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Pditor's note: Eoprintad with
' permission from tir. fobn Hope
Franklin, from his talk in Strong
‘Auditorium,- \Wednasday eve-
ming, February 23
When a confercuce of college
and university people s called to
discuss the status of our intellec-
tua! freedom and Lo examine the
"“ravages infiicted upon it by recent
hnhappy experiences, that is evi-
dence enough that it is still alive.
“And one cherishes the hope that,
in view of the fact that no ob-
“pequies will be said over its re-
“nains at this gathering, it will
Boon be full of vitality and
‘@trength again. While we are hap-
“‘py that intellectual freedom is not
_dead, I am afraid that our joy can
“Bardly be described as unbounded.
" The ravages: hava .indeed been
“'keal; and the tattered, unhealthy
“condition of this great bulwark of
‘our national integrity presents a
"“rather sad spectacle o those who
“take the trouble 15 cxamine it
“But while we properly lament
_the recent assaults upon this
‘right ‘to think and, £ need be, dis-
. Bent, it is well {o remember that
‘this is by no means a new phenom-
‘€énon in American life, Too often
_for our own good, we fail to re-
“'mhind ourselves of numerous in-
_ Mtances -in our wmnational history,
reaching back into the seventeenth
century, either of the categorical

denial of the right to dissent or the
vigorous, if not always successful,

advocacy of the kind of conform-
ity that we abhor today. The ban-

ishment of Mrs. Anne Hitchinson

to an inhospitale Rhode Island
wilderness was her punishment—
and capital punishment, at that—
for daring to dissent from the of-
ficial “line” enunciated by the
church fathers in Massachusetts.
More than two hundred years later
Professor Benjamin Hedrick was
summarily thrown out of the Uni-
versity of North Carolina because
the word got around that he was
in sympathy with a new political
organization called the Republican
Party.

Through the years, moreover,
we have had our alien and sedi-
tion acts, our “red scares,” and our
Lusk Committees. The principdl
lesson we have learned from these
nightmarish experiences is that
when agencies and persons have
undertaken to’sit in judgment on
the thoughts and views of their fel-
lows, they have found it impos-
sible to distinguish between -heal.
thy, vigorous criticism and dissent
on the one hand and treasonable
subversion on the other. :

" All through our history some
Americans have upheld the'right
of individuals to think and to speak
and to act as their consciences di-
rected them, so long as their ac-
tions. did not encroach upon the

rights of others. And who can eriti-
cize this noble gesture? But it
must be added that, for most of us,

this gesture has been a luxury
item, to be enjoyed in periods of
quietude and ease and to be sus-
pended as a part of an int_ellectual
austerity program in times of
stress and strain.

This has not always resulted in
the dragging of a William Lloyd
Garrison through the streets of
Boston because he expressed ex-
treme views against slavery or the
banning of a Hinton Helper from
his native North Carolina because
he, too, hated slavery. It has, nev-
ertheless, = occasioned numerous
compromises on our part with what
we have proudly hailed as a great
tradition in American democracy
— the freedom to dissent. Our
compromise with freedom to dis-
sent has caused us to burn books,
literally and figuratively, and at
least on one occasion to sentence
a book to be whipped. It has
caused authors to modify their
treatment of our history to comply
with the wishes of publishers and
prospective readers. At times, it
has spawned a specious brand of
Americanism that shouts down as
un-American any new ideas or con-
¢epts that challenge the status
quo.

. In extenuation it should be said
that happily our deficiencies in thig
regard do not stem from illiberal-
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. headed, . red-blooded” Americans .

ism that is grounded in the under-
lying social and political philos-
ophy of the hation. All of our

great statements of national policy,
from the Bill of Rights to Roose-
velt's Four Freedoms message, Vig-
orously support the right of per-
sons to think and to act without
fear of recrimination. And al-
though we have had our periods
when the eries against dissent and
non-conformity were loud and ve-
hement, they have, for the moe:t
part, been superficial and transi-
tory. But, as Professor Commager
has observed, our basic freedoms
are not as basic as we like to
think; just as our passion for in-
dividualism is not as passionate
as-we suppose., .

We have, indeed, been much
too preoccupied with other
things to care deeply snd se-
riously about things of the mind,
spirit, and conscience. We have
had a ‘continent to span and
populate, a rich, virgin land te
exploit, and a place to win in
.the sun. Thus; we have heen .

