the College and the graduate divisions
the drop was quite significant. In 1941, the
University had 1,561 male undergraduates,
but by 1943 this had shrunk to 658.152
The effects of total war were soon seen
throughout the campus. The University
agreed to host a variety of military training
programs, and by 1942 virtually all available dormitory space had been consigned
to military programs.153 International
House became a military residence hall,
filled with cadets enrolled in the Institute
for Meteorology and hundreds of Red Cross
volunteers. Other college residences soon
met the same fate. The Reynolds Club
ceased to be a student clubhouse, becoming
the headquarters for the meteorology program.
However, the military training programs
of 1942–44 were different from the 1918
SATC model, which Hutchins and other
University leaders despised. In June 1940,
Hutchins had joined with other six other
Midwestern university presidents to write a
memorandum outlining the appropriate
roles of the university in time of war. The
presidents affirmed that the universities
should do what they could do best, namely,
provide substantive knowledge-based training programs, and that they should not
become substitute Army encampments:
Though the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps should be continued as
part of the academic program of the
colleges and universities that have
them, ordinary military training
should be given by the army and
navy in their own establishments.
The Student Army Training Corps
of the last war should not be revived.154
On the eve of war, in late November
1941, Vice-President Emery Filbey put
down for the record the assumption that, in
the event of war, the University would
cooperate fully with the government and
that it would participate fully in the na-
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tional defense, but at the same time that it
would “attempt to avoid doing a lot of the
foolish things we undertook to do at the
beginning of the first World War” and that
“the best interests of defense would be
served if, among other activities, the University undertook to maintain the integrity
of its teaching and research programs, and
that this in itself was no mean contribution
to national defense.”155 Hutchins himself
had insisted as early as 1936, when the War
Department closed down our ROTC program for want of student interest, that the
University might best serve the national
defense by focusing on its capacities for
“advanced training and research.” 156
Hutchins tried to enforce these propositions, and programs like the Civil Affairs
Training School for the Far East, launched
in August 1943, and the Institute for Meteorology, started in October 1940, could
be viewed as appropriate candidates for
this model of wartime support.157 Of the
Civil Affairs program that was expertly
organized for over four hundred Army and
Navy officers by Fred Eggan of the Department of Anthropology, Hutchins’s secondin-command Ernest Colwell would write in
September 1945 that “[w]e have always
felt that the work done in this particular
war training program came the closest to
the ideals of the University and its legitimate function.”158
The University hosted other military
training programs as well, including a Navy
radio and signal training school that began
in 1942 and enrolled six hundred trainees.
By 1943, approximately 2,600 soldiers and
sailors were taking special instruction, including such subjects as medical hygiene,
optics, electronics, nursing supervision, and
German.159 Ironically, measured in numbers of service personnel on campus,
Hutchins presided over a wartime mobilization of the campus far greater than anything Judson could have imagined. As
Hutchins put it to the faculty in early January 1942, “We are now an instrumentality
of total war.”160
Hutchins also allowed the establishment
of a special training program for civilian
students which would blunt the danger of
an SATC-like militarization of the curriculum. This was the Institute for Military
Studies, organized in fall of 1940 as a
preemptive response to the reactivation of
a peacetime draft via the Selective Training
and Service Act of 1940. This institute
provided voluntary, after-hours, and weekend training in military subjects to over ten
thousand civilian students before it was
closed down at the end of 1944, and in so
doing it helped to shield the core academic
programs of the University.161
Alongside these special military programs, regular instruction continued at the
University for civilian students enrolled in
degree programs. Hutchins insisted that
the basic functions of the University—to
cultivate liberal education and to undertake basic research—were centrally relevant
to the war effort, and the timing of Pearl
Harbor provided him with a unique opportunity to push through his long-desired
reforms of the undergraduate curriculum,
and to do so by touting their relevance to a
mobilized nation in arms.162 Early in January 1942, in the aftermath of the declarations of war on Japan and on Germany,
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Hutchins suddenly and with considerable
drama proposed to the faculty that the A.B.
degree be transferred from the jurisdiction
of the divisions to the College, and that it be
conferred upon completion of a four-year
program in general education beginning
with grade eleven, thus making it possible
for Chicago to graduate eighteen- or nineteen-year-olds with A.B. degrees.163 After
protracted discussion, the University Senate approved this proposal on January 22,
1942, creating the opportunity for
Hutchins’s supporters, led by the new Dean
of the College Clarence Faust, to formulate
a new, wholly mandated general-education
curriculum that excluded any departmental specialization. A last-ditch effort in early
April 1942 by senior faculty led by
Bernadotte Schmitt, Ernst W. Puttkammer,
George Bogert, and several others to rescind the Senate’s earlier approval of the
transfer of the baccalaureate degree from
the divisions to the College deadlocked in a
fifty-eight to fifty-eight vote, with Hutchins
then ruling that the motion for recision had
failed. Hutchins’s revolutionary reordering of undergraduate life killed two birds
with one rhetorical stone: his new A.B.
program could not only be touted as a duty
to the nation, but it also helped to reaffirm
the proposition that the University retained
a civilian educational mission in a time of
total war. In the short term, Hutchins’s
strategy of launching the new general-education College under the umbrella of the
national defense was brilliant. In the long
run, however, once the war was over, it was
inevitable that the powerful departmental
and divisional interests that had been excluded from undergraduate education by
virtue of the reforms of 1942 would seek
redress, if not outright vengeance.
Perhaps the most notable wartime
achievement on campus was one about
which few students and faculty knew anything—the atomic research project led by
Arthur H. Compton, Enrico Fermi, and
other major scientists. At its zenith, the
Metallurgical Laboratory employed two
thousand scientists, and it signaled a new
pattern of cooperation between the government and the University that would extend
far beyond the conclusion of the war. In
accepting the plutonium research project
that Arthur Compton organized in early
1942, Hutchins found himself caught between his own negative feelings about the
military and his suspicions about government involvement in University affairs on
the one hand and his responsibilities as the
chief executive officer of the University on
the other.164 Given the secrecy with which
the Met Lab was organized, it is difficult to
reconstruct exactly what Hutchins knew
about the project, when he knew it, and
how he felt about it at the time.165 It does
seem likely that Hutchins was given general
briefings on the project, and it is instructive
that one of his key lieutenants, Emery Filbey,
was invited by Compton to tour the Clinton
Laboratories in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, in
December 1943.166 Filbey is also reported
to have assured Compton in early 1942
that “[w]e will turn the University inside
out if necessary to help win this war. Victory is much more important than survival
of the University,” which, if Filbey actually
said this, would not have been said without
backing by Hutchins.167 Nor was Hutchins

sheepish about exploiting the considerable
human resources that the Manhattan
Project had assembled in Chicago and elsewhere for the postwar advancement of
scientific research at the University, since
on August 9, 1945, he announced his decision that two large research institutes should
be founded at Chicago for postwar research in nuclear physics and in the study of
metals.168
Still, Leo Szilard reported in his memoirs that, as late as April 1945, Hutchins
was not aware of how close the scientists
had come to producing an atomic bomb.169
Many years later, in May 1973, George
Dell described to Harry Ashmore a conversation he had with Hutchins on the atomic
bomb project: “He said that he didn’t feel
guilty . . . about his role as a representative
of the University, but as a human being and
[in] his private role, he did indeed feel
guilty.” To which Ashmore responded:
That’s right, and that’s fairly characteristic. You see, again, that’s the
old puritan wasp sense of obligation
to the country, to the institution,
[the] decision was made to do this so
then he had to do it, and he did it
extraordinarily well. Since it had to
do with mass destruction he dreaded
the fact that it had to be done, had
serious doubts about whether it
should be done. One time he gets
into this is when he talks about the
effort to keep Truman from dropping the bomb, in which he was
highly engaged.170
With the atomic attacks on Hiroshima
and Nagasaki as its finale, the end of World
War II left the campus in an uneasy mood.
Many of the Metallurgical Laboratory scientists involved in the atomic bomb project
were profoundly disturbed by the terms on
which the war had ended. A report authored
by James Franck, Eugene Rabinowitch,
and other leading nuclear scientists at Chicago in early June 1945, urging that the
United States not use the atomic bomb
against Japan without first organizing a
demonstration of the new weapon “on the
desert or a barren island,” probably represented the opinion of the majority of Chicago scientists then working at the Met
Lab.171 Arthur Compton’s poll of the attitudes of the Met Lab scientists on July 12,
1945, and Leo Szilard’s petition of July 17
signed by sixty-nine scientists urging a delay in the use of the bomb confirmed that a
significant number of the project researchers at Chicago had serious doubts about an
immediate deployment of the weapon
against a civilian population center. Alice
Kimball Smith has suggested that
Hiroshima was in fact a “shattering blow”
to the scientists of the Met Lab who hoped
that the bomb would not be used straightaway on a civilian target.172 No less was this
the case for Robert Hutchins.173 To the end
of his life Hutchins insisted that Truman’s
use of the bomb had been “incorrect and
improper.174
The way the war ended—and, perhaps,
his own feelings of culpability as war President—made it logical for Robert Hutchins
to return to the dialectical relationship between national progress and international
warfare he had articulated in 1941, and to

