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1.
President Charles R. Van Hise

N THE first twelve years of the twentieth century the victories

of the Progressives under “Fighting Bob” La Follette and

his followers brought Wisconsin into the national lime-
light. Reformers took inspiration from legislation designed to
strengthen political democracy by breaking the bosses and the
machine. Labor legislation promoted social justice. The Wis-
consin Idea involving the cooperation of experts in framing
and administering legislation for the regulation of corporate
wealth won glowing praise in liberal circles throughout the
country. In the words of one crusader, Wisconsin was “‘an ex-
periment station in politics, in social and industrial legislation,
in the democratization of science and higher education. It is
a laboratory in which popular government is being tested in its
reaction on people, on the distribution of wealth, on social well-
being.”* More commanding voices spoke in the same vein. In
1912 Theodore Roosevelt, impressed by the way in which Wis-
consin had achieved substantial improvements without resort-
ing to sweeping experiments, declared that “all through the
Union we need to learn the Wisconsin lesson of scientific popu-
lar self-help, and of patient care in radical legislation.”?2

The chapters on Van Hise have benefited from the research and sugges-
tions of Maurice M. Vance, whose doctoral dissertation, begun before this history
was written, will be a full-length biography of President Van Hise.
*Frederic C. Howe, Wisconsin, An Experiment in Democracy (New York,

19:3;1;::(1 in the introduction to Charles McCarthy, The Wisconsin Idea (New
York, 1912), x.

3
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Confronted by a new situation, the University, not without
doubts on the part of some of its faculty members and vigorous
criticism by conservatives throughout the state, adapted itself to
the innovations and even played a role of importance in many
of them. Members of the staff helped to draft reform legislation
and served on the regulatory commissions. The doctrine of
“service to the state” was implemented in the large-scale exten-
sion work and in sponsoring research of obvious economic bene-
fit to Wisconsin. These activities were given wide publicity
which helped the University to acquire the reputation for be-
ing at the forefront of higher education. The success with which
the University served the new forces in the state likewise ex-
plains its influence on other institutions both in America and
abroad.

At this period the state of Wisconsin was being enriched by
the contributions of its foreign population. Of the two million
residents of the state in 19oo, a quarter were foreign-born and
another forty-six per cent had at least one foreign-born parent.
Almost a hundred thousand persons over ten years of age were
unable to speak English. The Germans made up the largest
foreign segment and the Scandinavians, among whom the Nor-
wegians were most numerous, were the second largest group.
Primarily hard-working and efficient farmers, both groups rep-
resented a tradition of orderliness, of respect for the expert, and
of devotion to progress through orderly procedures. German in-
dustrialists and Norwegian political leaders carried these traits
into their fields of influence. Various smaller groups also con-
tributed from their European heritage to Wisconsin’s cultural
growth. As the bearers of these foreign cultures gained familiar-
ity with their new home, they became more articulate. Because
this articulateness sprang from the common experiences of the
immigrants and their children in the new world and from their
absorption of the often new idea of free expression, it was tem-
pered by the American scene and by American traditions. In
short, Wisconsin was becoming Americanized, and the foreign
overtones, though present, were increasingly subordinated to
the fundamentals of American life.

Wisconsin in 1goo was still predominantly agricultural. Fifty-
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seven per cent of the population was classified by the census
of 1900 as “rural”’—that is, as living on farms, in unincorpo-
rated communities, or in villages with a population of less than
twenty-five hundred. The majority of the state’s population was
thus more or less directly dependent upon agriculture, and the
agricultural interests inevitably affected the state’s attitude to-
ward the University and its activities. For example, the shift
from grain- to dairy-farming had been encouraged by the Uni-
versity, and it proved profitable. The utilitarian aspect of the
University program was partly, though by no means wholly, a
response to the demands of the state.

Apart from the development of dairying, the most striking
phenomenon in Wisconsin agriculture was the growth of farm-
ing in the northern part of the state, an area previously devoted
largely to lumbering. Beginning shortly after 18go, the legisla-
ture and the College of Agriculture had tried to attract farmers
into the cutover area, which proved to be largely untillable. The
northern counties in the first decade of the twentieth century
increased in agricultural population at a strikingly greater rate
than did the rich farming sections in southern Wisconsin. But
the farming of cutover regions was difficult, and the conditions
favored the revival of the Grange and the growth of new agri-
cultural protest organizations such as the Society of Equity
and, indeed, the Progressive movement itself.

The steady growth of agriculture was more than matched in
these years by the industrial development of the state. Though
more persons were dependent upon agriculture than upon in-
dustry, the value of the state’s industrial products by 18go had
exceeded the value of its agricultural produce. For a brief
time (1899-19op) after the depletion of the Michigan forests,
Wisconsin produced more lumber than any other state. Even
after the decline of the Wisconsin timber supply, lumbering
and the manufacture of wood products continued to be a lead-
ing industry. The stage was set, belatedly, for the movement
to conserve the forests and other natural resources.

The growth of industries meant that the population of Wis-
consin, like that of many other states, was shifting from the coun-
try to the towns. Although most of the people in 1goo lived in
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rural areas, the cities were growing more rapidly than the vil-
lages and farms. This urban growth was most marked during
the 189o’s, when Green Bay and Superior more than doubled
in population and Racine, Milwaukee, and Sheboygan all gained
about 40 per cent. In a less spectacular manner this trend con-
tinued through the first decade of the new century, when the
increase of town dwellers was almost 24 per cent and that of the
rural population only 5.7 per cent. By 19oo Wisconsin’s 9,721
manufacturing establishments employed an average of over
180,000 wage earners. These developments explain the advance
of the labor movement in the industrial towns and the progress
of the Socialist Party in Milwaukee.?

The University was inevitably affected by the social changes
in the state. The student body grew so rapidly that serious con-
sideration was given to the suggestion that the state shift a large
part of the instruction of the first two years to the private col-
leges, the normal schools, and to a six-year program in the larger
high schools in order that the University might concentrate on
training upperclassmen, graduate students, and professional
students.* In view of the growing enrollment at the University
and the increasing wealth of the state, larger appropriations
were in order, and campaigns for more state support had to be
made. The changing character of the state’s economy indicated
the need of a readjustment in the work of the University. In-
deed, on one occasion, the brewers asked the administration to
incorporate a training school for brewers. Above all, the relation
of the University to the various cultural and political develop-
ments in Wisconsin presented special problems.

Wisconsin, like the rest of the country, was being increasingly
secularized. Though organized religion remained a potent in-
terest, the religious organizations and the Christian colleges had
at last come to accept the University. At the same time there
was a fairly wide feeling that something must be done to protect
the religious life of students in Madison, a feeling the Univer-

3 This account is based on the Eleventh (18go), Twelfth (1goo), and Thirteenth
(1910) Census Reports, Washington, 1895, 102, and 1913 respectively.

4Charles R. Van Hise, Recent Progress of the University and its Future,
commencement address (Madison, 19o8); Van Hise to Arthur J. Puls, June 8,

1909, Presidents’ Papers. All letters to and from Van Hise are in the Presidents’
Papers unless otherwise indicated.
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sity could not ignore. The University also recognized its obli-
gation to take the lead in harmonizing relations with the private
colleges.