. largely material-minded; -- and
‘sven the great watchwords of
freedom we utter have. been
_ geared to our material well-be-
ing. Among us the term “indi-
vidualism’ is sacred, but the no-
tion grew up in a context where
its meaning suggested bravery
in the face of possible: loss of
life and limb and stubbornness
‘in getting and holding a plot of
land or a vein of gold. -

‘Among us “free enterprise” is
sacred, but in our culture it has
economic connotations and sug-
gests a fierce determination to
oppose governmental interfer-
ence with making profits, un-
less perchance the government
wants to intervene to guarantee
or increase them. Almost never
do we applaud individualism
when it involves the insistence
of a person to think as he pleas-
es or to speak out'against pre.
vailing opinions and policies. Al:
mast never do we look upon free
enterprise as an essential in-
gredient in intellectual progress.
We simply have not had the time
or the inclination to apply our
great utterances in behalf of
liberty to things of the mind.

While this preoccupation with
developing a strong economic ba-
sis for a civilization explains our
excessive materialism, it does not
excuse it; and great harm has come
from it. Undoubtedly, it has fos-
tered an anti-intellectualism that
has permeated almost-every facet
of our national life. In trying to
dissociate education from life we
have glorified the self-made man
and have tended to regard the
magnificent growth of America as
a kind of super “Operation Boot-
strap.”

Too often we have meia‘sured
achievement solely in quantitative
terms and have given little recog-
nition either to quality per se or
to mental and spirvitual forces in
evaluating progress. We have
equated “best” with “biggest” and
::most powerful,” We have equated

beauty” with “garishness” and
“gaudiness.” Even in education we
have equated “learning” and “in-
telligence” with “size” and “quan-
tity.” Thus, a woman from Ohio
could extend genuine sympathy to
the British professor when she
learned that the benighted land
from which he came did not have

-as many co]leg‘e_s and universities
as the great, big, powerful, rich

Buckeye state.

B}:t this trait of anti-intellec-
tual_lsm has become more serious
as it has come actually to deride
true learning and knowledge, to
carica.il;ref: those devoted to the
pursuit of truth, and to demand a
standardization of life and a con-

“formity of thought that may ulti-
m&tely destroy even the material- -

ism that we prize 'so highly. Too
many “practical-minded, hard-

- fail to blush when they -insist that

the artist, writer, or philoso
tist, pher
has no’viritity, no Vitality, that he

- i3-not practical. Too many of them

-xefer to the man of learning ss-am-
“egghead” and delight. in seeing.-

- the professor or the thinker por-

trayed as 8 daffy, half-dazed crea-

" some day for

. a nation. Buf it is:

ture ‘who obvlously"could.'nél':‘paég
a sanity hearing. This can Rardly
be regarded as'a healthy conditioy {
in a nation where people speak' ¢«
glibly, but with slight appreciatign.
for its implications, of achigving -
peace and freedom in the-m‘iﬁqg‘-o% 5
men! 4 S
Qur achievements in technology
and mass production have impgsad
upon us habits of standardization.
and conformity which make i f.
creasingly difficult for the ingi.
vidual to assert himself in any
way. We look’ at the same picture
magazines and television "shaiys,
and we go around parroting tha
jokes that the masterminds of lig
night’s variety program createq.
We read the same newspapers ang
book digests; and we go argund
agreeing wholeheartedly with the
editorial in the local pa'péi"tﬁﬁtqh
too frequently syndicated by a bip
news agency to editors who hays
neither the industry nor the 'fg'é ‘
to write editorials for themselves
-Of all the sins of a highly 3
terialistic social’ order; hahi
standardization and. conformity’
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the deadliest.. Conformity .is_§
easy way out, it is the comfortable.
rut, it is the wall that pro
security. In such a sociaty the pros
vincialism and insularify ‘of jcans..
formity breed intolerance and: ing
sulation, Members-of such a: g0
ciety graduéilly come to regard dif
ferences as abnormal anddissent
as heresy, There was a time when
our politictans-lacking jn originals
ity in appealing for:popular sups
port, felt called upon-to -ap'olbﬁgg
for not having been horn in.h l
cabin. One can only hope- thatith
pressure of conformity. -;w'llj,,;é'np{
ce them to apologisg =~
for having the capacity to_thin

nical cqnfpt:mity;if‘—-‘-_ﬂpiﬁ_'."

from our greatness ds aspeople
¢ it is. not wntil on

position is challenged’ &nd ‘crised " {l «
arise that we realize 'the extent:df i
the damage they have done,/These - 71}
]
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crises ‘flush to the sirface, the =
fears, doubts, and misgivings that . |
are the inevitable results of Jong * F
vears of uncritical acceptance of ‘
every component part of our po« |
litical, economic, and social qrder. X
These crises bring-into focus the

complacency and indifference that i
ave the by-products of conformity b
They bring about -conditions in N
which we seek- strength thvough |y
unanimity and security through il
orthodoxy. Y B