open a discussion about the future contours of a world peace, setting it in the new
context of atomic terror. In “The Proposition Is Peace” in April 1941, Hutchins had
observed,
[f]ear and ignorance wrote the last
peace; the fear of the French and
British, the ignorance of all nations.
From this fear and ignorance sprang
a peace that made this war inevitable. There is no less fear and certainly no less ignorance today. Have
we the courage and the wisdom to
bring the world to a peace that shall
establish the four freedoms everywhere? . . .
[I]f we go to war, and preserve
the British Empire, and crush Germany, our fundamental problems
will remain. We do not face our
fundamental problems by going to
war, we evade them. We do not
make a just and lasting peace by
writing into another treaty the fear,
ignorance, and confusion that have
marred our efforts to build a democratic community at home.175
For those haunted by memories of 1918–
19 who, in the summer of 1945, now
opposed the use of atomic weapons, the
stakes were particularly high. Ironically,
what Robert Hutchins had feared in the
winter and spring of 1941—that a new war
would end in a “peace” even more ominous
than the Peace of Versailles in 1919—
seemed now to come true.
World Government and a Final Peace
Within days of the bombing of Hiroshima,
Hutchins participated in a University of
Chicago Round Table discussion on NBC
radio on “Atomic Force: Its Meaning for
Mankind” where he rejected the use of the
bomb, arguing that “[a]ll the evidence
points to the fact that the use of this bomb
was unnecessary. . . . [T]he United States
has lost its moral prestige [by using it].”
Later in the same discussion Hutchins observed that “[t]he only hope . . . of abolishing war is through the monopoly of atomic
force by a world organization.” William
Ogburn, a distinguished Chicago sociologist who defended the use of the bomb,
replied laconically: “But that is a thousand
years off,” to which Hutchins rejoined:
Remember that Léon Bloy, the
French philosopher, referred to the
good news of damnation, doubtless
on the theory that none of us would
be Christians if we were not afraid
of perpetual hell-fire. It may be that
the atomic bomb is the good news of
damnation, that it may frighten us
into that Christian character and
those righteous actions and those
positive political steps necessary to
the creation of a world society, not a
thousand or five hundred years
hence, but now.176
A month after this public exchange between Hutchins and Ogburn, Hutchins was
approached by two other senior faculty
members, Richard McKeon and Giuseppe
Borgese, who proposed that Hutchins
should sponsor a study group to do in
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reality what Hutchins had advocated in
theory—to write a constitution for world
government. They argued that the atomic
bomb had ushered in a new era in human
history: “The names and dates of
Alamogordo and Hiroshima, July 16 and
August 6, 1945, lost almost immediately
whatever lyrical or controversial overemphasis they may have carried at first. The
statement that there and then started a new
era, was accepted almost unanimously as
an obvious truth.” For McKeon and
Borgese, the future of this new era involved
a stark choice: “few if any have questioned
the validity of a dilemma whose alternatives are world rule—with supreme authority vested in a global organism—or world
ruin.” The solution to the dilemma of
atomic terror was the formulation of “a
world state which in your and our thought
is the only alternative to world destruction.” The University of Chicago was a
particularly appropriate place to launch a
movement for global rule, since it played
a decisive role in ushering in the
atomic age, whose birth-place and
date might well be put in Stagg Field,
December 2, 1942 rather than in
New Mexico or Honshu two and a
half years later. There is no manifest
destiny, but there is more than a
symbolic value in the suggestion that
the intellectual courage that split the
atom should be called, on this very
campus, to unite the world. An Institute of Nuclear Physics has been
founded. We propose an Institute
for World Government.177
Hutchins agreed to sponsor such an
effort, and a committee of distinguished
University of Chicago faculty members—
Robert Redfield, Mortimer Adler, Richard
McKeon, Rexford Tugwell, Giuseppe
Borgese, and others—joined with leading
academics from elsewhere to craft the outlines of a government for the world. The
committee met monthly at the Shoreland
Hotel and in two locations in New York
City between February and October 1946
and again from February to July 1947, and
assessed a variety of political and legal
issues, such as those involving federalism
and centralism, human rights, electoral representation, and executive power. The debates were heady and sometimes acerbic,
and intellectual disagreements between
Borgese—who favored a unitarist world
regime that might suppress state-based nationalism—and McKeon—who favored a
more federalist structure that would have
preserved more authority for the nationstates—led McKeon to refuse to sign the
final document.178
After eighteen months of deliberations,
Hutchins’s committee published their design for a world government, the Preliminary Draft of a World Constitution, in
October 1947. The Draft was an elegant
document that established a Federal Republic of the World. This republic was
constituted by a Federal Convention, made
up of delegates from nine Electoral Colleges which, in turn, comprised regional
societies of the various “kindred nations
and cultures” of the world. Each Electoral
College had the right to nominate candidates for the office of President of the
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World Republic, who was then elected by
the vote of the full convention for a single
six-year term. The Colleges also elected
representatives to a ninety-nine-person
World Council, which exercised legislative
power for the republic. The President of the
World Republic was charged with the responsibility of appointing a government,
including a Chancellor and a Cabinet, and
a Grand Tribunal of sixty justices organized in five Benches, each serving fifteenyear terms (although the World Council
could veto a nominee to the tribunal by a
two-thirds vote). The Grand Tribunal in
turn elected a seven-member Supreme
Court, which functioned both as an executive authority for and an appellate jurisdiction over the decisions taken by the tribunal.
In addition to these and several other organs of world governance, the Draft also
provided a declaration of duties and rights
for the people of the world. Among its
bolder and more farsighted propositions
was the assertion that the four elements of
life—earth, water, air, and energy—are “the
common property of the human race,” a
postulate that merited committee members
the unenviable tag of being crypto-socialists (or worse) in 1948. The Draft was also
forward looking in that it sought to displace the electoral power of individual nation-states with regional federations which,
the authors hoped, would experience and
profit from shared economic and cultural
interests over time.
The Draft was translated into forty different languages, including Chinese, Arabic, Hindi, and Russian, and it is estimated
that its final circulation ran to over a million copies. Reactions to the Chicago world
government group came from all over the
world, and they were of sufficient interest
to justify the University of Chicago Press
publishing a special monthly journal, Common Cause, as a venue where world government proponents could respond to and
debate with their many interlocutors.
Hutchins’s public advocacy for world government to control atomic weapons generated interest among amateur internationalists of all walks of life. Many correspondents
wrote simple, congratulatory messages, like
Harold E. Fackert of Jersey City, New
Jersey, who hoped that Hutchins “will do
all you can to encourage a world constitutional convention. You can be a great influence toward everlasting peace and happiness for all mankind, if you will,”179 and
Walter Piakowski of Chicago, who suggested, “I am moved to express my admiration for your plan to effect an international
organization. . . . If you succeed in bringing
about this organization, this truly will be a
miracle of the twentieth century.”180 James
L. Reed of Omaha, Nebraska, confessed, “I
have read of your efforts toward a one
World Government with profound interest. Perhaps we who have long been proponents of a united world will take renewed
interest upon finding men of your standing
and ability lending efforts to the dream of
so many little people, men like myself, who
have not the education or stations in affairs
to properly implement our hopes of a sound
international order.”181 Other advocates of
world government submitted their own
schemes for Hutchins’s review and evaluation. Most were acknowledged with polite
responses, even those that bordered on the

crackpot. Hutchins had clearly touched a
nerve.182
The project encountered not only unalloyed admiration, but also excoriating criticism. Not only was the Soviet Union
militantly opposed to world government,
but it was by no means clear that such a
scheme bore any reasonable or even imaginable relationship to America’s or Western Europe’s vital interests in the later
1940s. The Chicago Tribune, a bastion of
America-first loyalties, solemnly condemned the project as a “super secret constitution” generated by “one of a rash of
militant globalist organizations which have
sprung up in the United States and England
since the United Nations has demonstrated
its uselessness.”183 For the Tribune, the bill
of rights contained in the Draft “appears to
be a combination of Franklin D. Roosevelt
and Karl Marx.” Not unpredictably, the
Draft encountered an equally venomous
reaction from the spiritual home of Karl
Marx: Moscow Radio quoted a Soviet journalist who condemned the Draft as an
effort “to justify the American Empire plan
for world supremacy,” concluding that “the
program of the Chicago world government
embodies the ambitions of the American
war-mongers.”184
Much of the energy (and anxiety) impelling the many world government movements in Europe and in the United States in
the immediate postwar world was driven
by a palpable fear that the human race
faced not only the possibility of perpetual
war, but atomic war at that. The peace that
had arrived in August 1945 was uneasy and
precarious; Hutchins and his colleagues
wanted a more permanent peace, grounded
in international law protected by international sanctions. Granted, the specter of
atomic annihilation that so preoccupied
Hutchins and his friends did not come to
pass. Yet, seen from the distance of the last
half century of nationalist terror (witness
the most recent bloodbaths in the Balkans
and in the Middle East), the committee’s
dream of a world order guaranteeing universal justice beyond the proclivities of
nationalism (and national self-interest) may
not seem so arcanely irrelevant as it did in
the heady days of the early cold war. Moreover, some particular elements of the draft
constitution have seen subsequent confirmation. The regionalist emphasis articulated by the Chicago committee in 1947 no
longer seems so utopian in an age of the
North American Free Trade Agreement
and in the even more striking and robust
regionalism launched by the Treaty of
Maastricht in 1992.
Among the many fascinating exchanges
that took place in the committee was a
debate at the last meeting, on July 15, 1947,
having to do with the authority and legitimacy of law, where Hutchins brought up
the problem of racially restrictive real estate covenants in many American cities,
including Chicago. This subject arose when
Stringfellow Barr raised the critical issue of
the relationship between the ideals of liberty espoused in the document and the
capacity of the organs of the future world
government to defend those ideals. Barr
specifically mentioned his concerns about
racial discrimination. The discussion that
followed was spirited, with Giuseppe
Borgese advocating a world government

with meaningful authority to ensure racial
justice. During the course of that discussion, Hutchins intervened with a telling
example:
The laws of America permit restrictive covenants which are legal devices by which the Negro cannot
rent the apartment below yours. I
would take it that these restrictive
covenants would be rendered illegal
[under the new constitution], and
the Negro could be in the apartment
under yours.
Mortimer Adler: What Antonio
is saying is that he wants the law
rendered illegal.185
Hutchins’s allusion to racialist real estate covenants in July 1947 had a realworld reference, for the University lived in
a community that was dominated by such
racially based covenants until the Supreme
Court struck them down as being unconstitutional in Shelley v. Kramer in May 1948.
The Supreme Court’s decision of 1948 was
merely a small part of a larger unraveling of
the status quo in the racial and class makeup
of Hyde Park, Kenwood, and Woodlawn
between 1940 and 1955 that created conditions of chronic “blight” in the neighborhood around the University.186 The war set
in motion powerful demographic changes
in the movement of peoples, most significant being the movement of African Americans to Chicago. In 1940, just over 8 percent
of the population of Chicago was African
American. By 1950, African Americans
constituted almost 14 percent of the population and the number was growing each
year. The war years saw the migration of
tens of thousands of people from the South
to Chicago, a movement that continued to
accelerate after 1945.187 As the borders of
the Black Belt expanded, more poor, lowerclass people began to move into Hyde Park,
and with the poor came rising crime rates,
housing code violations, property deterioration, and other social problems. By 1951,
the Hyde Park–Kenwood Community Conference would report that “more and more
the Hyde Park–Kenwood community is
becoming an island surrounded by blighted
and near-blighted areas; its very foundation as a desirable residential community is
being threatened.”188
These trends in the neighborhood took
place at the same time that the national
academic labor market also expanded in
the aftermath of World War II, creating
many more job possibilities for faculty members who felt unsafe or unwelcome in the
community.189 They also occurred in a time
of great political tension among the faculty
over the future of the College curriculum of
1942, which had essentially banished the
departments from undergraduate education. These tensions would eventually lead
to the implosion of the classic “Hutchins”
College in May 1953, when the Council of
the Senate adopted the Filbey Report that
reauthorized the divisions and the departments a share of the undergraduate curriculum. Finally, World War II gave birth
to a strange, seesaw pattern in our demography. Chicago’s undergraduate enrollments soared after 1945 because of
returning veterans on the GI Bill. But, in
contrast to the year after 1918, these new
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students were only a temporary phenomenon, virtually disappearing by 1951. Their
loss, coupled with the severe recruitment
problems caused (in part) by the College’s
exciting but very unorthodox curriculum,
led to a severe decline in enrollments in the
College after 1951, with the total undergraduate enrollment reaching a nadir of
1,338 students in 1953–54.
The record of the Hutchins administration on the community front was mixed, to
say the least. We know from the research of
Arnold Hirsch and others that the University sanctioned and helped to enforce racially restrictive covenants in the 1930s and
1940s.190 Hutchins’s admirers like Milton
Mayer and Harry Ashmore have argued
that Hutchins was personally opposed to
such practices, and there is considerable
evidence to support the view that he was
simply enforcing a policy set by the Trustees that he found personally abhorrent.191
But the fact of the matter remains that the
University under his stewardship continued to rely on such policies. The University’s
tolerance of restrictive covenants demonstrated a woeful lack of flexible and forward-looking policy planning about the
neighborhood that could meet the challenges we eventually faced in the later 1940s
and early 1950s. Hutchins has often been
accused of indifference toward the emerging crisis in Hyde Park–Kenwood. The
subject is complex and merits more research, since much may depend on when
one views the crisis as actually having begun.192 Even so, if Hutchins did have concerns about the future of the neighborhood,
he undertook few concrete actions to address those concerns. In fact, he subsequently admitted to George Dell in 1977
that he had not devoted much time or effort
to this problem.193
It says much about the frames of reference that preoccupied Robert Hutchins in
the aftermath of World War II that he
would sponsor the writing of a new constitution for the world, designed to open
discussions about ways to secure international peace in a world of potential atomic
warfare; and, further, Hutchins and his
colleagues would write that constitution in
a way that gave world governmental authorities the power to fight against racist
practices; but that at the same time he was
unable to imagine a “constitution” for Hyde
Park that would have addressed the serious
social problems facing both the neighborhood and the University in a politically
effective way and thus secure (local) peace
in his own time. It was left to Hutchins’s
successor, Lawrence Kimpton, to provide
such leadership, and to do so in the
realpolitik mode marked by intense controversy that eventually achieved the local
peace that had eluded his predecessor.
Conclusion
Both world wars brought in their trail
powerful movements for institutional
change that affected the history of our
University. Both wars created temporary
demographic crises which, in opposite ways,
influenced the course of institutional policymaking at the University in the decades that
followed their conclusions. The huge numbers of students who arrived immediately
after 1918 stayed and gave Chicago a new,
seemingly permanent level of undergradu-
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ate enrollments, which, in turn, provoked
serious and tense discussions among the
senior faculty about whether the University
should even have a large undergraduate
college to begin with. Robert Hutchins was
in many respects the beneficiary of these
tensions, since it was Acting President Fritz
Woodward’s seeming support of a large
College in 1928–29 that undermined his
chances to become our permanent President in 1929.194 Had Woodward, who was
a solid, capable administrator but a relatively unambitious intellectual leader, succeeded to the presidency, the history of the
University in the twentieth century would
have been profoundly different.
Large numbers of students also arrived
on our campus after the conclusion of the
Second World War in 1945, but, in contrast to 1918, they were largely gone by
1951, as the pool of veterans needing higher
education on the GI Bill shrank and as the
historic gamble of the Hutchins College—
that parents would send their sixteen-yearolds to study at Chicago—proved to be a
serious miscalculation. The disappearance
of the veterans and the absence of younger
college students contributed to a collapse
of undergraduate enrollments by 1953–54,
which, in turn, unleashed one of the worst
budgetary and political crises in the
University’s history.
Both wars were also followed by searching debates about the nature of undergraduate education at Chicago. The first
war led to a debate in the mid and later
1920s on how to teach responsibly a large
undergraduate College, which eventually
resulted in the creation of the New Plan of
1930–31; while the second war saw an
enormous controversy in 1946–47 and
again in 1953 over the balance between
general education and specialized knowledge which was, in turn, part of a larger
debate about the relationship of the undergraduate college to the larger research university. For better or worse, that historic
debate is not yet fully resolved at the University of Chicago, fifty-eight years after
the conclusion of World War II.
Both wars called upon the University’s
President to provide leadership, before and
after the outbreak of hostilities. Harry Pratt
Judson anticipated, lobbied for, and embraced the war of 1914, whereas Robert
Hutchins opposed and rejected the war of
1939, until the fait accompli of Pearl Harbor made his anti-interventionist rhetoric
meaningless. Then, in a stunning role reversal, Hutchins was forced to become a
wartime President presiding over a militarization of the campus that far surpassed
anything Judson could have imagined.
Moreover, in the case of both Presidents, their postwar years were arguably
the least successful components of their
presidencies. Judson found himself unable
to cope with the rising tide of faculty and
student expectations that World War I had
set in motion, and Hutchins’s postwar years
were equally, if not more frustrating. He
could write constitutions for the world
which would try to address chronic social
and political problems—like racism and
the control of atomic weapons—but he
made little or no effort to sustain the conditions for a genuine peace in his own neighborhood, a neighborhood that was itself
chronically affected by demographic and