Among certain denominations there was still a marked in-
difference toward formal education of any kind. This, together
with the foreign make-up of a large part of the population, ex-
plains the fact that in 19oo, some #74,800 persons over ten years
old were unable to read or write. But this illiterate bloc, less
than five per cent of the people, was reduced by 1910 to nearly
half that figure. By and large the high literacy of the popula-
tion provided fertile ground for a vigorous new extension move-
ment. /

In Frank H. Hutchins, brilliant and imaginative secretary of
the Free Library Commission, the University had a worthy ally.
The Free Library Commission, established in 1895, had begun
to extend library services not only by setting up permanent
centers but by adopting and improving on New York’s scheme
of sending out boxes of books to rural communities. In 1901,
again on the initiative of Hutchins, the unique Legislative Ref-
erence Library was launched. This agency, headed by the en-
ergetic and resourceful Charles McCarthy, former football star
and holder of a University doctorate in history, provided legis-
lators with information and aided them in drafting bills. This
greatly decreased the power of professional lobbyists and opened
the way for University experts to give advice and provide as-
sistance in the drafting of bills for various types of political and
economic reform.5

The increase of newspapers, reflecting the growth of urban-
ism and the conflict of interests in the state, posed problems for
the University. With the foreign-language press, which in 1900
included nearly a hundred German and twenty Norwegian and
Slavic papers, Wisconsin readers had seven hundred and fifty
journals at their disposal. Most of these were, to be sure, local en-
terprises with limited news and editorial features. But the move-
ment for large-scale journalism was under way, the Milwaukee
Sentinel and the Milwaukee Journal taking the lead. These in-
fluential journals were at best equivocal in their support of pro-

8See McCarthy, The Wisconsin Idea, 196-197, 214 ff, and Edward A. Fitz-
patrick, McCarthy of Wisconsin (New York, 1944), chapter 4, passim.
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gressive developments. But the La Follette movement was pro-
moted by the Milwaukee Free Press, thanks to Isaac Stephenson,
a wealthy lumberman who for a time lent his purse to this ven-
ture in “independent” journalism. Socialism found an organ
in the Milwaukee Leader. The Wisconsin State Journal in Madi-
son was sometimes on the side of liberalism, especially as time
went on and after Van Hise lent money to its editor. Thus, in
spite of the fact that a large number of newspapers opposed the
Progressives, the Wisconsin public was not without agencies able
and willing to speak as the people’s champion. The University
could not be indifferent to the press nor to its influence in shap-
ing popular attitudes toward its program. It became necessary
for the University to cultivate press relations.

Movements in arts and letters which displayed so much vigor
in some parts of the country affected Wisconsin only slightly.
In architecture, for example, the state showed little interest in
her one architectural genius. Frank Lloyd Wright was building
his experimental structures, not in Milwaukee and Madison,
but in Buffalo and Chicago. Nor did Wisconsin contribute
much to the literary awakening of the period. Hamlin Garland’s
interests were rapidly shifting away from Wisconsin. John
Muir, the gifted naturalist, and Ella Wheeler Wilcox, senti-
mental and popular versifier, no longer maintained any connec-
tions with the state in which they had grown up. All these writ-
ers were to do justice to it in their autobiographies, but these
were not yet written. Almost no one appreciated the literary
potentialities of the rich Paul Bunyan folklore in the lumber
camps; writing was still in the genteel tradition. If Wisconsin
could claim a literary center at all, it was in Milwaukee. There
George Peck, owner of The Sun and author of Peck’s Bad Boy,
and General Charles King, who continued to turn out his popu-
lar Civil War and army stories, provided a literary nucleus. And
in Milwaukee young writers like Edna Ferber and Zona Gale
were acquiring writing experience on various newspapers.®

Although the older German poets in Milwaukee had largely

¢ The Wisconsin backgrounds of these writers are portrayed in Hamlin Garland,
A Son of the Middle Border and A Daughter of the Middle Border; Ella
Wheeler Wilcox, The Worlds and I; John Muir, The Story of My Boyhood and
Youth; Edna Ferber, A Peculiar Treasure; and in August Derleth’s biography
of Zona Gale, Still Small Voice.
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had their say in the vernacular press, Wisconsin’s leading city
was still the seat of a considerable German-American culture.
With this the German department of the University made
profitable contact. The drama flourished in Milwaukee’s well-
known German theater. The city was also the home of vigorous
musical activity, centering in the Sunday afternoon concerts in
Turner Hall on the west side of the city. Heinrich Vianden,
Wisconsin’s first landscape painter, died in 1899, but the in-
fluence of his pupils, especially of Carl Marr, was felt when the
Society of Milwaukee Artists was organized three years later.
Yet in view of the accentuated Americanization of the rising
generation, German-American culture was of the past, not of the
future.

In brief, if the University were to reflect the interests of the
state, it was hardly likely to nourish creative movements in
literature, architecture, or in any other one of the arts. It would,
rather, mirror the utilitarian interests of those in Wisconsin
who were frankly dedicated to a larger measure of political de-
mocracy and a wider sharing of the material benefits of civiliza-
tion. Wisconsin was one of the chief spearheads in the political
revolt against the alliance of corporate wealth with political ma-
chines. Wisconsin did not initiate this revolt, nor should its
contributions, important as they are, be isolated from those of
the neighboring states and the urban East. Nevertheless it did
produce a notable revolt, a constructive program, and a great
leader.

For almost two decades before his election to the governor-
ship, La Follette had challenged the privileged politicians and
their allies among the lumber and railway barons. But even in
1900, when on his third attempt he won the governorship, he
was faced with a largely hostile legislature. La Follette, who en-
joyed politics and public service, who was masterly in his com-
mand of facts and figures and powerful on the platform, which
he had begun to conquer as a student orator, inspired loyalty
among the plain people. “Fighting Bob” was bent on breaking
the power of the machine and of wealth in the interest of politi-
cal democracy and the well-being of the little fellow. With dy-
namic enthusiasm he had set a goal of “freeing” the common-
wealth. He had no intention, despite poverty and illness, of call-
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ing quits when it proved impossible during his first term (19o1—
1903) to push through his long-cherished plan for direct primary
nominations by which the citizens themselves might name candi-
dates for office and thus break the strangle hold of the machine.
The election campaign of 1go2 kindled feverish heat, and La
Follette won the day. On May 18, 1904, at the last Republican
convention preceding the first direct primary in Wisconsin, La
Follette, with the assistance of University football men, pre-
vented the meeting from being taken over by delegates who he
was convinced were unauthorized. With the establishment of the
direct primary law, one of the first in the country, the ground
was laid for breaking the machine and for inaugurating a peo-
ple’s program.”

La Follette had also determined to introduce into Wisconsin
the new system of ad valorem taxation which had originated in
Indiana. In the words of Professor John R. Commons, “this
system based the taxation of railways and other public utility
corporations, not on the older ideas of corporeal property lo-
cated in the state, but on the newer idea of the state’s share in
the total value of the ‘intangible property’ of the corporation
as a unit throughout the United States, evidenced partly by the
sale-value of its securities on the New York stockmarket.”® In
carrying out this program, La Follette enjoyed for the time the
support not only of small businessmen and farmers but also
of the lumbermen, eager to shift a larger portion of taxation
to the railroads. As a result of the ad valorem tax law of 19o3,
railway taxes in the next five years added up to four million
dollars more than they would have under the old system. Not
until 19op with the setting up of the Wisconsin Railroad Com-
mission did La Follette succeed in establishing control of intra-
state railway rates and services to end discrimination.

It was natural for La Follette, an alumnus of the University
and a disciple of Bascom’s doctrine of the responsibility of edu-
cation in the struggle for right, to look to the University for

"See La Follette’s Autobiography (Madison, 1913), 323-326. See also Albert O.
Barton, La Follette’s Winning of Wisconsin (Madison, 1g22), and Benjamin
Parke De Witt, The Progressive Movement (New York, 1915), 54-88. For a
criticism of La Follette see Emanuel L. Philipp, Political Reform in Wisconsin

(Milwaukee, 1910).
¢ John R. Commons, Myself (New York, 1934), 97.
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support. In so far as the University responded to this expecta-
tion it won the enthusiastic acclaim of Wisconsin Progressives
and of liberals throughout the country. But in so doing, it also
encountered criticism and opposition from the Wisconsin Stal-
warts, La Follette’s Republican opponents. The controversy
raised fundamental issues involving the University administra-
tion and faculty, the regents, the governors, the legislature, and
the agricultural and business communities of the state.