When the challenge is fromthe | &
outside and a crisis is created by £
the claims of another way of Jife, ‘] i
we huddle together as frightened |
children and dare anyene speak - | w

out in eriticism of our way oﬁ_]_iff
lest it give comfort to our advers | k
saries, Worse still is the _i_ncre#lls '_
pressure on everyone to getup-and
testify regarding his haﬁédﬂM

other ways of life; and he Wib i‘,dm
does not do so’is suspeeti g m
From this state of existen 3 ko
"3 %

only a few steps to the poin p:
crities become traitors and ?éot

cultures become ipso facto. |
things, Under such circums
as John Milton pointed out

turies ago, when the streaming®

ters of the fountatn of T¥ hF
not flow in perpetual prog lhr:
they “sicken. into-a mudd ¥
conformity and tradition tht:
I am mindful—and ™
dent that all of “you are e
of real dangers that me g
course "of any nation’o Y
am aware of thenecessity ] ey
.
ageously. And in hhdd,
fam
Hy,
: O T,
portunities; his goun' .
ed - s F
: ¥
its ll’e‘oplé D He " '@nh
the day, fo differ'a " N
possible, and-to" 4

conscience

think or actt
{Contirued:



Page Six

(Continued from page four)
ognize the value, in times of crisis
and challenge, of faee and open
discussion and of a critical exami-
nation of our own way of life.
History teaches us that there can
be no lasting security without free-
dom. And those societies that ae-
tively encourage freedom—even to
dissent—have the bést chance to
preserve and, indeed, to énhance
their security.

The present status of the arms
yace suggests that we cannot bomb
our way into freedom and secur-
ity; and the implications seem to
be that the way of life that pro-
motes reason, tolerance, freedom,
and the “opportunities for choice
. will have the clear advantage in a
strugegle which otherwise remains
merely a veprehensible and vulgar
testimony of the perfidy of man.

It is well for us to remember
the admonitions of John Stoart
Mill regarding the value of per-
mitting the advocacy of any and
all opinions, regardless of how un-
tenable and objectionable. “If any
opinion is compelled to silence,
that opinion may, for aught we can
certainly know, be true. To deny
this is to assume our own infalli-
bility . . . though the silenced op-
inion be an errov, it may, and very
commonly does, contain a portion
of truth; and since the general or
prevailing opinion on any subject
is rarvely or never the whole truth,
it is only by the ecollision of ad-
verse opinions that the remainder
of the truth has any chance of be-
ing supplied ., . . even if the re-
ceived opinion be not only true,
but the whole truth; unless it is

suffered to be, and actually is, vig-

orously and earnestly contested, it
v;n]l by the most of those who re-
cewe it, be held in the manner of
a prejudice, with little comprehen-
sion of feeling of its rational
grotmds »

T'am afraid that in the past few
wears these wise words of Mill have
not been heeded. As we have been
buffeted by the stresses and strains
of ideological warfare, we have
sliccumbed to the ‘ever present
temiptation to confuse fearless
cliticism with disloyalty or subver-
sion. We have had too few in-
stances of free and open debate on
the ]Jressii}g' issues of the day.

And when persons have dared
dissent from the overwhelming un-
animity that has characterized our
expressed opinions and policies,
they have suffered embarrassment
that has ranged from imputations
of insanity to accusations of trea-
son. It cannot be said that we have
examined our positions objectively
and freely. And the price we have
paid for intellectual pacification
when there was the most urgent
need for exploration of our dif-
Terences has been the sacrifice of
the moral courage of the human
mind.

It is not possible to assess the
damage that the current climate
has done to intellectual freedom in
our land. I would not prasume to
estimate the harm that our colleges
and universities have suffered as
they have attempted to pursue the
truth wherever it would lead. That
harm has been done can hardly be
denied; and it is no oceasion for
unmixed rejoicing to say, as one
optimist recently said, that college
and university people have been
eloquent and courageous in the de-
fense of their rights during the last
five vears.

Of course they have, although
there was room for even greater
eloguence and courage. They suf-
fered a frontal assault by the anti-
intellectual elements in the coun-
try, their backs were ot the wall,
and it was do or die for many in-
dividuals, institutions, and educa-
tional foundations, Various student
groups, moreover, have vigorously
insisted on their right to be ex-
posed to competing ideas and opin-
ions so that they could weigh them
and gain maturity of judgment.
There have also been praiseworthy
statements by professors and uni-
versity administrators.