economic pressures set in motion by World
War II.
Finally, both wars raised concerns about
the politicization of scholarship and the
utilization of the University as a corporation in the name of war. Some scholars have
viewed the mudslinging of the professors in
World War I as damaging to “the ethics of
their subject in the name of nationalism.”195
Other commentators wondered after 1945
why Robert Hutchins, who was the most
determined of noninterventionists, agreed
to allow the work of the Metallurgical
Laboratory to take place at the University
of Chicago and to help produce a devastating new weapon that Hutchins himself
clearly found morally fearsome and repugnant, if only after the fact. Both cases raise
the issue of the relationship of the University to war, and in doing so they also raise
the issue of the relationship of the University to the nation-state. War is a national as
well as a state project. That is, total war
involves the nation as a cultural and social
corporation, as well as the state as a mechanism to mobilize resources, set war aims,
and guide armies. Universities live and thrive
from scholarly dispassion, from cultural
pluralism, and in our time from sober internationalism. Such virtues are often the first
casualties of wars. Are there boundaries
beyond which a university cannot or should
not go in the name of national partisanship? Or, should universities, as truly American national institutions, stand in the
forefront of our nation’s defense? These are
fundamental issues, and unfortunately the
times when they become most relevant—
armed conflict—are also those that provide
the least hospitable opportunities for a
public debate that might illuminate, if not
resolve them.
We were fortunate that this time we had
a short war, even if the peace that follows
will be costly and unpredictable in its final
outcomes. Opinions about the merits of the
war differed widely on our campus, with
many faculty and students being strongly
opposed to our invasion of Iraq, while
others were firmly in favor of our overthrowing Saddam Hussein. The campus
behaved with civility, thoughtfulness, and
forbearance throughout, and that, in the
end, may be the highest tribute we can pay
to our community.
This time, war brought out the best in
our University.
I wish you a safe, stimulating, and productive academic year, and, as always, I
thank you for your devotion to the work of
the College.
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University Memorial Service
Address
By Richard A. Rosengarten
† Mark Krupnick
But the souls of the righteous are in the
hand of God, and no torment will ever
touch them. In the eyes of the foolish they
seem to have died, and their departure was
thought to be an affliction, and their going
from us to be their destruction; but they are
at peace. For though in the sight of people
they were punished, Their hope is full of
immortality. Having been disciplined a
little, they will receive great good, Because
God tested them and found them worthy of
himself; Like gold in the furnace he tried
them, and like a sacrificial burnt offering he
accepted them. In the time of their visitation they will shine forth, and will run like
sparks through the stubble. They will govern nations and rule over peoples, and the
Lord will reign over them forever. Those
who trust in him will understand truth, and
the faithful will abide with him in love,
because grace and mercy are upon his elect,
and he watches over his holy ones. (Wisdom of Solomon 3:1–9)
Seeing the crowds, he went up on the mountain, and when he sat down his disciples
came to him. And he opened his mouth and
taught them, saying: Blessed are the poor in
spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.
Blessed are those who mourn, for they shall
be comforted. Blessed are the meek, for
they shall inherit the earth. Blessed are
those who hunger and thirst for righteousness, for they shall be satisfied. Blessed are
the merciful, for they shall obtain mercy.
Blessed are the pure in heart, for they shall
see God. Blessed are the peacemakers, for
they shall be called children of God. Blessed
are those who are persecuted for righteousness’ sake, for theirs is the kingdom of
heaven. Blessed are you when men revile
you and persecute you and utter all kinds of
evil against you falsely on my account.
Rejoice and be glad, for your reward is
great in heaven, for so were persecuted the
prophets who went before you. (Matthew
5:1–12)

W

e who gather here today represent many communions of faith
and none, and myriad walks of
life. We gather in hope and in ambivalence
and in despair; in courage and in fear; in
sadness and in anger and in joy; in anxiety
and in relief. More than a few of us are here
today due to the death of a loved one. For
some it was forced upon us abruptly. For
others it was and even may remain an
ongoing trial that dulls the senses with an
insistent ache. We gather out of the felt
need to recognize the perennial fact that
death is very much a part of our life at this
University.
It is of course the recognizing rather
than the death that makes the difference.
Death is the fact. What we do with it is what
is crucial. We gather in this chapel in the
conviction that the way to respond to this
most decisive marker of time is through
ritual. (It may actually be the case that we
are really here because someone we know
or love or care very much about believes, or
believed in and practiced, this recourse to
ritual. But this, if the truth be told, amounts
in the end to something very much the same
as believing it oneself.) Each of us brings
here the felt need to repeat and to remem-
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ber. We do so in the midst of, perhaps even
in resistance to, a larger world that does a
superior job of celebrating the momentary
and then moving on, especially when the
subject is death. What we need is public,
but it is very personal too—sometimes almost comic and sometimes nearly tragic,
sometimes joyful and sometimes angry—
but it is the same want, because regardless
of the unique circumstances it is moved by
the common human recognition that whatever else is meaningful about our lives,
what is meaningful for all lives past, present,
and future, is the decisive fact of death.
We need to express the sense of loss that
comes from death as we experience it in this
community. The loss can be utterly personal or the felt weight of the aggregate, the
sharp absence of a family member or colleague or the dim recognition of a face
missed in a hallway or a new voice at a
telephone number. We have been made
mindful by that experience, and it has
brought us here. So we gather for comfort
and reassurance. We want to know that
those departed—whom we love, admire,
respect, esteem, value, or simply knew in
passing—are in fact remembered. And this
matters to us whether the object is the
dearest family, a friend, a colleague, a neighbor, an acquaintance.
We are this morning the mourners Jesus
names in the Beatitudes: we seek comfort in
the affliction of our loss. We dare to think
of peace and immortality for those who
have passed from our midst—for their sake
and for ours, that we may know that they
are “in the hand of God, and no torment
will ever touch them.”
What we recognize in this memorial
service today is that to be human is to face
death, and to face death in the most fully
human way is to engage in ritual. This is the
counsel of the ages. In doing so we acknowledge what is otherwise easily, perhaps
better readily ignored. A friend who studied medicine here in the last decade once
remarked that nowhere in his textbooks
was there acknowledgement of the fact that
people die. I am a theologian, and I can
report that the situation is not axiomatically better in the halls of divinity where, as
in medicine, it is a matter of more than
theoretical interest. If doctors and divines
do not easily deal with death, it can come as
no surprise that our wider social imaginary
skillfully skips the topic.
That is why we have ritual, with its
annual rhythms that include, in this chapel,
today’s memorial service. We need to remind ourselves of what we know but all too
easily forget.
The counsel of this particular occasion
is that in gathering today we acknowledge
both the finality of death and the possibility
of life beyond death, both in our community and, perhaps, beyond. Just as we know
that the losses we name today are really and
finally losses, so we are equally sure that the
last words properly include hope, reconciliation, expectation. Both facts—finality
and eternity—decisively shape this memorial and how we are to understand death as
we go forward in life.
The University whose chapel we inhabit
has at its core the value of memory. Memory
is the human activity that crystallizes both
parts of this ritualized experience of death.
To remember is an incipient and insistent

double entendre: it is both to summon up
what was, and in doing so to make what
was live on in the present and into the
future. In a few moments President Randel
will read the Memorial Roll for 2003. In
the parlance of worship he will read a
litany. In reading the names of the
University’s departed, he shall both acknowledge that they have passed from us
and issue a clarion call that they do, indeed
must, live on in our memory.
By tradition litanies are lists of saints,
and their reading is intercessory: in doing
this we remember and we interpose. We
recognize their labors and we call them
back into our midst. The University of
Chicago’s saints, as befits a community
devoted to open inquiry, are all who dwelled
and labored here, whether students, staff,
or faculty, and their beloved ones who are,
by extension, a part of us. So in this reading
we affirm, in the most literal way, the work
that comprises this University, while also
acknowledging that the work of this University relies on a much wider network of
accomplishment, support, and love. In listening we will be reminded that no
particularity of station—from level of appointment to age—can exempt us from the
fact that death will be our end. And, at the
same time, in listening we will be reminded
that in our end will be a new beginning, at
least in this community and—for what can
we fully know of such things?—in a kingdom beyond this world.
William Shakespeare gets at this matter
with maximal poetic force in his greatest
tragedy, King Lear. Some of you will recall
Edgar’s pronouncement upon learning that
the aged and mercurial Lear has finally
died: “The wonder is he hath endured so
long;/He but usurp’d his life.” Usurpation
of life, whether in the Bard’s dramatic
world or our comparatively prosaic one, is
not an option for the individual, even when
that individual is someone “every inch a
king” like Lear. But usurpation is emphatically, indeed necessarily, the option of
choice for the community that surrounds
that person. Not to take over that life, not
to claim it for the common memory, can
only in the end lead to the death of that
community.
That is because communities need to live
as it were near death’s door, need always to
be mindful that there is an end to individual
life and that the ongoing good of the community will depend upon its capacity to pay
attention to the way tradition is handed on
in its midst. So what we are doing here
today is reminding ourselves that what
George Eliot wrote to close her great novel
Middlemarch is an appropriate valedictory
for the University of Chicago and the world
it seeks to enhance. Eliot wrote:
[T]he growing good of the world is
partly dependent on unhistoric acts;
and that things are not so bad with
you and me as they might be, is
partly due to those who have lived
unhistoric lives, and rest in unvisited
tombs.