V78

IT was in the midst of the fight for ad valorem taxation that
La Follette played his part in the selection of President Van
Hise. In fact, it has been often said that La Follette put Van
Hise into the presidency.® Professor Edward Kremers, writing
in later years, asserted that one regent told him that he had been
appointed to the Board by La Follette in order to strengthen
Van Hise’s candidacy.’® It is true that a majority of the regents
appointed by La Follette’s predecessors did not look with favor
on Van Hise. It is also true that in the Board which finally of-
fered him the presidency two holdover regents from the earlier
regime were still in the opposition while the majority of the
La Follette appointees cast their votes for Van Hise. Further-
more, Van Hise, a classmate and personal friend of La Follette,
not only kept in close touch with him during the interval be-
tween his first election to the governorship and the final de-
cision of the regents, but also made clear his gratification at
La Follette’s political success.!*

Whatever the role of La Follette in the choice of Van Hise,

® Interview, Merle Curti with Edward A. Birge, November 26, 1944. President
Birge recalled that sometime after the resignation of President Adams, Colonel
William Vilas remarked in the presence of Birge and Breese Stevens that Gov-
ernor La Follette seemed to be wanting to interfere in the appointment of the
new president, and that he had better be put in his place. Others have made
similar declarations. See, for examples of the statement, the Milwaukee Journal,
November 30, 1908, p. 2, and Howe, Wisconsin, An Experiment in Democracy,
0.
*®See Edward Kremers, Sketch of Van Hise, Kremers Papers, State Historical
Society of Wisconsin. Kremers’ statement that La Follette boasted in an address
at an educational meeting in Indianapolis that he had put Van Hise into the
presidency has not been verified.

 This is clear from Van Hise’s letters to his wife throughout the summer of
1902, Van Hise Papers, State Historical Society of Wisconsin.
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the appointment was made only after other candidates had
refused the position. The regents took over a year and a half to
make their decision and showed in that interval not only in-
ternal differences but a good deal of independence. The com-
mittee on selection made overtures to President Benjamin Ide
Wheeler of the University of California but he declined to ac-
cept.? Ex-President Adams, on whom the Board leaned heavily,
also considered Nicholas Murray Butler but Columbia acted
first. Other non-Wisconsin men were also talked of,** despite
the advice of the presidents of Harvard, Yale, and Johns Hop-
kins to appoint someone from within the University.* In this
category Birge, the acting president, was the chief rival of Van
Hise, notwithstanding Adams’ private assurance that no man
from the faculty would be taken. In April, 1903, when the com-
mittee on selection at length reported its inability to agree, an
informal ballot indicated that of the nine regents four favored
Birge.'s '
The evidence at hand does not explain the opposition to Van
Hise. It was not because he was a scientist rather than a human-
ist, for there had been scientists among the presidents, and
Birge, the chief contestant, was a zoologist. To some, Van Hise
seemed crude, awkward, and devoid of appreciation of the hu-
mane and aesthetic values, at least in comparison with Adams.
Possibly a few shared the querulous opinion of Professor
Kremers that in faculty meetings Van Hise had wearied his
colleagues by laboring points already made. Perhaps his ill-
concealed eagerness for the position acted unfavorably on
others. It is likely that some resented the influence of a faculty
group, the Frances Street cabal—including Turner, Slaughter,

2 Charles Forster Smith, Charles Kendall Adams: A Life Sketch (Madison,
1924), 95—96.

B Professor George E. Vincent of the University of Chicago was supported
by the “Yale” party, while Henry Pritchett, subsequently director of the Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, enjoyed considerable favor.
Frederick Jackson Turner to Van Hise, February 15, 1go2, and Regent James
Kerwin to Turner, June 6, 1go2, Records of the History Department, University
of Wisconsin. See also, Van Hise to his wife, July g, 1902, Van Hise Papers.

* President Ira Remsen of Johns Hopkins University specifically recommended
Van Hise. Puls to Van Hise, June 22, 190g.

s Records of the Board of Regents, F:30-31, April 21, 1903. Birge, in an inter-
view on November 26, 1944, stated that the regents who voted for him did so
as a means of defeating the effort to have a La Follette man appointed.
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Van Hise, and Slichter—which was particularly energetic in
promoting Van Hise. Indeed, Professor Freeman spoke of
Turner as the Warwick in the case, and with some reason,
for it is clear that he worked effectively in breaking down oppo-
sition both within the staff and in the Board of Regents.*
Finally, if La Follette’s support was as vigorous as there is rea-
son to believe, his critics among the regents may well have re-
sented his activity and feared that the appointment to the presi-
dency of his old friend and classmate would throw the Univer-
sity into politics on the governor’s side. In spite of all these
considerations the regents by a very narrow margin finally voted
to offer the presidency to Van Hise.” His acceptance was im-
mediate and, unlike that of his predecessors, not hedged by
qualifications.®

The student body celebrated the election of Van Hise with
cheers, an immense bonfire on the lower campus, and a pilgrim-
age to his home. Unlike Wisconsin’s previous presidents, Van
Hise was one of the University’s own sons. The Alumni Maga-
zine declared: ““A new regime begins and with it an experiment
but little tried in the West—the administration of a university
by an alumnus of the institution.”*® Van Hise was not only an
alumnus: he had taken all his advanced training at the Univer-
sity and had been, in fact, the first on whom the doctorate was
conferred. A native son of farming parents, he had entered the
University in the autumn of 18%4, the first year of Bascom’s ten-
ure. He had transferred from the general science curriculum
to the course in mining and metallurgy and from Professor

8 This is supported both by the letters of Van Hise to his wife and by Turner’s
correspondence. Among the latter, of special significance are letters to Van Hise
dated February 15 and to Dana Carleton Munro, April 16 and June 12, 1go2.
Records of the History Department. See also the letter of Regent James Kerwin
to Turner, June 6, 1go2, in which Kerwin reports that some support has shifted
to Pritchett and asks Turner to make a comparison of the qualifications of
Pritchett and Van Hise. Records of the History Department.

¥ Records of the Board of Regents, F:30-32, April 21, 19o3. One regent
abstained from voting in the final ballot; one vote was given to Turner, and
one to the Reverend James Bashford, four to Birge, and five to Van Hise.
However, before his death in 1go8 Vilas, who was in the opposition, said he
was convinced that Van Hise was making a better president than any other
possible candidate could have done. Puls to Van Hise, June 22, 190g.

3 Van Hise to the secretary of the Board of Regents, April 23, 1go3, Papers of

the Board of Regents, April 21, 1903.
» Wisconsin Alumni Magazine (Madison), 5:11 (October, 1gog).
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Irving had learned the methods of the exact scientist. Even as a
student, he was, according to Chamberlin, among the first to
use the microscope in determining the nature of the crystals of
complex rocks. He quickly became the outstanding American
authority on this technique. As Irving’s assistant and presently
as his junior colleague, Van Hise supplemented his mastery
of laboratory techniques with field work for the United States
Geological Survey. In investigating the crystalline rocks of the
Wisconsin valley and the iron-bearing formations in the Lake
Superior area he indulged his love of the forces of nature
and rubbed elbows with practical mining engineers. Here he
learned the bearing of geological study on economic pursuits.
Here he confirmed his faith in the existence of an ordered uni-
verse, governed by ascertainable laws; and he nourished his pas-
sionate desire to find the truth.