'To focus attention on such de-
velopments is to run the risk of
overlooking instances of irrepar-

able harm that may have been
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Franklin Advocates Dissent
In Stirring Strong Speech

done to our institutions of higher
learning by the assults on them, A
university is, after all, a delicately
balanced, sensitive mechanmm. It
is not a busmeas corporation or a
trade union, though at times in our
materialistic age it has taken on
some of the characteristics of both.
It cannot boast of many persons
who ean be counted among the
toughest, most “hardheaded mem-
bers of our society.

When attacks, frontal or ob-
lique, are launched on our colleges
and universities, who among us
ean say that a courageous answer,
here and there, is evidence' of the
ineffectiveness of the attack or
the vitality of the institution?
What of those worthy, but timid
souls who run for cover to get out
of the line of fire? What of the
words and opinions that. go unut-
tered because. of the fear-of re-
prisal or the fear of the loss of
reputation or position? Mill sum-
med up the possible damages done
by attacks on intellectual freedom
when he said, “Who ean compute
what the world loses in the multi-

tude of promising intellects com-

bined with timid characters, who
dare not follow out any bold, vig-
orous, independent train of
thought_, lest it should land them
in something which would admit of
being considered irreligious or im-
moral?”?

Who among us can say how
many student organizations have
gone out of existence because they
became known as .dissidents? I
wish I knew. I have seen and heard
enough, however, to know that
most students groups in this cate-
gory have been completely liqui-

dated! And surely no one can say-

how: many such organizations
never.came into existence because
its wonld-be. founders knew . that
they would jeopardize their oppor-
tunities for later service and em-
ployinent if they discussed contro-
versial: questlons freely and enter-

tained - views that were unortho-

dox. How outraged the members of
university communities will be-
come if we continue to attack
them, no man can tell. We can only
say that no good can come from it.

As the distinguished president
of this university said several
years ago: “The anger and disaf-
fection, of the intellectual once
aroused, are a sword against which
neither the. purse of the rich nor
the law of the mighty can ulti-
mately prevail. A great society
never declines but the signs are
first plain in either the indifference
or the hostility of its intellectuals.”

Yet, we have come to the point
where some of our institutions are
entrusting to office clerks the tasks

of keeping loyalty records of stu-.

dents to be attached to their tran-
seripts and employment folders.
We have arrived at the point where
several of our colleges and univer-
sities, ineluding our two .great
service institutions, eannot debate
the question of the recognition of
Red China. They give as their ex-
cuse that since it is the policy of
our government not to recognize
Red China, it would be improper
to debate the question. This is
something of a yardstick that in-
dicates how far we have gone to-
ward the point of denying freedom
of dissent. We ean no longer play

-games, intellectual games,-that is,

in our colleges.

_ As the president of my. own in-
stitution, largely supported by the
federal government, remarked, “In
a democracy it is the ecitizens’ re-

sponsibility to continue to discuss

and re-examine important ques-
tions even after publiec policy has
been determined, for it cannot be
regarded as a rigid, unchanging
thing.” He told the university de-
baters that if they would be true
to their roles as seekers for truth
and as pood citizens, it was not
onily their privilege but their duty
fo debate the question of the rec-
ognition of Red China or any other
controversial public question,
What I have said about the rav-
ages that the principle of freedom
of dissent has experienced in re-

‘ecent years should not be inter-

preted as alarm. Indeed, it would
be unfortunate if any more hys-

(Continued on page eight)
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(Continued from page siz)
teria were added to that already
present. Rather, it should be re-
- garded as an increasing apprehen-
sion over the condition of our
freedom and its effect on the intel-
lectual vitality and integrity of the
nation. It should be remembered
that we have always tended to be
deficient in our respect for dissent,
because of our historic affinity for
materialism, anti -intellectualism,
and conformity.

Even before our recent unhappy
experiences we needed to re-exam-
ine this whole problem with a view

‘to strengthening the position of
those who assume the role of erit-
ics and of those devoted to things
of the mind, If such a re-examina-
tion is ‘more urgent today than it
was five years ‘ago, it is not so
much because of the current as-
saults on freedom as because of
the continuing need for the bal-
ance and wisdom that discussion
and difference will provide,

The role of those of us who
are members of colleges and
universities seems clear. If we
appreciate the l:isto_ric function
of our institutions in man’s
struggle to free his mind from
the shackles of ignorance and
superstition, if we value those
factors that have made our in-
stitutions vital and comstructive
forces in the community, we will
Jnsist on their right to be free.
Only in an atmosphere of. free-

dom to seek and find, to evalu-
ate and accept or discard, to
discuss and dissent can they re-
main true to the motte that
must ever be theirs, “To seck
the truth in order to deliver man
from his own sins and weak-
nesses.”
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