for the ritual recourse to a litany—and
away, I might note, from this sort of address—is the relative ease with which this
necessary usurpation becomes an exercise
in something other than honorable memory.
A painful, difficult, and perhaps controversial example occurred in the aftermath of
the events of September 11, 2001. The horrific attacks on the World Trade Center and
the Pentagon elicited widespread meditation about the meaning and appropriate
national understanding of death. One
prominent dictum to emerge was the powerful expression, “Never forget.” That
sentiment appears close to my own message today, and in a formal sense that is
indeed the case. Yet it has in fact served in
our national discourse as a call to revenge
and an admonition to protectionism that
flies in the face of our nation’s most cherished ideals. I would wish something
different for the University community’s
mourning. My own proffered counsel today is indeed that we “never forget,” but
that what we never forget is the fact of
death and the need to live with an awareness of its inevitability and a lively hope
that through memory and ritual it will
genuinely enhance our lives. Only then will
our actions be in accord with the reality
that each of us will die and that this recognition must shape fundamentally our living.
To do this means that our remembering
must be appropriately urgent and appropriately chastened. We need to be in the
condition of the same Edgar quoted above,
whose summary of the events in King Lear
closes Shakespeare’s tragedy:
The weight of this sad time we must
obey,
Speak what we feel, not what we
ought to say.
The oldest hath bourne most; we that
are young
Shall never see so much, nor live so
long.
Today we memorialize the sadness of
loss, and recognize in that sadness the common elements of our humanity: the reality
of death, and the reality that through
memory we can usurp death and find hope
for the future. Like Edgar we are all young
until we die, for in this world we will never
live long enough to see as much as we need
to see. To heed the spirit of the time we
must speak feelingly from the heart rather
than programmatically from duty. In doing
so we shall truly memorialize what is most
central to our common humanity under
God. In that and only that will our mourning find comfort, and our memorialized
peace.
Richard A. Rosengarten is Associate Professor in the Divinity School and the College, and Dean of the Divinity School.

Precisely the admonition of that word
“unvisited” is what our memorial today
redresses. As Eliot shows throughout the
novel, making the right sense of death is
perhaps the ultimate challenge. One reason
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Memorial Roll 2003
The following list contains the names of
those whose deaths have been recorded
with Rockefeller Memorial Chapel between
September 15, 2002, and September 15,
2003. Please direct any comments regarding the names listed here to Lorraine Brochu,
Rockefeller Memorial Chapel, 773-7027059, lcbrochu@uchicago.edu.
Faculty
Kan Agarwal
Malcolm Cooper
Dave Fultz
Kostas Kazazis
Mark Krupnick
Karen Landahl
Charles W. Wegener
Faculty Emeriti
Odin Waldemar Anderson
Linda Braidwood
Robert Braidwood
Erica Fromm
Robert Goepp
Mark Inghram
David Gale Johnson
Staff
Susan Elizabeth Abrams
J. Robert Ball
Patrick Burke
Laura Campbell
Mattye Nelson
Walter Rast
Artie M. Scott
Helen Smith
Adolf Sprudzs
Joyce C. Weil
Raymond F. Whitcomb
Retired Staff
Henry O. Akerhaugen
Grace R. Baird
Grace K. Bechtel
Hulet Buford
Doris Lee Burton
Edwin Ciciora
Charles L. Cole
Ruth Courts
John George Dudas
Billie A. Dyer
Thomas Earp
Josephine Edwards
Helen Flint
Mabel Frazier
Mildred Grant
Gertrud Hartmann
Shirley B. Harvey
Elliott Johnson
Mattie Jones
Robert Francis Kahl
Russell Karasik
Robert Kirschner
Anne Langenbach
Gordon A. Lentz
Roberta J. MacGowan
Ruth Martin-Courts
Kenneth James McCormick
Ada Miller
John Ralph Morse
Regina Mrkonich
Margaret Nabers
Mary D. Neely
Ruby Newsum
Leonard Olson
Donald Reynolds
Deforest Robinson
Fannie M. Rogers
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Harriet E. Schnoor
Anna Scipio
William Henry Streeter
Mary Tamuliunas
Nola P. Taylor
Anthony Urbonas
Albert Wells
G. Elsie Will
Students
Gabriel A. Almond
Sandra Elaine Barnett
Amy Marie Bosman
Robert Gaumond
Karl Jonske
James Koehn
Carlo Martino
Sita Ramasarma
Kyle Swanson
Henry John Wischerath
Family of University Members
Noel Goldblatt
Elizabeth H. Malott
Lois F. Rosenfield
Related Board Members
Allan Frumkin
Leo Guthman
O. Robert Nottelmann
Edgar A. Robinson
Friends and Family
of the Rockefeller Chapel
Worshipping Community
William Bartishell
Bu Chon Chon
Dorothy O. Florine
Dorothy Alison Olson
Jesse A. Reed, Jr.
Alumni
Marjorie B. Adee
Gaylord P. Albaugh
Robert Dean Allison
M. David Allweiss
Gabriel A. Almond
Pauline Altman
Themis John Anagnost
Willard C. Anker
C. Arne Arenberg
Harold V. Argo
Warren S. Askew
Janet Aspel
Robert C. Ausland
John A. Bachus
William D. Baker
Josephine Balaty
Morton John Barnard
Rebecca Barr
Ramona S. Barth
Edmund A. Bashkin
Theodore A. Bassett
Lawrence J. Bates
Peter S. Bauchwitz
Walcott Hersey Beatty
Charles A. Beck
Hunter Beckelhymer
Ellen J. Beckman
Elizabeth C. Bell
Alice R. Bensen
Dorothea R. Berg
Ralph E. Bergstrom
Bertha H. Bernstein
Robert W. Bertram
Dorothy L. Bey
Albert D. Biderman
Dorothy M. Binder
Raymond L. Birndorf

Isabel Bishop
Joseph W. Bishop
Irma Jane Bland
Gladys H. Blankenstein
Bernard Block
Charles W. Boand
Sergius M. Boikan
L. Venchael Booth
Eli L. Borkon
David C. Botting, Jr.
Earl R. Bowman
Bruce B. Boyd
Robert M. Boyer
Arthur E. Bragg
Linda Braidwood
Robert J. Braidwood
Ruth C. Braver
Pierce Bray
William B. Bremer
Janet J. Brittain
Leo R. Brown
Leon J. Bruner
William C. Buchanan, Jr.
Sean Thomas Buckley
Jeanette Buckman
Lois M. Buenger
Richard C. Buetow
Sidney A. Burrell
James G. Burt
Wellington R. Burt, Jr.
Collin Bushway
Virginia Butts
George Dewey Buzard, Jr.
Arthur R. Cahill
George L. Canellis
William F. Carr
Mildred W. Catchings
Beverley D. Causey
Barbara A. Chandler
Curtis Chung Chang
Lloyd V. Channels
Bruce C. Chapman
Donald H. Chill
Randall Louis Chuck, Jr.
Bessie G. Church
Peter J. Ciavarella
James G. Clague
Helen Clark
Maryell Cleary
William D. Clement
Maurice C. Clifford, Jr.
Harold M. Cobb
Eloise S. Cofer
Thelma J. Cohen
Dorothy E. Collins
Richard S. Cook
Marjorie F. Coombs
Ivan L. Corbridge
Ruth M. Cowan
Florence Cox
Harmon Craig
William W. Cramer
George H. Crandell
Benjamin H. Crockett, Jr.
Joseph T. Crockett
Dorothea E. Cunningham
R. Keith Currier
Elizabeth H. Dales
C. Sally Daly
J. Periam Danton
H. Marvin Daskal
Edna Ruth Davis
Paul H. Davis, Jr.
Richard A. Davis
Merritt J. Davoust
Dorothy L. Day
Marshall G. Dazey
James S. De Silva
John V. Denko

Suzanne Dobbins
Zipporah Dobyns
William E. Doscher
J. Luther Dougan
Charles F. Downing
Marguerite M. Ducker
Ruth B. Dutz
Allen M. Dyer, Jr.
Henry F. Eaton
Sherwood B. Eck
John Edelbrock
Esther Muskin Edelman
Gertrude M. Eichstaedt
Patrick F. Elliott
Robert L. Emans
Helmut M. Engelmann
Wallace A. Erickson
Louise T. Erskine
Frank Fraser Evans
Donald L. Fabian
Barbara Fajardo
Mary W. Fake
George W. Farwell
Burton Edward Feldman
Claire S. Feldman
John Michael Felzan
Ellis Kirby Fields
Harry Finestone
Mark J. Fitzgerald
Esther Fleishman
Roy Forrey
Philip G. Forsgren
Jane Easton Fowler
Eugene N. Fox
Howard S. Frazier
Edna W. Freehling
Max E. Freeman
Carl T. Frick
Burton D. Fried
Louis H. Fritzemeier
Alvin Fross
Allan Frumkin
Muriel E. Gallagher
Kevin Robert Galligan
Mary G. Garfield
William R. Garr
Jane L. Garrettson
Theodore Alan Gavalis
Gertrude Gendel
John Christian Gerber
Walter M. Gibb
Milada W. Giese
Jerome H. Gilbert
William J. Gillerlain
Clarence W. Gilmore
John L. Glenn
James S. Gold
Joan Levin Good
Glenn A. Goodfriend
Elliott R. Gordon
Helen J. Hare
Judith Victor Grabiner
Mary Gramer
John A. Granath
Robert M. Gray
David M. Grayson
Barbara Swift Greenfield
Walter E. Grevatt, Jr.
John P. Gries
Ernest L. Griffin, Jr.
W. Stuart Grout
Arthur Anderson Grubb
Gerry C. Gunnin
Leo S. Guthman
Ernst B. Haas
Hildegarde Vogel Haas
Robert J. Hader
Virginia L. Hall
Louise Howson Hansman
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Donald M. Hanson
Karen Elizabeth Hapgood
Robert B. Harlan
Donald S. Harper
Fred H. Harris
Geraldine M. Harris
Bertrand Fereday Harrison
Margaret E. Hartford
Ellery B. Haskell
Inez T. Hawkins
Charles R. Hayes
Oscar M. Hechter
William L. Hendricks
Lawrence Heyworth, Jr.
Leslie H. Higa
M. Anne Hill
Raymond K. Hirsch
Lawrence B. Hobson
Clifton G. Hoffman
Lois M. Hoffman
Raymond L. Holly
Conrad J. Holmberg
Arthur F. Holtorff
Ralph E. Hoover
Riley D. Housewright
Gordon E. Howard
George J. Hummer
Doris M. Hunter
Theodore W. Hurst
Chimere Ikoku
Donald Edward Irish
Robert N. Isbell
Paul H. Jackson
Robert A. Jackson
J. Jay Jacoby
Robert W. Jamplis
Edson R. Jaques
Ernest B. Jaski
Edward J. Jenkins
Owen Jenkins
James Edward Johnson
Ray M. Johnson, Jr.
Marjorie C. Jordon
Arthur A. Jorgensen
George M. Joseph
David Charles Kadlec
Earl L. Kahn
Gertrude E. Kaiser
Stephen S. Kane
Samuel A. Karlin
Joseph C. Kaspar
Abraham J. Kauvar
Saul Kaye
James R. Kelly, Jr.
Neil B. Kimerer
James K. Kindahl
Leslie L. Kingsbury
Peggy T. Kinnaird
Fay Kirtland
Edward R. Kittrell
Eugene F. Klug
Walter A. Knudson
Bernard H. Koretsky
Mary B. Krueger
Thomas Kennedy Krull
Charles M. Kugel
Beulah O. Kwoh
Robert L. Kyhl
Peter Allen Lagocki
Martha Baldwin Lang
Robert P. Lang
Paul W. Lange
Esther F. Lanigan
Tommy J. Lasswell
Walter R. Laster
Jane K. Lazarow-Stetten
Evelyn Morrow Lebedeff
Paul H. Leffmann
Ernest S. Leiser
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Harold I. Levine
Iris Leviton
Morris Robert Lewenstein
Leon H. Lewis
Katherine Lewis
Leon M. Liddell
Marcia Liebrecht
Carl Eric Linderholm
John Lingner III
Joanna Lion
Muriel Marianne Lippman
Alice Lohrer
Helena Znaniecka Lopata
Barnerd M. Luben
Richard E. Lyon
John G. Magistrelli
Marjorie W. Main
Florence A. Maliszewski
Lenore M. Maltby
Lois S. Mandel
Frank G. Mangin
John Michael Mansueto
Marianne Margolin
Ester Andersen Marion
Bernard K. Markwell
Jan S. Marmor
Edith Joan Matthews
Miriam Matthews
Gloria Amelia Maxwell
John P. McCarthy
Sarabelle McCleery
Thierry McCormick
G. Michael McCrossin
William J. McGonagil
Sarah Elizabeth McGuerty
Dorothea McKemie
Donald C. McKinlay
Helen M. McLoraine
Constance Florian McVoy
Henry E. McWhorter
Carol Loomer Meerson
Lester Mermell
Patricia V. Merrill
G. L. Messenger, Jr.
Sheldon L. Messinger
Jerome L. Metz
Norman P. Metzl
Sam Meyer
Susan Meyer
Edwin B. Millard
Byron S. Miller
James T. Miller
Sherwood P. Miller
Barbara G. Mills
Nancy Ann Mills
Everett P. Misunas
David L. Moonie
Burton M. Moore
Donald J. Moore
Hastings Moore
Elizabeth E. Moorhead
Daniel Brian Morano
Hugh Gerthon Morgan
Leon Morgan
Gertrude H. Morris
George L. Morrow
Ronald J. Moss
Burton B. Moyer, Jr.
Edward A. Mullin
Ann M. K. Munch
Mary Anna Muntz
Jeanne Claire Murphy
Mary L. Murrell
Margaret M. Myerson
Harry M. Nacey, Jr.
Carleton F. Nadelhoffer
Aubrey W. Naylor
Alfred K. Nelson
Genevieve Nelson