In 1888, after Irving’s sudden death, Van Hise succeeded his
chief as director of the Lake Superior Division of the Geological
Survey. In this capacity he continued the detailed examina-
tion of the mineral-bearing areas of the region and wrote, with
the collaboration of various associates, seven monographs which
were published by the Survey over the next two decades. These
volumes discussed in detail the geological structure of the iron-
and copper-bearing districts and were of great practical value to
mining men of the region. In addition they correlated the field
observations with geological principles in such a way as to place
them among pioneer works in geological theory. For example,
Van Hise’s discussion of the deposition of ores pointed, in a
practical way, to the location of deposits. At the same time, his
study of underground waters minimized volcanism as a causal
factor in mineral deposition and, as Chamberlin pointed out,
robbed the doctrine of a molten earth of practically all field evi-
dence and gave a reinterpretation to the early chapters of earth
history.

Van Hise’s study of the changes undergone by components of
the earth’s crust led to the publication, in 19o4, of his most im-
portant geological work, 4 Treatise on Metamorphism. In his
own words, it was “‘an attempt to reduce the phenomena of
metamorphism to order under the principles of physics and
chemistry, or, more simply, under the laws of energy. It is but



President Van Hise 15

a part of the larger task of reducing to order under the same
laws the entire subject of physical geology.”? In this volume
Van Hise discussed the forces which contribute to earth
- changes, presented scores of reactions which were known to take
place within the earth’s crust, and explained, in terms of the
volume and heat changes in the various reactions, why some
minerals occur more frequently than others. To the extent that
any one man’s work may be given credit, Metamorphism may be
said to mark the rise of geology from the stage of classification
to that of the formulation of principles which define geological
relationships and determine geological changes. The import-
ance of the work was recognized at once, and when, in 1910,
Van Hise went to Stockholm as president of the International
Geological Congress, he was hailed by his European colleagues,
not as the president of “America’s leading state university,” but
as the author of Metamorphism.

It was inevitable that Van Hise’s geological activities should
be relegated to a lesser place after his appointment to the presi-
dency. Furthermore, as his work brought him in contact with
new problems, his working interest shifted from geology to con-
servation, to the regulation of business, to the war, and finally
to the problem of establishing a successful League of Nations.
However, he did manage, particularly in the nonlegislative
years, to devote considerable time to his various geological ac-
tivities. In 19og it was his intention to use his spare time in
scientific work. Chamberlin, who knew from personal expe-
rience how administrative duties could curtail a scientist’s work,
congratulated Van Hise on his election in terms not unmixed
with regret. In reply, Van Hise expressed his determination not
to give up his research. “I have acquired a habit of many years
standing,” he wrote, “‘of turning to my investigative work every
moment which was not required for teaching or executive work.
Upon this habit I have a certain amount of reliance.”?* From
the beginning he resolved not to let his new job swamp him,
and to do nothing himself which he could get someone else to
do.** His ability on leaving his office to dismiss for the time even

? A Treatise on Metamorphism, monograph of the United States Geological Sur-

vey, No. 47 (1904), 32.
# Van Hise to Thomas C. Chamberlin, April 25, 1903.

# Van Hise to Lucy C. Thompson, April 29, 1903.
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the most vexatious issues served him in quite as good stead as
did his efficient habits, and for several years he was able to ac-
cept special Geological Survey assignments, to do some field
work, and to publish occasional articles. He was consulted fre-
quently by other geologists both at home and abroad, and
when, in 1907, the directorship of the Survey became vacant, he
could have had the position.?® He collected material for a book
on the influence of minerals in world history and delivered lec-
tures on various phases of this subject. Nevertheless, because
of his presidential duties and his newer interests he devoted
less and less time to geology, and when, in 1915, he was asked to
prepare an article for a new scientific publication he refused,
saying that he was “geologically bankrupt.” ¢

Professor Charles K. Leith, now emeritus professor of ge-
ology at the University of Wisconsin, and in geological work
successively Van Hise’s secretary, assistant, collaborator, and suc-
cessor, has the highest regard for Van Hise as a scientist. Van
Hise’s driving energy, his grasp of detail, his ability to perceive
relationships and to make valid generalizations on a mass of
data made a lasting impression on the younger man. As a col-
laborator, Leith recalls that Van Hise was generous to a fault,
often giving his associates credit for ideas that had originated
with him. He was always ready to consider the ideas of others
and, when the evidence showed he had been wrong, quick to
abandon a thesis he had vigorously defended.?” Nor was Leith
by any means alone in his appreciation of Van Hise’s work.
In electing Van Hise to the presidency of the Geological So-
ciety of America (190%), the International Geological Congress
(1910), the National Academy of Sciences (1915), and the Ameri-
can Association for the Advancement of Science (1916) his fel-
low scientists made clear their esteem for the man and his
work.

Established geologist though he was at forty-six when he took
over his new office, Van Hise was as yet unknown in the fields

3 Charles Doolittle Walcott to Van Hise, January 25, 1907.

#Van Hise to J. F. Kemp, January 23, 1915.

% Charles K. Leith, “Memorial of Charles Richard Van Hise,” in the Bulletin
of the Geological Society of America, 31:100-110 (1920); Leith to Merle Curti, July

3, 1947.
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of general education and in what Albert Shaw called economic
statesmanship. Yet the foundations for what he accomplished
were already laid. Van Hise’s developing social and political
ideas were, of course, intimately related to his temperament and
his background. His boundless energy, his drive, his optimism,
and his way of looking at things in terms of their potentialities
were certainly his emotional endowment. So too, probably,
was his unshadowed faith in the future. Unlike Henry Adams,
he had no scruples in accepting unreservedly the doctrine of
progress; his acceptance seemed to be inherent. His directness,
sincerity, and penchant for fusing the practical and the idealis-
tic, no less than his enjoyment of power, were also part of his
personal endowment. Deep-rooted in his personality was his
ability to hold no grudges. “It apparently never entered his
mind,” Professor Leith has written, “that differences of opin-
ion, even when they amounted to petty criticism, were to be
taken personally. As he often expressed it, it was ‘all a part of
the game’ and any man who allowed personal considerations to
influence his judgment or to affect his temper failed in playing
the game.” 26

At the same time his exuberance, drive, optimism, practi-
cality, and readiness to “live and let live” also reflected the out-
look of the pioneer society in which he had been reared. Like so
many Americans he attached importance to results, wanting,
himself, to get things done and to have others get them done.
His correspondence is full of such admonitions as “We must
vigorously push the matter” or “I shall expect you to push the
matter vigorously.” It was often by sheer force of personality
rather than by logic that he carried his point; when confronted
by opposition his voice became shrill, his goatee bristled up-
ward, and his vehemence often subdued less vigorous and less
militant spirits.?” Devoted as he was to the practical things of
life, he naturally looked with favor on the applied sciences and
on what were called the practical aspects of education. In de-
fending research, as he so often did, he never tired of citing ex-
amples of the far-reaching implications of disinterested or un-

# Leith, “Memorial of Charles Richard Van Hise,” 104-105.
# Interviews, Curti and Carstensen with Dr. Joseph Evans and Dean Sellery.
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specialized investigations. Nor were these the only ways in
which his outlook on life reflected a pioneer environment. As
became a son of polyglot Wisconsin, he sympathized with peo-
ples of various stocks and assumed that just as mixed popula-
tions within the state had got along with one another, so might
those on the world stage. As a means to this end he welcomed
the Cosmopolitan Club movement in the universities®® and fa-
vored the international program of Woodrow Wilson.

But a heritage in no sense peculiar to the frontier also in-
fluenced Van Hise. The new president shared the traditional
American faith in the ability of the people to work out their
problems and to advance their interests once they saw them
clearly. He came to be a zealous champion of popular educa-
tion in the widest sense of the term. Education, he felt, much
as Thomas Jefferson and Horace Mann had insisted, was the
means by which talent was to be discovered and used for the
benefit of mankind. Education, moreover, was the most effec-
tive long-time guarantee of honesty in public life and of re-
sponsibility in government officials. Above all, education was
the means by which ever increasing knowledge was to be popu-
larly assimilated for human well-being. Van Hise was chal-
lenged by the fact that man knew so much more than he made
use of.

Immediately related as Van Hise’s outlook on life was to his
temperament and background and to main currents in Ameri-
can life, it also owed much to the men with whom he had come
in contact and by whom he had been influenced. Among these,
as Van Hise himself recognized, was John Bascom. As a student
he had been impressed by the New Englander’s emphasis on the
moral and social responsibility of the scholar to the public in-
terest and on the role of education in promoting the social and
spiritual as well as the material well-being of the people. Others
reinforced the influence of Bascom. From the writings of Les-
ter Frank Ward, Van Hise learned the importance of conserv-
ing human talent and the social significance of the advance-
ment and the dissemination of knowledge under government

% Louis Lochner, “Cosmopolitan Clubs in American University Life,” Review
of Reviews, §7:316-321 (March, 1908).
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auspices for the extension of democracy and the acceleration of
social progress. To La Follette and Turner, Van Hise owed an
incalculable debt. They aroused his interest in politics as a
weapon and made him see some part of the economic basis of
politics; they also sharpened his concern for social justice.

It is impossible to say, of course, just how Van Hise’s thought
would have developed in the presidency had he not come under
the influence of these realistic and progressive minds. Yet the
general movement against special privilege was strong enough
to provide fertile soil for the growth of the seeds planted in his
mind by Bascom and nourished by Turner and La Follette.
‘Thrown into the arena of political and economic upheaval from
which the University could not possibly be isolated, he learned
quickly. He enriched in new and striking ways the concept
of the University as an integral arm of the state. He believed
in the pre-eminent role of the expert in any complex society.
Indeed, the emphasis he put on the regulatory commission of
experts somewhat tempered his faith in the masses. Van Hise
faced many problems squarely as they arose. To say this is
not to deny a certain intellectual naiveté which displayed itself
from time to time. Nor is it to claim that his desire to get things
done with the least possible antagonism of powerful conserva-
tive interests did not sometimes lead him into inconsistencies in
both thought and action. At the same time Van Hise unques-
tionably moved from the level of the scientist and administrator
to that of publicist and statesman. The publicist he became
fairly readily. It was more difficult to become the statesman.

Of the two principal social issues on which Van Hise’s repu-
tation as a publicist and economic statesman rests, his drive for
the conservation of natural resources was most intimately re-
lated to his scientific interest. As early as the 1870’s, leaders in the
American Association for the Advancement of Science took up
the long-overlooked pleas of John Quincy Adams and George
Perkins Marsh that natural resources be used with more regard
for future needs. The Geological Survey also sounded warnings.
In 1893 at the World’s Fair in Chicago the conservation issue
was put before the public for the first time. Van Hise’s interest
in the problem owed something to his association with the Geo-
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logical Survey; it may have been stimulated by the movement
at the World’s Fair, for at this time he was a nonresident pro-
fessor at the University of Chicago. The first lectures on con-
servation at Wisconsin were given by Professor Bernhard E. Fer-
now in 1896. Whatever the importance of these factors, Van
Hise himself in his field work in northern Wisconsin had seen
the devastating effects of forest depletion on water sites and on
the environment in general.

Van Hise served on the state conservation commission and
took part in the White House conference which President
Roosevelt called in 1908. But his chief service to the cause was
the book which he published in 1910, The Conservation of
Natural Resources. “It is my hope,” wrote Van Hise in the pref-
ace, “that this book may serve a useful purpose in forwarding
the great movement for conservation which, as it seems to me
from the point of the not distant future of the human race, is
more important than all other movements before the people.”
Based on University lectures, the book made no claims for the
originality of the data, carefully selected and documented from
public records, but it might well have claimed originality for
its synthesis. The essence of Van Hise’s teaching was that the
state should assure development of natural resources without
waste; this implied that franchises should be granted on terms
attractive to capital, and the state should take responsibility for
preventing waste and unfair monopoly in the development of
natural resources. Thus, in developing water power Van Hise
favored elastic legislation administered by a nonpartisan expert
commission in such a way as to protect the resources and at
the same time encourage capital.

The difficulty of drawing and maintaining a line between
these two objectives was exemplified in an episode which in-
volved Van Hise and his associates in a controversy of some
significance. A group of promoters interested in constructing a
power dam on the Wisconsin River acquired the necessary fran-
chises from the state and spent considerable money in lining
up businessmen in support of the project. Two regents of the
University, Magnus Swenson and G. D. Jones, were involved
in the enterprise. It was discovered that the plans ran counter
to the conception of public interest entertained by the Wis-
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consin Conservation Commission, of which Van Hise was a
member. It was also discovered that a report on riparian law
prepared by Professor Eugene A. Gilmore of the law school
threatened the undertaking. The University experts were at-
tacked before a legislative committee for interfering with the
plans of honest businessmen. The University in its corporate
capacity was not involved in the issue; but sections of the public
press and leading figures in the power schemes, failing to dis-
tinguish between the institution itself and the services and
views of a few of its experts on state commissions, attacked the
University.? When Van Hise became convinced that the proj-
ect not only possessed a proper franchise from the state but also
presented no conceivable danger to the future water supply, he
used his influence to persuade the Army Engineer Corps to add
its approval.®® Despite the fact that the zeal of Van Hise and his
colleagues for the protection of water sites did not block this par-
ticular enterprise, some of the increasing criticisms of the Uni-
versity from conservatives derived from Gilmore’s brief and the
initial concern of the conservation commission.s:

In the years that followed the University was bitterly attacked
by the Stalwart opponents of La Follette progressivism on the
ground that it was a hotbed of radicalism and that it was taking
part in political controversies. During these attacks Van Hise’s
integrity as a conservationist was questioned by some newspa-
pers. The Milwaukee Free Press, apparently being without full
possession of the facts, clamored indignantly that Van Hise,
while an employee of the University and of the Geological Sur-
vey, had betrayed the ethics of his profession and of the con-
servation movement by obtaining title to large Canadian tracts
rich in silver and cobalt and then selling these tracts to a syn-
dicate for development.s

In 1910 Van Hise had reprimanded a professor for indiscre-
tion;33 what he had done was not ethically wrong, Van Hise had
said, but the man should have realized that his action might
serve as an opening for criticism of the University. In this in-

*G. D. Jones to Professor Eugene Allen Gilmore, March 4, 1gog; Jones to
Birge, July 10, 1909; Van Hise to Jones, July 19, 1gog, all in the Presidents’
Papers. * Van Hise to Brigadier General Alexander Mackenzie, July 8, 1gog.

® Milwaukee Journal, July 17, 190g, p. 6.
* Milwaukee Free Press, June 27, 1911, pp. 1-2. ® See pp. 63 ff.
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stance Van Hise himself perhaps failed to distinguish with suf-
ficient perspicacity between the rectitude of his actions and
their implications. Though criticism is often facilitated by “in-
discretions,” it is seldom stopped by the lack of them. The evi-
dence indicates no ethical betrayal. While Van Hise was dealing
with organizations of the type sometimes violently opposed to
conservation, it should be remembered that the mineral wealth
of his tracts could never have been developed without capital,
and that his program as a conservationist consistently included
the encouragement of development of resources as well as the
prevention of waste. Nor should he be criticized on professional
grounds. Van Hise could undoubtedly have become wealthy had
he marketed to the full his talents as a geologist. He did not,
however, engage in activities prohibited by his connections with
the Geological Survey, nor did he receive pay for any work as
consulting geologist while he was president of the University.**