Mattye Louise Nelson
Ann L. Netherton
James D. Netherton
Kenneth Newberger
Dorothy Robinson Newchurch
Frank W. Newgent
Donna Joy Newman
Lawrence E. Nicholson
Thomas L. Nicholson
Robert J. Noble, Jr.
John H. Northrop
O. Robert Nottelmann
Rita Dolores Novak
David C. Nyberg
Colonel Charles W. Nyquist
Mary Ellen O’Brien
Leonard K. Olsen
John H. Olwin
Robert E. O’Neill
Helen M. Onufrock
Shirley H. Owen
Mary L. Padovan
Norman K. Panama
George J. Papagiannis
William L. Papke
Gates Paris
Harry W. Parks
Marshall Pattullo
Frederick O. Paulsell, Jr.
Peter Peacock
Esther Cook Pease
Carole L. Pemberton
Julia Penney
Ward E. Perrin
Richard V. Perry
Hugh E. Petersen
Orme W. Phelps
Louise E. Phillips
George M. Pikser
George B. Plain
Blair Plimpton
Emily Meyer Pomper
John Uldis Poruk
John Post
Martin Joseph Powers
Hinda Pressman
Carol Hurd Cooley Preucil
Jennie Hope Preul
Helen H. Prochazka
George I. Quimby
Narayanaswami Ramakrishnan
Beth H. Redis
Elizabeth E. Reed
Arthur J. Reissner
Betty P. Rellahan
Max H. Resnick
Norman Reynolds
Charl E. Rhode
Ethel Richardson
Luvern V. Rieke
Beatrice Riss
Donald O. Rod
Donald D. Rogers
Marvin J. Rosenblum
Jerome Morris Rosow
Mary H. Ross
Maurice L. Ross, Jr.
Elmer M. Rossin
Jack J. Roth
William Charles Rowland
Alan M. Rowley
Joseph H. Ruetz
William L. Russell
Katherine M. Ryan
Jan Anna Saenger
Thomas Saunders
Paul J. Scheips
Edward W. Schlies
Viola I. Schnake

Virginia Schnepf
Eli Irving Schrieberg
Madeline Schroeder
Harry Schulman
Patricia Ann Schwalm
Arthur F. Schwartz
Diane P. Schwarz
Stanley K. Seaver
Jo-Ann Butters Segall
V. Michael Shante
William A. Sheddy
Martha T. Sheffield
James M. Sheldon, Jr.
Emmett Hill Shepherd
Rowland Anthony Sherrill
Masahiro Shinbu
Richard G. Shope, Jr.
Robert Judd Sickels
Bernard J. Siegel
Michael C. Silberberg
Layle Silbert
Sol Robert Silverman
Alvin W. Skardon, Jr.
Louis J. Slavin
Stoddard John Small
Hal H. Smith
Helen M. Smith
Jason T. Smith
Nicholas M. Smith, Jr.
Donald R. Smucker
Elizabeth Snow
Robert D. Snow
Jerome J. Sokolik
Jeffrey Dan Sollender
Ezra Solomon
Esther Somerfeld
Gerald A. Somers
Eileen Jackson Southern
William Burton Sowash
William H. Speck
Ruth Spiegel
Robert C. Spiker
Hannah Cohen Sprowls
Frank G. St. Angel
George C. Stacey
Vera M. Stadnichenko
Arthur Stark
Glynn R. Steadman
Charles D. Stein
Ben T. Stevenson
Richard M. Stout
Robert L. Straube
Dale M. Stucky
Ruth S. Sundstrom
Jeanette R. Suppan
Michael J. Surgalla
Mary M. Swan
Eugene S. Swanson
Bertha E. Swindall
Ross B. Talbot
Esther F. Tamm
Robert Tannenbaum
Charles C. Tannyhill
Robert W. Terry
Wallace Huston Terry, Jr.
Steven Bruce Theobald
Elaine M. Thomas
J. Alan Thomas
Loyal H. Tingley, Jr.
Charles B. Tinkham
Timothy Michael Tompkins
Rosemary Tozer
Vernon S. Tracht
Thelma H. Trice
Eugene E. Troobnick
David Bicknell Truman
Robert J. Turek
Frances Upham
Frederick A. Valentine
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Helen S. Van Mell
Emory F. Via
Stephen K. Waite
Ina G. Walker
Raymond Wallenstein
William N. Walling
Frank E. Walsh
Everett Eller Warner
Charles K. Warriner
Violet A. Waterman
Charles W. Wegener
Michael C. Weinberg

Sol S. Weiner
Tobey Muskin Weinstein
Nancy E. Weisman
James E. Weldon
Gail Westgate
Catherine Cameron Wheeler
Alice H. White
Richard D. White
Tom Murray White
Emma L. White-Bragg
Constance R. Williams
Mildred C. Willson

Donald V. Wilson
Mary L. Wing
Mary C. Wise
Allen N. Wiseley III
George C. Witteried, Jr.
Brucia Witthoft
Jill Wolhandler
Harry D. Wood
Nancy F. Wood
Harry Woolf
William McClean Work
Austin M. Wright

June C. Wylie
Frances Yarington
Constantine A. Yeracaris
Hatten S. Yoder, Jr.
Helen Zaborowski
Gregory J. Zak
Dorothy Zechman
Theodore N. Zekman
Marvin H. Ziller
Robert J. Zolad

University Disciplinary Actions: 2002–03
By Stephen P. Klass, Vice-President and Dean of Students in the University

T

he Office of the Vice-President and
Dean of Students in the University
has been asked by the Council of
the University Senate to report each year on
matters pertaining to the University disciplinary legislation enacted by the council
on May 23, 1970, and amended on June 8,
1976.
For another year, we can report that no
University Disciplinary Committee was required to meet during the 2002–03 academic year.
This office also reports to the council on
disciplinary matters that have occurred in
the various academic units during the year.
In 2002–03, disciplinary committees in five
academic areas were convened on fifteen
occasions.
The College called six disciplinary hearings. One hearing involved a student who
falsified experimental data. The student
was given a suspension of three quarters.
There were three cases of plagiarism. Two
students were given suspensions of four
quarters and the third student was placed
on probation. There was one case that
involved a repeat violation of the Eligibility
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and Acceptable Use computer policy. The
student was placed on probation. Last but
not least, there was one case of a student
who physically attacked another student.
For this incident, the sanction of a threequarter suspension was decreased to a onequarter suspension by the Board of Review
to which the student appealed.
There were five hearings convened by
the Graduate School of Business. There
were two cases of plagiarism. In one case of
plagiarism, the case was dismissed and the
student was not sanctioned. The other student charged with plagiarism was suspended for three quarters. Another GSB
student was found to have sent an inappropriate amount of e-mail to a government
office of another country through the
University’s computing system. This student was placed on probation for the remainder of his matriculation. One GSB
student was charged with misrepresentation of credentials and was expelled. Finally in the GSB, a student was placed on
probation for an act of unsportsmanlike
conduct during an intramural game.
There were two hearings in the Division
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of the Social Sciences. In both cases, the
students were accused of misrepresentation of credentials. One student was placed
on probation, and the other student was
suspended for nine quarters.
The Law School also had one hearing
for the academic year. A student accused of

plagiarism was suspended for one day.
Finally in the Division of Humanities, a
student was accused of sexual abuse and
harassment of another student. The disciplinary committee decided not to sanction
the student.

Students sent before disciplinary committees, 1992–2003

Year
92–93
93–94
94–95
95–96
96–97
97–98
98–99
99–00
00–01
01–02
02–03
Average

College/
Academic

College/
Other

Graduate/
Academic

Graduate/
Other

Total

3
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
0
5
4
1.6

1
5
5
3
9
4
2
1
0
5
2
3.4

5
4
3
5
2
1
5
5
2
8
6
4.5

2
—
1
3
4
2
4
4
5
9
3
3.4

11
10
10
12
16
7
12
11
7
27
15
12.5
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Report of the Student Ombudsperson for 2002–03
By Kyle Lakin

O

ver the last year, the Office of the
Student Ombudsperson has been
in a mode of transition. I have
seen several recommendations from the
2002 Ombudsperson, Noor-Aiman Khan,
through trial periods. This report will do
three things: it will reflect upon and evaluate changes as the office looks to improve
its services, it will report the cases which
the office encountered this year, and it will
discuss three issues that came out of the
cases on which we worked. I hope that this
discussion will encourage the University to
confront these problems and solve them
with the help of our office in the coming
year.