It was almost as inevitable that Van Hise should become in-
volved in the public controversy over the politics of conserva-
tion as it was that his own devotion to the cause should be
questioned by his critics. In the Ballinger—Pinchot controversy
he did not hesitate to support Pinchot in articles in the World’s
Work and Collier's. After a public speech in St. Louis in which
Roosevelt and Pinchot were praised for their contributions to
conservation, the press interpreted Van Hise’s remark as a
criticism of Taft. He was quick to assure Taft of his appreciation
of the good work he had done and tactfully to invite his con-
tinued support of the movement.*®

In championing the cause of conservation Van Hise had em-
phasized the efficient use of natural resources and the impor-
tance of the principle of public control. Thus, despite the fact
that many questioned his competence as a writer on complex
economic subjects, it was natural for Van Hise to ponder the
growing concentration of corporate wealth and to consider
methods of dealing with it. Early in November, 1911, in an ad-
dress at Harvard, Van Hise first publicly announced an analysis

#Leith to Curti, July 3, December 23, 1947 Van Hise’s personal property
at his death was cited at $155,577 and his real property at $16,700. Daily Cardinal,

December 16, 1918.
% Van Hise to William Howard Taft, January 12, 1910.
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and a prescription, which he developed in his Concentration and
Control: A Solution of the Trust Problem in the United States.
He sent advance proof sheets to Roosevelt who, though “worked
to death,” read it at once.*® Roosevelt paid public tribute to
the book at the Progressive National Convention which nom-
inated him for the presidency in 1912. Van Hise may well have
influenced Roosevelt in clarifying a position toward which he
had been moving.*

Concentration and Control, which was read and discussed
almost as much as The Conservation of Natural Resources,
analyzed the data relevant to the increasing concentration of
capital and brought to the fore many aspects of the problem.
Making use of case histories accumulated in government investi-
gations, Van Hise produced a book at once scholarly and read-
able. He generously recognized the help of colleagues at the
University. He wrote the book, he declared, “to present an out-
line picture of the situation regarding concentration of industry
in the United States, and to suggest a way to gain its economic
advantages and at the same time to guard the interests of the
public.”* Assuming large-scale aggregations of capital and in-
dustrial organization to be necessary for the efficient use of nat-
ural resources, Van Hise rejected as both unrealistic and unde-
sirable any proposal to dissolve the trusts. Thus he found him-
self in good standing with the Chamber of Commerce when it
fought legislation for the dissolution of huge combinations
which the older antitrust laws had failed to touch. As a result
of an address given before the United States Chamber of Com-
merce he was appointed to the legislative committee of that or-
ganization to present the case of big business to the congres-
sional committees. At these hearings he appeared along with the
powerful representatives of leading corporations.®

The proposal stated in Concentration and Control went far-
ther than mere opposition to the movement for dissolving
trusts. It involved in effect an extension of the Wisconsin Idea:

% Theodore Roosevelt to Van Hise, June 4, 1912.

¥ Van Hise to John T. Dow, September 1%, 1g12.

* Charles R. Van Hise, Concentration and Control: A Solution of the Trust
Problem in the United States (New York, 1912), v.

* Van Hise to James G. Wray, December 23, 1914.
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trusts were to be controlled by a commission of experts in the
interests of the public. “If this book,” he wrote, “has the good
fate to assist in the rule of enlightment, reason, fair play,
mutual consideration, and toleration, and thus advance the
solution of this problem, the author will have been repaid
many fold for his labor in its preparation.”* In the achieve-
ments of the Federal Trade Commission his program was in
some measure implemented.

In view of the growing strength of organized labor both in
Wisconsin and in the country at large, Van Hise was com-
pelled to concern himself with the relative claims of manage-
ment and the working class. Van Hise was neither for nor
against labor, although his actions generally supported man-
agement. In the spring of 1912 a threatened strike of the Broth-
erhood of Locomotive Engineers against eastern railroads prom-
ised to tie up a considerable part of the nation’s transportation
system. The contestants agreed to accept informal, nonstatu-
tory arbitration and Chief Justice Edward White asked Van
Hise to sit on the arbitration board. As chairman he had an
important part in the final report. The full claims of the en-
gineers were not met: the board cut the requested increase, al-
lowing an advance of only seven per cent of existing wages. In
a dissenting report the labor representative on the board, P. H.
Morrissey, challenged the statistics on which the recommenda-
tions were based.®* The Locomotive Engineers’ Monthly Jour-
nal, however, held that the settlement as a whole should meet
with the general approval of the brotherhood and especially
approved that part of the report which for the first time worked
out a standardized wage arrangement for a large number of
railroads.2 The representative of the brotherhood on the
board and the Journal of the brotherhood both strongly op-
posed the recommendation for the compulsory arbitration of

® Van Hise, Concentration and Control, v.

4 Report of the Board of Arbitration in the matter of the coniroversy between
the Eastern Railroads and the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers (Washing-
tOX;,V:;,:.)ms).- Stone, “Award of the Arbitrators,” in the Locomotive Engineers’

Monthly Journal, 46:1161 (December, 1912). The Journal devoted surprisingly
little editorial comment to the award.
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disputes in the future. Although this recommendation was not
new, it had “never before been so conspicuously and effectively
presented in connection with an important labor arbitration.”
Van Hise and the majority of his colleagues maintained that
railway workers were engaged in a public service comparable
to that of teachers, soldiers, and sailors and that therefore
strikes paralyzing transportation must be prevented. The report
argued that if railroad labor accepted a qualified right of free
concerted action, its interests should be protected through an
interstate wage commission. The public press and specialists in
railway economics applauded this recommendation, but the
brotherhood angrily maintained that it “must retain some con-
trol over the supply of our kind of labor.” Van Hise’s proposal
would “leave us standing as individuals subject to the dictates
of some commission as to how we should be treated and paid
for service rendered.”** This represented a shift of attitude on
the part of organized labor which, at an earlier stage when it
had little power, had looked favorably on the idea of compul-
sory arbitration. Now, holding the balance of power, it had
little to expect from compulsory arbitration. To Van Hise,
however, the recommendation was eminently sound: it ex-
tended the role of the nonpartisan, fact-finding expert and
evoked the principle of control in the public interest. It was
consistent for him, a few years later, to oppose the Adamson
Act which railway labor had wrung from Congress without re-
sort to arbitration provided for by the Newlands Act of 1913.

In one instance Van Hise’s interpretation of the public in-
terest led him to take a position in a local labor dispute. A build-
ing trades union in Madison asked the Dane County circuit
court for an injunction to stop work on the remodeling of
the engineering building on the ground that, contrary to a
state statute, the working day was longer than the stipulated
eight hours. The president described the extent to which the
University’s work would be hampered if the injunction were

# William J. Cunningham, in the Quarterly Journal of Economics, 27:293
(February, 1913).

#“Our Future Needs,” in the Locomotive Engineers’ Monthly Journal, 47:82
(January, 1913).
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granted. Judging the interest of the University to be of public
nature, the court refused the request for the injunction.*®

Van' Hise was a liberal, not a radical. He emphasized the role
of the expert in government, rather than that of the electorate.
The people’s function, as he saw it, was to lay down, through
chosen representatives, broad lines of policy. He himself not
only preached but practiced the doctrine that the scholar is
under obligation to serve the state. Neither Van Hise nor other
progressives of the time expressed any great enthusiasm for the
idea that public responsibility might well extend to the enrich-
ment of the spiritual and aesthetic lives of the people. His con-
ception of service was that of the progressives of his day; it em-
phasized efficiency and honesty in government and the advance-
ment of the material welfare of the people. In the conflict be-
tween those favoring an extension of the powers of the state in
the public interest and those opposing such extension, Van
Hise, in greater degree than many educational leaders of his
time, stood among the critics of laissez faire. If his progressivism
was limited by his acceptance of the competitive and profit-
making motives in the economy, we must remember that in
this he was in accord with most of his fellow progressives. It is
indeed true that, perhaps as a result of his tussles with conserva-
tive politicians who. attacked the University as a hotbed of -
radicalism, perhaps in consequence of the shift in state politics
in 1914 toward the Stalwarts, his liberalism was less militant
in the later years of his administration. Charles McCarthy was
only one progressive who felt that Van Hise was doing much too
little in the way of carving out new frontiers for the advance-
ment of the ideal of University service to the people. Further-
more, Van Hise could and did take in sail, even in a matter like
academic freedom, when he feared that a forthright stand
threatened financial support for the University or might bring
too sharp criticism from the cautious.*® It was of course easy for
his critics to forget that the University had to be financed.

Van Hise’s admirable qualities were quite naturally tem-
pered with some limitations that influenced his career as a

* Copy, court record of Van Hise’s testimony, September, 1910. Presidents’
Papers, filed under Jones and Schubring, Attorneys.  See pp. 65 ff., 71 fi.
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president. His contacts with men of affairs and with other edu-
cational leaders increased his skill in personal relations, but to
the end his forthrightness occasionally led him into ineptitude.
His letters were often direct and brief to the point of blunt-
ness; a two-page inquiry or request often received a sentence in
reply. In expressing his ideas he betrayed the fact that words
were not the tools with which he worked most easily. Although
the president trained himself to keep his voice on a lower pitch,
thus overcoming one of his most obvious faults in public ad-
dress, he never became a polished speaker.

Professor Pyre, who was not unappreciative of Van Hise’s
great contributions as president, maintained that his principal
lack was in the sphere of aesthetic values. According to Pyre, he
failed to appreciate men of discriminating taste and cultiva-
tion as much as he did the experts and administrators who came
to play an ever greater part in University affairs. He never
grasped, Pyre felt, the fact that the cultivation of aesthetic values
might be as much a public service as that of utilitarian ones.
Though he realized that the University was failing to make ade-
quate provision for the fine arts, he did not push this part of
his program with the success that he pushed his more cherished
interests.*” There is an element of truth in this picture. Yet Van
Hise was not without fine sensibilities. The intimate advisers
on whom he leaned most heavily—Evans, Slaughter, Slichter,
Turner, Birge, and Sellery—were all men of cultivation. It must
be conceded that it was more difficult to persuade regents and
legislators of the importance of the arts than it was to present the
claims of laboratories and extension services. Thus Van Hise
pushed for what he felt he could get and waited for an oppor-
tunity to advance the aesthetic arts. Although in general he had
a good sense for what was possible, he may have been wrong
here. Van Hise had limitations and made mistakes. He was not
always adequate in promoting his own sincerely held objectives,
and in some respects these objectives were themselves circum-
scribed.

But his limitations were overshadowed by his remarkable
gifts and by his no less remarkable success in building boldly

4 James F. A. Pyre, Wisconsin (New York, 1920), 330.
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and well with the materials at hand, on the foundations already
laid. For giving publicity to, fighting for, and implement-
ing the idea of the service-university, Wisconsin is deeply
indebted to him. For what he did to promote the increase of
knowledge, to disseminate it and to facilitate its useful applica-
tion, the country itself is indebted to him. It is not easy to
exaggerate the enthusiasm which Van Hise kindled among
students, the faculty, and the people at large. His warmth and
imagination, his devotion to the University and the state, his
capacity to learn, and his remarkable statesmanship, all added
up to greatness. His belief in Wisconsin, his capacity to make
others share his belief, and his record in creating and leading
an organization which justified that belief, were unparalleled
in the annals of American higher education.

V72

VAN Hisk possessed many talents which insured his adminis-
trative success. Many who worked under him have testified to
his integrity and his complete dependability. He was willing
to make decisions and stand by them. He never double-crossed
or “let down” a subordinate. True, the new president found it
difficult if not impossible to realize his determination to do
nothing himself that could be delegated to others. In the first
few days of his incumbency he was overwhelmed by protests
from alumni indignant because the room hitherto used exclu-
sively by the Philomathia literary society had been converted
into a lecture room, and to these protests he gave careful con-
sideration. His attention was called to the fact that at a mass
meeting held in the gymnasium the side doors were not open,
and he gave instructions to avoid the repetition of so petty an
inconvenience. Complaints were brought directly to him regard-
ing the improper cleaning of the gymnasium and he took steps
to see that it was kept in suitable condition. It was necessary
to discipline a janitor given to drunkenness and disorderly con-
duct. Students reported to him the inadequate lighting in the
handball courts and he took appropriate action. In fact there
was no end to the nuisances that piled up. When a professor
complained about the noisy, indecently clad bathers who were
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using the piers near his home and demanded that these be closed
to outsiders, Van Hise declined to take so drastic a course but
ordered all bathers to be clad decently, that is, in “suits which
extend from the shoulders to the knees.” A plethora of inquiries
continued to come to him which he did not ignore. In 1912,
for example, he was asked to answer such questions as these: If
a balloon went up into the air and stayed still for a period of
time and then came down straight to earth, would it land in
China? . .. Which is the greatest man, emperor or king? . . . Does
a snake bite or sting? ... What sort of a foundation is best for
a house? . . . What is the matter with my daughter when she does
not eat any breakfast, and is otherwise very well?...How
build an icebox? He was also frequently asked advice on mining
~ ventures, apparently by complete strangers, and sometimes his
counsel was sought regarding investments.**

Little wonder that, in the middle of his administrative term,
he wrote to his intimate friend, Frederick Jackson Turner: “I
remember the happy days when I used to escape from Madison
for six weeks or two months at this period of the year, but now
I am ‘on the wheel of things.’ How many times I shall be
obliged to allow the wheel to go round before I escape is one
of the questions which I cannot yet answer, but I sincerely hope
the number may be small.” *

Yet Van Hise did not permit himself to be swamped by de-
tails. Heretofore the president had given a large part of his
time to the College of Letters and Science. As one of his first
administrative actions, the new president increased the responsi-
. bility and work of its dean, Edward Birge, thus not only lessen-
ing his own burden but placing the deanship on the same level
as that enjoyed by the principal administrators of the other and
less central colleges.’® His sense of logic and efficiency, so appar-
ent in his geological treatises, led him early in his presidential
career to bring about a reorganization which discontinued the
semiautonomous Schools of Pharmacy, Commerce, Education,
History, and the School of Economics and Political Science.
These were integrated with the College of Letters and Science,

# This paragraph is based on letters in the Presidents’ Papers.
% Van Hise to Turner, March 11, 1907.
% Van Hise to Birge, and Van Hise to the Board of Regents, June 10, 1903.



30 University of Wisconsin

in which they had always been active elements. In making the
proposal to the faculty Van Hise had said that the directors,
recognizing the anomaly of such schools, recommended the
change. Notwithstanding his explanation and despite the fact
that the faculty had approved the program, some felt that the
president had forced the reorganization. At least one director
later said that the president had been highhanded.’ Van Hise
subsequently maintained that the change preserved the unity
and harmony of the College of Letters and Science and removed
virtually all friction and jealousy between the heads of the
various schools without in any way interfering with or weaken-
ing the courses.® The reorganization certainly simplified the
administrative tasks of the president. The inclusion of quasi-
professional cores of study within the College of Letters and
Science, proved, in many ways, a happy solution. By checking
the development of independent “schools” of commerce and
education, it insured a pre-eminence to the College of Letters
and Science which similar colleges did not always enjoy in other
institutions. Van Hise approved of this. Moreover, he believed
that students took hold of their work more effectively if they
could see, early in their undergraduate training, how it pointed
toward a career. The combination of liberal education with
preprofessional work also squared with his belief that a clear-
cut line between the cultural and vocational aspects of educa-
tion was misleading. ,

Yet the reorganization, important though it was from an ad-
ministrative point of view, was insufficient to make all the wheels
run smoothly. As an administrator Van Hise had to meet the
test of making readjustments fast enough to keep pace with a
rapidly growing institution. This was the core of the report of
the joint legislative committee on the affairs of the University
which was appointed in 1906. As the committee insisted, the
methods of administering a small institution would not alto-
gether apply in a large, fast-growing university: “To the fail-
ure to make methods of administration keep pace with growth

* Van Hise to the faculty of the College of Letters and Science, November 13,
1903.