Changes
This year, the office experienced several
changes. First, it moved locations for the
first time in at least two decades. It is now
located in Ida Noyes Hall, Room 214. This
move provides us with more space, and
although the office is not at the center of
student activities, we have not seen a tremendous drop in the number of total cases.
The move also provides more confidentiality for students seeking our help since we
are no longer located in an area that receives so much student traffic.
This move, however, does put more
pressure on the Ombudsperson to make
certain that the student body is aware of the
office. In response, I have reevaluated our
advertising techniques and shifted the advertising focus of the office. In the past, the
office advertised mostly through flyers and
newspaper ads. This approach was effective only in the short term and too expensive for the office to maintain over a long
period of time; students looking for help
after the advertising surge did not remember the office. A majority of our cases were
referrals from individuals within the University community, not the result of an
advertising initiative. I decided that the
office must create a sustained presence on
campus to increase the number of peer and
administrative referrals. To this end, I have
focused office advertising on a greater number of public appearances and meetings
with groups of students and administrators. This year, I participated in the Graduate Student Orientation for the first time
and co-chaired the Campus Resource Education Committee, and I am in the process
of creating and maintaining a list of organizations that the Ombudsperson should attempt to meet with at the start of each year.
In addition, we have revamped our Web
site and have created helpful newsletters
that are stocked outside our office with
information about the questions most frequently asked. I hope that this new path
will make more students and administrators aware of our office and its mission in
the years to come.
We are also attempting to sustain some
form of continuity in the office by changing
its application procedures. The Ombudsperson is appointed annually in the Spring
Quarter after a search process that takes
several weeks and includes three rounds of
interviews. The selected student can then
serve only one year as Ombudsperson. In
the past, the Ombudsperson began his or
her term in the following Autumn Quarter,
at which time he or she would hire an
associate. This placed enormous pressure
on the Ombudsperson to learn a new posiJANUARY 8, 2004

Figure 1. Quarter Analysis

Figure 3. Case Type Analysis

Summer 2002

16
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19

Autumn 2002

14

Grades

4

Winter 2003

31

Other

15

Spring 2003 (as of 6/1)

12

Housing
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Figure 2. Client Analysis

Undergraduate

31

Graduate

33

Alumni

2

Postdoc

2

Faculty

2

Unknown

3

tion, meet people that he or she needed to
know in the University, and hire an associate all at the beginning of the school year
when the Ombudsperson was trying to
start classes as a student. This has been
changed. Now, the Associate Ombudsperson is chosen by the same interview process
in the Spring Quarter as the Ombudsperson. I was the first Ombudsperson to benefit from knowing my new partner in the
Spring Quarter so we could discuss goals
and meet administrators at the end of the
Spring Quarter and before the beginning of
the Autumn Quarter. Moreover, this new
procedure allowed me as last year’s Associate Ombudsperson to advance to the Ombudsperson position. I hope that this process
will become standard because it allows the
office to maintain a continuous vision and
a consistent standard of service though
many Ombudspersons. How effective an
Ombudsperson can be is dependent in large
part upon the relationships that the Ombudsperson has with administrators and
faculty. Even after two years, I still am
learning about the University and meeting
new administrators. The year of experience
I gained as an assistant was invaluable to
my tenure as Ombudsperson. I was more
effective because I brought some continuity
to the office, and this new procedure will
make it easier to maintain continuity de
facto in the years to come.
The office also obtained funding for the
first time to remain open during the summer last year. The office stayed open one
day a week, and the Ombudsperson received a small hourly wage for checking email and meeting with students on an ad
hoc basis. The trial was very successful. I
answered student questions, moved the
office from the Reynolds Club to Ida Noyes
Hall, and prepared to take a more active
role in Orientation in the autumn. I believe
that there is enough need to warrant a
similar level of summer support in the
future. The number and types of Summer
Quarter cases will be analyzed with the
other cases later in the report.
Finally, the Ombudsperson and Associate Ombudsperson received mediation
training last spring as a trial program. The
Office of the President sponsored training
for the Ombudspersons at the Center for
Conflict Resolution in downtown Chicago.
Many of the skills taught were extremely
helpful to our work resolving conflicts. The
specific process of dispute resolution that
the center taught, however, was less helpful, and I do not recommend funding future

Undergraduate

4

Graduate

9

Off-Campus

4

Administrative

10

Financial

6

Health

5

Employment

4

Student Activities

3

Student Services

2

Facilities

1

Library

1

Miscellaneous

5

training. Much of our mediation is “shuttle”
mediation in which the Ombudsperson
meets with each party individually. The
Center for Conflict Resolution teaches a
mediation technique that requires both parties to meet together with a mediator for an
unlimited amount of time to work through
the issue. This process requires too much
time for many members of the University
community. In a University where time is
stretched and schedules conflict, shuttle
mediation is the only viable option for our
office. I am in the process of contacting
mediation teachers about adapting training programs for our office, and I hope that
specialized training will be available for
future Ombudspersons.

The office saw a decrease in undergraduate students in relation to graduate
students. We also helped two faculty members this year, which is unusual but not
unprecedented. I hope that this reflects an
increased awareness of the office among
our faculty body. Although only two
postdoctoral researchers/teachers asked us
for help, these were two of the most difficult cases for our office. I will discuss this
issue further in the third section.
Finally, the case types are typical of past
years except for the breakdown within the
housing concerns and the drop in grade
issues. Few other Ombudspersons have
shown a breakdown between graduate and
undergraduate housing systems in their
final report, but in-house data from previous years shows that more cases typically
come out of the undergraduate housing
system. This year, there were more concerns than normal from graduate students
regarding housing. The office should continue to monitor this in case we are beginning to see growing problems with the
graduate housing options available through
the University or the way graduate housing
is administered. Finally, I am encouraged
by the drop in grade-related issues this
year. Last year the office printed newsletters that were available for students outside
our office door all year about how to
handle the most basic grade concerns. The
report of the Ombudsperson last spring
also addressed issues about setting class
expectations to minimize classroom confusion. I hope that these steps have contributed to the decline in grade concerns and
that the office can continue to educate both
students and faculty about how to minimize grade disputes.

2002–03 Case Analysis
As stated above, the number of cases experienced a slight decline this year. We had a
total of 73 cases, which is down about 20
cases from 2000–01. A case analysis was
not performed during 2001–02. Some of
the categories describing case type need
explanation. Academic cases in the past
have most often involved grade disputes.
There were fewer grade concerns this year
but more various other academic concerns.
The “other” category under academic refers to cases ranging from shifting requirements in undergraduate concentrations to
academic dishonesty. Administrative concerns are as various as registration or grade
change issues with the Registrar to parking
ticket problems. Graduate housing cases
concern graduate students at the International House, Neighborhood Student
Apartments, or the New Graduate Residence Hall. General housing issues usually
refer to students living in off-campus housing. Health cases include both problems
with health insurance and also problems
with the University Hospitals. Employment
means student employment, and student
services refer to dining halls, bus system,
etc. The case breakdown is shown in figures 1, 2, and 3.
The case spike during Winter Quarter is
typical, but the Autumn Quarter was exceptionally slow. This was probably because I was operating without an Associate
Ombudsperson for most of that quarter
and I referred more cases elsewhere than I
typically would have to save my time for
the cases that most required an Ombudsperson.

Concerns
I have noticed and discussed with President
Randel three areas of concern for the University community. These concerns have
come from the cases that were most difficult to solve; these cases point to areas that
must be better defined by University policy
in the future.
Graduate Housing
Our office has seen an increase this year in
problems that arise from the various forms
of graduate student housing. One case in
particular challenged the way that the University informs incoming graduate students
about housing options. In this case, a student had decided to live in the International
House and had filed the appropriate paperwork in the Spring Quarter before arriving
for class in the Autumn Quarter. The student subsequently decided that a graduate
student apartment would suit him better.
He contacted the Neighborhood Student
Apartments and filled out the appropriate
paperwork for an apartment, thinking that
the I-House and Neighborhood Student
Apartments were parts of one system that
would transfer deposits and void other
contracts. When he arrived, he was asked
to pay two rents, one for the I-House
contract and one for the apartment he had
received. He contacted our office to mediate his case.
In listening to the student, it became
obvious that the information provided to
graduate students was confusing for those
coming from other universities with centralized housing offices. The University
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marketed its three housing options (Neighborhood Student Apartments, New Graduate Residence Hall, and International
House) together in one pamphlet and included one form that asked the student to
choose from these three options. The form
was returned to the Neighborhood Student
Apartments office, and all I-House requests
were forwarded to I-House. But the student
was never notified that I-House and Neighborhood Student Apartments were not part
of one office that ran graduate housing for
the University. In fact, the current literature
suggested they were part of one “system”
with three housing options.
In marketing housing options, literature
that is provided to graduate students must
be clear that the University does not centralize its housing options into one “system.” Many of the problems that were
contained in this year’s literature have been
fixed by Dean Klass in conjunction with the
International House staff, Neighborhood
Student Apartments, and the legal department. Still, incoming graduate students
from schools with more centralized housing administrations will expect the University to have a similar system. I recommend
that I-House and Neighborhood Student
Apartments share and check lists of students who have registered for housing to
prevent such problems in the future. Students who have not yet arrived on campus
cannot be expected to be familiar with the
uniquely decentralized administration of
the University of Chicago.
Postdoctoral Faculty/Researchers/
Students?
Over the last two years, our office has seen
several postdocs (usually researchers in the
sciences but sometimes instructors in other
divisions) seeking help for both academic
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and personal issues within the University
community. The Ombudsperson is not
meant to be an active advocate for faculty
or other employees of the University. Instead, it provides information and limited
guidance to these community members.
Postdocs, however, present a difficult problem for our office because the University
does not specifically classify such individuals as either students, faculty, or staff.
Moreover, there seems to be no support
structure outside of the individual departments to help postdocs who encounter problems that must be handled outside their
departments. No administrator has yet
taken responsibility for these community
members. When I asked administrators
what to do with two postdocs who approached me this year for help, I learned
that the Deans of Students in the divisions
approve the selection of postdocs, but that
they have very little contact with them once
they arrive on campus. Their files are kept
with the Deans of Students, but the problems these individuals face are not the same
as those of students. Their support system
must be geared toward a different set of
problems.
President Randel has told me that this is
a larger problem for universities nationally. I hope that the University of Chicago
can take the lead in solving it. A good first
step would be for an administrative office
to assume responsibility for the experience
of postdocs at the University. At a minimum, some office should have a few regularly scheduled meetings with these
community members to discuss issues that
lie beyond the responsibility of the department. This would also give the Office of the
Student Ombudsperson an administrator
who can be contacted when cases involve
postdoctoral scholars.

Interoffice Communication
The lack of communication between University administrative offices is by far the
greatest source of student frustration encountered in my two years with the Office
of the Student Ombudsperson. This is because, I believe, few staff who interact with
students know where students go to solve
problems outside their purview. Worse yet,
perhaps they know but do not feel comfortable contacting or feel compelled to contact
the office the student needs. I have seen
firsthand how this fragmented approach to
student service makes students feel that
they are alone in solving their problems. It
fuels the student-versus-administration
mindset that inhibits problem compromise
and problem solutions. It ultimately breaks
down the bonds that the University is trying so hard to create as it seeks stronger
support from alumni and more active University community members.
I would like to offer a suggestion that
would ease the problem for current students while laying the groundwork for the
future. This will spur thought about how
administrative offices can offer better student service.
Ideally, the University would found a
student help center in which representatives from all student-focused administrative offices would be located. These
representatives would not only know how
to help students within the frame of their
own office but they would also be crosstrained by the other representatives. When
a student came to the help center, he or she
would be directed to the appropriate person who would know both how to solve the
problem and with which other representatives to speak. This “one-stop shop” for
students would solve problems completely
and efficiently, providing service that fits

into our rigorous, hectic environment.
Such a plan would not come quickly, but
it should be the aspiration of the University
community with regard to student service.
While the physical infrastructure would
take time to develop, the future representatives of such a center should be organized
and trained now. This would foster better
communication, which would ease the
problem for current students and also speed
improvements once the University creates
the help center.
This ends my time as the Student Ombudsperson at the University of Chicago. I
welcome Urmi Sengupta as my successor
and wish her the best of luck in the upcoming year. I also welcome Phil Venticinque as
the Assistant Ombudsperson. I know that
they will improve upon the office in innumerable ways, and I hope that their tenures
will be as fulfilling for them as mine was for
me. Thank you to President Randel, Laura
Grillo, Steve Klass, Bill Michel, Roberta
Cohen, and the other administrators who
survived my year in this position; I hope
that my Missouri stubbornness was seen as
an asset and not a frustration. You have
each provided me with lessons and examples to draw upon as I face challenges
ahead.
Kyle Lakin was the Student Ombudsperson for the 2002–03 academic year.
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The 473rd Convocation
Remarks
By Andrew Alper

W

hen Dean Snyder called to invite me to be your alumni convocation speaker, at first I was
flattered and honored. My pride quickly
turned to bewilderment, however, as I
thought to myself, “Wow, that’s a sign of
the times when business school graduates
want to hear from a dollar-a-year bureaucrat.” Then I realized that, given the tough
corporate job market, you probably wanted
to hear about the difference between the
public and private sectors. So, here it is. The
private sector, Wall Street in particular, is a
dog-eat-dog world. The public sector and
politics is exactly the opposite.
I’m seldom at a loss for words, but I
must admit it is a challenge to figure out
what to say to six hundred business school
graduates and their loved ones—especially
in an economy like this, which is the toughest I have seen since I graduated twenty-two
years ago.
As I reflected on this challenge, I realized
that I have been through some pretty ugly
cycles on Wall Street and have observed
how different people have handled them.
So I thought what I would do is provide my
perspective on the environment we are in
and share with you some suggestions on
how to navigate these roiled waters and
your careers.
I’m certain your experience is somewhat
disorienting. You grew up, went to college,
and worked before business school in a
period of unprecedented growth. Most of
you graduated from college during the
height of the dot-com boom. It was a period
of unlimited optimism and promise. Unfortunately, it was also largely a fantasy. To
add insult to the injury of a burst bubble,
the world will never forget your first month
at the Graduate School of Business. September 11 changed the world in many ways
and certainly deepened our economic malaise. One-third of you don’t yet have jobs,
and the economy is still weak. Many of you
are probably kicking yourselves and can’t
believe how unlucky you are.
Well, I have a different point of view—I
think you are incredibly fortunate and well
positioned. I’ll explain why. First, success
in business depends largely on competitive
advantage and relationships. You have just
received the best business education available. You have been taught how to think,
not what to think. Your peers graduating
with you today will go on to achieve great
things. Many of you will be influential
business and civic leaders. This education
and these relationships create a powerful
competitive advantage—especially in a
tough market.
Second, it is always better to enter the
job market in a trough than in a peak. This
may be a bit counterintuitive but, empirically, opportunity is the greatest when the
outlook appears the bleakest. The reverse is
also true. Think about it. Members of the
M.B.A. class of 1999 graduated on top of
the world, yet many of them have spent the
last three years underemployed. Let me
illustrate this point with my own experience.
I graduated from the GSB and joined
Goldman Sachs in 1981. Nine other
M.B.A.s began with me in Goldman’s corporate finance department that year—the
largest class ever hired at the time. By the
time I reported for work in September
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1981, things were bleak. The Dow was at
750 and the prime rate was 19 percent. The
yield curve was inverted and there were no
deals anywhere in sight. My colleagues and
I were all convinced we had blindly followed the herd into a dead end. The old
pros convinced us that the roaring 1970s
would never be repeated.
Luckily, the old pros were wrong. By
early 1983, a bull market began that would
essentially last for seventeen years with a
few scary interruptions. By the mid-1980s,
Michael Milken and Drexel Burnham had
figured out how to structure and market
junk bonds, fueling an M&A frenzy the
likes of which the world had never seen.
There was more money raised during the
1980s than was raised in all periods prior to
1980, and it was a great time to be on the
Street.
But the eighties ended with a bang. The
excesses of the junk bond fueled boom and
the S&L crisis brought the economy to its
knees. Drexel went bankrupt and the country entered a deep recession. In August
1990, Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait,
and the U.S. went to war. Sound familiar?
In the midst of this mess, I was fortunate
to become a partner of Goldman Sachs;
though it didn’t seem like such a good deal
at the time. As partners, we were required
to invest in the firm and were subject to
unlimited personal liability. One of my
closest mentors at the firm, a man who
became a partner in 1980, told me he was
proud of me and happy for me, but that he
was certain my generation would not do as
well as his did. He said, “The eighties were
an aberration never to be repeated. I wish
you well, but the economics of the business
are permanently changed.”
Once again, the opportunity was the
greatest when things seemed the darkest.
The 1990s were a period of rapid growth
and globalization. The scale of the business
changed dramatically and great wealth was
created—measured both in dollars and,
more importantly, in experience.
Like the eighties, the nineties party ended
badly, and we are still suffering from a
nasty hangover. Despite the doom and
gloom, I’m quite optimistic. I’m not an
economist, but to me the economy feels like
a tightly coiled spring waiting for a catalytic event to unleash its potential energy.
Inventories and staffing levels are low. Capital expenditures have been deferred. Operating leverage is quite high. When the
all-clear siren sounds, the rebound could be
quick and dramatic.
So here we sit again, deep in a trough
looking up at phenomenal but unknown
opportunities. The question is how should
you position yourself to take advantage of
these opportunities. I don’t have a magic
bullet to offer you, but I will share my
perspective on career management and give
you three pieces of advice.
Your career path is not likely to follow a
straight line. You will get a job, and you
don’t have to assume that your first job out
of graduate school will be your last. Never
take a job—especially your first job—for
money. Your first job should be something
that will teach, expand, humble, and exhilarate. The most important thing is to
choose something that will become part of
your life in terms of experience, character,
and relationships—and something that will

help you acquire the basic skills that will
serve you throughout your life.
It’s also important to be honest with
yourself. Lying to others is immoral. Lying
to yourself is just plain stupid. Figure out
your strengths and limitations. It is great to
work hard to reach a stretch goal, but hard
work can’t always make up for the natural
limitations we all have.
I can’t tell you the number of people I
have seen join investment banks because
they thought it was the thing to do. They
kill themselves to succeed but struggle in a
downward spiral. They might be great consultants or marketing experts or CEOs, but
the truth is if you are five feet five inches
tall, no matter how hard you work you will
not become a center in the NBA.
If you are not good at finance, analysis,
and negotiating, you are not going to do
well on Wall Street. It may sound obvious,
but my first piece of advice is to be honest
with yourself and play to your strengths.
One of my colleagues has a sign on her
wall that says, “Luck is the residue of hard
work.” I normally dislike slogans, but this
one always catches my eye and resonates.
My career jumps have often come through
field promotions—when someone senior
to me moved on and an opportunity suddenly opened up. As an aside, these field
promotions usually occur during difficult
times, underscoring the earlier theme. There
is no doubt that luck—being in the right
place at the right time—played some role in
my successes, but I also know that I consistently worked my tail off at Goldman to
make sure I wasn’t in the wrong place at the
right time. So one question I think you
should ask yourself is how to sustain your
intensity level. The answer is simple—make
sure you are having fun, which is my second
piece of career advice. I spent more than
twenty years at Goldman loving my job,
and that made sustained hard work a true
pleasure.
Too many people treat their careers like
chess matches. They are always thinking
several job moves ahead and are always
dissatisfied with the here and now. They
waste valuable energy plotting and planning. For them, career strategy becomes an
unsatisfying end in itself. In my experience,
the best opportunities find you when you
are minding your own business. They find
people who are passionate about what they
are doing now, not what they may be doing
next year.
Find something you really enjoy doing
and do it well. Take ownership. Your goal
should be to consistently surprise and delight people with your work. Assume everything you do is important—especially
the little things. People expect the big things
to be done right. It is when you sweat the
details on the small things that people take
notice. One of my first bosses gave me
simple and valuable advice. He said to
always ask yourself, “Did I make a difference? Would the project have gotten done
or gotten done as well without me?” It
always amazes me how many people just go
along for the ride without really contributing. A little initiative and elbow grease—
especially on the little things—goes a very,
very long way. If you are having fun and
making a difference, opportunities, money,
and responsibility will find you.
My third piece of career advice is to

invest in yourselves—in your human and
reputational capital. Human capital is,
thanks to Gary Becker, straightforward
and well understood. You have already
made a wise investment in your human
capital by attending the GSB. It is an investment that will pay generous dividends and,
in this case, dividends do matter.
Reputational capital is partly how you
comport yourself—your ethics, integrity,
and generousness of spirit. It is also partly
the quality of institutions you have been
associated with—your resume, if you will.
It is therefore in your interest to get involved and help us keep the GSB strong.
When I graduated, the late Nobel laureate George Stigler gave us the pitch to get
involved and contribute. It went something
like this: “Your class,” he said, “is among
the best the GSB has ever seen. Unfortunately for you and your children, there is
something called regression towards the
mean. That suggests that while you are
exceptional, your children will be closer to
average. Therefore, if you want them to
attend the GSB, you will have to become a
major benefactor—they won’t make it on
their own—and you better begin now.” I
thought this was a little heavy-handed—
amusing but heavy-handed.
I hope my pitch is more subtle. It is in
your personal interest to get involved and
contribute to the GSB. Involvement provides an immediate return in the form of an
amazing network of alums and interesting
and informative programs. Support also
provides a long-term personal benefit. The
future reputational value of the GSB will be
a function of how it is perceived in the
future, not how it is perceived today. When
I was at the GSB, the Kellogg School of
Management was considered a second-tier
school. Over the last twenty years, Kellogg
has remade itself and is now considered one
of the top business schools in the country.
When employers see the resumes of my
peers who attended Kellogg in the early
eighties, they don’t think the person attended a second-tier school; they say,
“Wow, you attended Kellogg.” It is up to
all of us to maintain and improve the GSB
wow factor on our resumes.
There are many ways to give back to the
GSB. Get involved in your local alumni
club. Interview applicants and help sell the
school. Be an advocate within your company to help us improve our corporate
relationships. Support your peers and other
alumni. Talk up your experience at the GSB
and, yes, be generous with your financial
support.
There is a career path to involvement. I
started out by being responsive when development officers called. I think I contributed
$250 my first year out. I then agreed to
participate in a few committees to choose
award recipients or organize regional fund
raising. I was always active in GSB recruiting for Goldman Sachs. Eventually, I was
invited to join the Alumni Board of Governors, the Council on the Graduate School
of Business, and the University Board of
Trustees. Over the years my involvement
has grown, but one thing has stayed constant. I always get back more than I give to
this great institution.
I know that on this topic I am preaching
to the converted. Your wonderful class gift
of $168,471 with 92 percent participation
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is a strong and inspiring vote of confidence
in the GSB and its leadership. I encourage
you to stay involved and keep giving back
to the GSB.
I also encourage you to find ways to give
back to your communities. The skills and
relationships you have developed here and
will hone over the coming years can make a
huge and necessary impact in the charitable
and civic world. I have personally never
worked harder or had more fun than I am
today—working to rebuild New York City’s
economy. Like most great opportunities,
this one found me while I was minding my
own business. I wasn’t considering leaving
Goldman Sachs or Wall Street. I got the call
to duty from my GSB roommate’s business
partner, who is now deputy mayor of New
York. We got to know each other negotiating deals on opposite sides of the table. Our
mutual respect grew into friendship, and
when Dan became deputy mayor he asked
me to join him.
I guess this brings me full circle. If you
play to your strengths, have fun, build relationships, and invest in your human and
reputational capital, I guarantee your future will be bright, exciting, and rewarding.
With that, let me congratulate you and
welcome you to the family of Chicago GSB
alumni. I look forward to following your
successes and contributions in the years
ahead. Thank you for inviting me to share
this exciting day with you and your loved
ones, and good luck.
Andrew Alper, A.B.’80, M.B.A.’81, is president of the New York City Economic Development Corporation and a Trustee of
the University.
Other proceedings of the 473rd convocation appeared in The University of Chicago
Record, Volume 38, Number 1, November
6, 2003.
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The 474th Convocation
Address: “Value in an Uncertain Economy”
By Lars Peter Hansen

T

hroughout our lives we are continually asked to confront an uncertain
future. Your decision to come to
the University of Chicago was not based on
full knowledge of what opportunities would
be available to you upon graduation or
later in life. As you go forward you will
make guesses as to beneficial investments
in your own development and you will
experience surprises. Thus an important
purpose of a good education is to provide
you with the ability to respond to unanticipated events. Expanding your knowledge
and refining your analytical skill are investments in your own human capital, investments that will aid you in a variety of future
challenges and opportunities. Researchers
and analysts are often surprised by which
components of their education are valuable
in understanding specific problems. Sources
of knowledge or inspiration cannot be fully
anticipated. You and especially your teachers can only guess at the future uses to
which you will put your intellectual achievements at Chicago.
I want to take this opportunity to consider the consequences of making investments broadly conceived in an uncertain
economic environment. These investments
might include various sorts of capital, physical capital, human capital, or organizational capital, or even something as specific
as financial securities or durable goods
such as housing. The precise value of these
investments in five or ten years or even
further down the road is hard to predict.
This uncertainty, however, alters the decisions we make and alters value as determined by a market economy. I will speculate
about ways to model how a population of
individuals like yourselves interacts in an
economic environment and to predict what
the collective consequences are of that interaction. Given our academic inclinations,
this speculation will be appropriately abstract. I won’t be telling you when to refinance your home mortgage.
Much of what economists do is necessarily quantitative. We put a premium on
modeling and measurement. Economic
models include specifications of how people
make decisions and specifications for how
they interact through markets or other
mechanisms. We require formalism, in part
because formalism facilitates criticism but
also because it is needed for empirical inputs and needed to address interesting questions. This formalism does not dehumanize
society as is sometimes asserted. It puts
forth a structure that can be improved upon
through constructive exchange, dialogue,
and testing. It is a structure that can be used
in prediction.
Why be quantitative? Why be concerned
about modeling? What are the predictions
that might interest us? Good short-run
forecasters of economic time series have
less use for formal economics than formal
statistics. Understanding how an economy
might operate is not a prerequisite for good
short-run prediction. Suppose instead we
wish to speculate about the consequences
of long-run changes in the economic environment caused by policy intervention or
other structural change. We aim to project
interactions among people beyond environments that we have actually experienced. This fundamentally alters the nature
of the prediction problem. As forecasters
we now have to decide what features of the
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economic environment to hold fixed and
what features we expect to vary. In contrast
to the problem of short-term forecasting,
economic theory and modeling become crucial ingredients in predicting the consequences of hypothetical intervention. It is
too restrictive to limit predictions only to
changes that have been repeated extensively in the past. Empiricism is too confining, and the social cost of economic
experimentation is too high.
In what follows I will discuss some of the
challenges that face builders of dynamic
economic models with capital and uncertainty. The study of capital valuation requires looking backwards and forwards.
Capital stocks are the result of an accumulation of past investments. They are typically built up slowly over a sustained period
of time. As a consequence, their construction is backward-looking. Their valuation,
however, requires looking forward. Since
capital stocks last for a long time, their
value reflects guesses about how productive today’s inputs will be in the future. This
value depends on what people believe will
happen eventually, and it depends on how
people individually and collectively confront uncertainty. For instance, your current stock of human capital is dictated by
choices you have made in the past about
which schools to attend and how much
time, effort, and financial resources to allocate to learning. In contrast, the implicit
value of your human capital reflects the
benefits of your current education for many
years to come.
Understanding market measures of value
in today’s world may seem a daunting
challenge, and it is fair to say that economists still view many aspects of this problem as not solved. Puzzles remain, but even
the notion of an empirical puzzle gains
content only with the guidance of an economic model to use as a benchmark.
What puzzles or anomalies do we encounter in financial markets? Securities of
different types are observed to have widely
different returns on average. This is a puzzle
if our benchmark model informs us that the
average returns should be the same. Since
the returns display different degrees of volatility, we might conjecture, as indeed many
researchers have, that the differences in the
average behavior reflect a premium for the
differing degrees of riskiness or volatility of
the security returns. Individuals will agree
to hold risky portfolios only if there are
rewards for doing so. To evaluate or test
this explanation requires an economic
model that takes a stand on individual
investor behavior and on the markets with
which these investors interact. Similarly,
the values of many financial assets appear
to be highly variable. To argue that this
volatility is a puzzle requires that we have a
benchmark model telling us how much of
the volatility we can account for by changes
in the economic fundamentals.
As you might guess, to build a model
that is rich enough to impute the value of
various forms of capital it is natural to
begin with a theory of individual behavior.
While by its very nature behavior is context-specific, as model builders we seek
features of individual behavior that are
common across different economic environments. Given that uncertainty is so
pervasive, it is natural to look to probability theory for guidance. In the history of

scientific development, probability theory
is a relatively new field. Even more recent is
its use and success in helping people to
make decisions. The use of probabilities as
a formal vehicle for actions received a “shot
in the arm” with the work of James Savage,
an eminent statistician at the University of
Chicago. He formalized a role for probabilities in making rational decisions in the
presence of uncertainty. His work and that
of others opened the way to constructing
operational notions of risk aversion applicable to many different environments and
set a high conceptual standard for subsequent decision theory.
The practical value of statistical decision theory has been documented in a variety of contexts, most recently in a popular
treatise by Michael Lewis on the success of
Oakland’s professional baseball team.
Lewis showed how the formal use of probability models and data on the performance
of baseball players helped to allow the
Oakland Athletics to field a highly competitive team while spending far less than
teams like the New York Yankees or even
the Chicago Cubs. There are similar success stories for control theory as an applied
tool for making decisions in engineering.
Decision theory has become a useable apparatus for making informed decisions.
It is one thing to argue how we should
make decisions in an uncertain environment and another to argue how we actually
behave. Nuances of specific markets, institutional practices, and costs of transacting
can retard or limit the role of arbitrage and
speculation. These frictions can allow for
seemingly naive or misguided decisions to
survive a market test at least temporarily.
Markets, however, have a nasty habit of
rewarding the smart and sophisticated and
punishing the novices. We can take this
argument even further. There are often
economic incentives to diminish the trading frictions in markets that play a quantitatively important role in the allocation of
resources. At the very least, economists
must allow for sophistication in decision
making if they are to understand the market pressures for success.
While a study of individuals might focus
on how they respond to different forms of
uncertainty, a study of valuation goes further to explore how this uncertainty becomes encoded in prices. Since by its very
nature capital lasts for a long time, its value
depends on what people believe will happen far into the future. It also depends on
how they confront uncertainty. When individuals prefer to diminish the role of uncertainty in their investments, the investors
who bear this uncertainty require a reward
and prices adjust accordingly. This mechanism encodes risk or uncertainty premiums
into prices. Economic models predict the
magnitude of these premiums and predict
how these premiums evolve over time.
Up to this point, I have simply endorsed
the role of probability in formulating models of decision making. Let me now add a
bit of caution. In retrospect, Savage confronted a rather difficult problem. Should
we really expect a seemingly simple answer
to the question, What precisely constitutes
rationality when individuals confront uncertainty? More to the point, how might
individuals use probabilities when making
risky investments? Is there a useful distinction between how we form beliefs about

objects like coin tosses or baseball performance in which replication is relatively
easy and about events over which there is
necessarily a big subjective component?
How might individuals simplify the decision-making process in complex environments where the complexity challenges our
ability to learn?
Making probabilistic assessments about
simple events like the outcomes of coin
tosses or the performance of baseball players with a history is straightforward. We
have great confidence in our assessment
when the process is repeated many times.
An uncertain future might look very similar
to the replication of many coin tosses or
perhaps much different. What happens
when the form of replication is not as
evident as that of a coin toss? Are the events
that have surprised us in the past useful in
thinking through the surprises of the future? How do people process information
as it arrives? How valuable is past information when we make conjectures about the
future?
To be concrete, consider the economic
environment of the last few decades. In the
1970s we endured what was called a productivity slowdown. In contrast, in the
1990s a new economy was trumpeted based
on the pervasive adoption of a new information technology. Investors in the early
seventies made decisions without a precise
knowledge of when the slowdown would
be over. By the end of the 1990s there was
much speculation about the sustainability
of a new growth trajectory, but the subsequent sluggish economy has sobered our
thinking. Are these just idiosyncratic events
that last for a while, or can they be viewed
as highly persistent counterparts to coin
tosses?
Economists, control theorists, statisticians, and others continue to explore and
challenge alternative ways of enriching or
modifying decision theory. Some refinements prevent the simple extrapolation of
risk aversion from small gambles to large
ones, some avoid having decision makers
form precise probabilities over all uncertain events, some aim to have decision
makers allow for errors in their typically
stylized probability models, and some limit
the manner in which information is processed. By preserving the formalism of decision theory, these modified theories of
choice continue to provide a key ingredient
for economic models. As we explore these
alternatives in models with capital accumulation, price or value adjustments emerge
that account for model uncertainty, for
ambiguity, or for the complexity of the
learning environment. The term “risk premium” used previously to justify differences in average returns takes on a new and
different meaning as we explore alternatives to the original Savage formulation.
Unfortunately, generalizations of decision
theory come at a cost to economic researchers. They make it more challenging to isolate and measure components of the decision
problem that should remain invariant when
environments change.
Without some form of decision theory,
economic model builders are left in the
dark. Too much emphasis on the contextual nature of behavior leaves us with too
little to use in evaluating hypothetical economic policies in an uncertain environment. The psychology of individual
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investors makes for fascinating reading,
but the useful by-products are the ones that
can be incorporated formally into decision
theory and the ones that survive the competitive pressures of market discipline.
To conclude, let me return to what we
are all here for. Today is a celebration of the
completion of one of the major investments
you will make in your life. Although I have
talked about uncertainty, one thing is for
certain: You will graduate today. Support
of your family and friends has no doubt
been critical to your success. You are to be
commended for your efforts. The value of
this accomplishment is very real and one
for which you should take great pride. Yet
the real value of your degree can only be
imputed by looking forward. It will unfold
as you make choices about the options and
uncertainty life will give you. Good luck!
In preparing this talk, I received many
valuable suggestions from James Heckman,
Richard P. Saller, and Grace Tsiang.
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Summary
The 474th convocation was held on Friday,
August 29, 2003, in Rockefeller Memorial
Chapel. Don Michael Randel, President of
the University, presided.
A total of 443 degrees were awarded: 37
Bachelor of Arts in the College, 1 Bachelor
of Science in the College and the Division of
the Physical Sciences, 3 Master of Science
in the Division of the Biological Sciences
and the Pritzker School of Medicine, 16
Master of Arts in the Division of the Humanities, 57 Master of Science in the Division of the Physical Sciences, 115 Master of
Arts in the Division of the Social Sciences,
97 Master of Business Administration in
the Graduate School of Business, 2 International Master of Business Administration
in the Graduate School of Business, 1 Master of Divinity in the Divinity School, 5
Master of Liberal Arts in the William B.
and Catherine V. Graham School of General Studies, 7 Master of Arts in the School
of Social Service Administration, 1 Master
of Arts in the Irving B. Harris Graduate
School of Public Policy Studies, 11 Doctor
of Philosophy in the Division of the Biological Sciences and the Pritzker School of
Medicine, 16 Doctor of Philosophy in the
Division of the Humanities, 19 Doctor of
Philosophy in the Division of the Physical
Sciences, 39 Doctor of Philosophy in the
Division of the Social Sciences, 4 Doctor of
Philosophy in the Graduate School of Business, 10 Doctor of Philosophy in the Divinity School, and 2 Doctor of Jurisprudence

in the Law School.
Lars Peter Hansen, the Homer J.
Livingston Distinguished Service Professor
in the Department of Economics and the
College, delivered the convocation address,
“Value in an Uncertain Economy.”
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