% See Kremers’ biographical sketch of Van Hise. Kremers Papers.

% Reports to the Regents, E:21-22, October 10, 1904.
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is due most of the defects discovered.” > Thus reinforced in his
original determination not to do things which others could do,
Van Hise urged the appointment of an able vice-president. In
1907, when invited to become director of the Smithsonian In-
stitution, the president was promised, as an inducement to re-
main at Madison, the assistance of a competent vice-president.
Van Hise sanguinely hoped that with this help he might even
be able to devote his mornings to his own research.®> But no
vice-president was appointed. A partial substitute was conceded
three years later in the creation of the office of business manager.
The bylaws of the regents provided that the business manager
should “be the executive head of those officers and employees
that are not attached to the instructional force” and that he
should have “authority based on the rules and regulations of
the Board of Regents to supervise business affairs of the Uni-
versity both at Madison and at other University centers through-
out the State.” In outlining the qualifications of the prospective
incumbent, Van Hise emphasized a knowledge of accounting, an
ability to perform duties without encroaching on the field of
others, the energy and force to get things done, a respect for
subordinates, and an understanding of the University in gen-
eral.®®* Hermon C. Bumpus, director of the American Museum
of Natural History, was called to the new position. After he left
to become president of Tufts, the position was not immediately
filled. However, Halsten J. Thorkelson, Bumpus’ assistant, took
over the work the day Bumpus left and was subsequently made
business manager. Van Hise often said that the business man-
ager relieved him of a great many responsibilities. Nevertheless,
Van Hise continued to the very end to discharge a great many of
the ever-increasing duties of the presidency.

Van Hise’s ideas on the internal organization of the Uni-
versity, and especially on the relations between the president,
deans, faculty, regents, and the public, were exemplified not
only in his day-by-day and year-by-year practice but in state-

% Report of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Affairs of the University,
1906, pp. 14-15.

%Van Hise to James B. Angell, January 14, 1907; Van Hise to Chamberlin,
January 25, 1907.

% Van Hise to Frank E. Doty, October 20, 1910. These qualifications, it may be
noted, corresponded to Van Hise’s ideas of the qualifications of a good president.
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ments to the faculty, in papers presented to the National As-
sociation of State Universities, and in letters of counsel re-
quested by officials of other universities. He was thoroughly
committed to the Wisconsin tradition of keeping both the col-
lege of liberal arts and the colleges of the applied sciences on
the same campus. This pattern, he believed, promoted both
economy and proper breadth of training for all groups and
at the same time lessened the competition from partially dupli-
cating institutions. He was also happy in the fact that the Uni-
versity was located in a town of moderate size, thus avoiding the
domination of the institution by a great city. It was fortunate,
he believed, that the seat of the University was at the same time
the capital of the state. This, he pointed out to a committee
engaged in the organization of the new University of Saskatche-
wan, militated against the sort of misunderstanding that so easily
arose when university and capital were separated by a consider-
able distance.*

Gratified though he was by the fact that instruction and re-
search in the practical arts centered on the University campus,
Van Hise saw no comparable advantages in bringing the Uni-
versity, the normal schools, and the school of mining under a
centralized board of higher education. When a legislative com-
mittee considered it he mustered evidence against the proposal
from the experience of institutions in other states. If a single
board should replace existing agencies, Van Hise insisted, it
would have a full-time job on its hands and could function only
on a professional basis. But that meant that if the compensa-
tion were small, only inferior men would seek the office; if
large, the unfit. A nonpaid board, he contended, in which mem-
bership carried honor and prestige, had succeeded in attracting
such outstanding men as Vilas, men who would never have ac-
cepted a position on a professional board. Moreover, in those
states which had a single board, there was evidence of much
trading: the board member coming from a district with an edu-
cational institution would often support the proposal of a mem-
ber eager to help out some other school or college. Van Hise
feared that such a board would tend to elevate the normal

 Van Hise to Walter C. Murray, October 24, 1908.
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schools to the same level of importance as the University.*® He
also feared that a central board might usurp faculty powers,
arouse resentment, and drive away able scholars and teachers.*
Closer harmony between the several institutions he believed
might be obtained through a conference board; in any case he
admitted that the movement for the centralized board was likely
to gain strength as long as overlapping and undue competition
between existing boards prevailed.

With a single exception all the regents saw eye to eye with
Van Hise on this issue.®® The president’s opposition was an im-
portant factor in the rejection of the proposal, when it was first
advanced and on subsequent occasions.®* There was beyond
doubt some merit in Van Hise’s arguments against the con-
solidated board. Nevertheless, the continuation of the existing
agencies resulted in overlapping, waste, and comPetition at a
time when planning was becoming increasingly necessary to
meet adequately the needs of the state in higher education.

78

AN ABILITY to work with the Board of Regents harmoniously
and effectively was the first requisite of a successful president.
For a state which was still largely agricultural the farming inter-
est throughout the period was definitely underrepresented on
the Board, despite occasional requests from agricultural organi-
zations for a proportionate representation.®? Delbert Utter, J. W.
Martin, Enos L. Jones, and James L. Jones at various times
represented the farming population, as did former Governor
Hoard, the influential publisher of Hoard’s Dairyman, and
Benjamin Faast, who, like Hoard, was quite as much a business-
man as an agriculturalist. Representatives of the professions, as

% National Association of State Universities, Transactions and Proceedings,
9:62-104 (1911). % Papers of the Board of Regents, December 1, 190g.

% Records of the Board of Regents, I:316—-317, June 16, 1915.

 Daily Cardinal, April 8, 1911. After 1915 he seemed to favor a single board, but
this was not achieved. See Chapter 8.

© This point was made by Professor Andrew W. Hopkins in presenting to the
governor the resolutions of the Wisconsin Livestock Breeders Association. Hopkins
to Francis E. McGovern, February 6, 1914, McGovern Papers, State Historical

Society of Wisconsin; resolution of the farmers’ institute of March, 1913, in Papers
of the Board of Regents, April 16, 1913.
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well as of agriculture figured inconspicuously on the Board. Dr.
Gilbert Seaman was a politician as well as a physician; and the
only educators to sit on the Board during the period were
Professor Frederick W. A. Notz of Northwestern College at
Watertown, Frances G. Perkins, truant officer, and Elizabeth
Waters of the Fond du Lac high school. The women of the
state were represented for the first tine by Mrs. Edmund
Ray Stevens who, irritated that she had been appointed with-
out her knowledge, resolved to be completely inactive. Mrs.
Florence Buckstaff, on the other hand, was an active member of
the Board. An alumna, formerly a teacher, and a leading figure
in the women’s club movement, she made her influence felt.®*
There were political leaders and lawyers on the Board but, with
some exceptions, these were closely associated with banking and
business. James F. Trottman and Frederick C. Thwaits were
among them. Indeed, a study of the Board shows that business
was the predominant personal interest of the regents. Lucien
Hanks and Adolphus P. Nelson were bankers; Magnus Swenson,
Alexander J. Horlick, Walter J. Kohler, John E. Morgan, and
Pliny Norcross, industrialists and promoters; Gustav Keller,
watchmaker and jeweler; Theodore Hammond, publisher; E. M.
McMahon was in insurance; and Thomas E. Brittingham, in
the lumber business. G. D. Jones, lawyer, was active in paper
mills, utilities—including water-power development, chemicals,
real estate, and banking; he typified the newer businessman with
versatile interests. Few members of the Board were more influ-
ential than Jones, who served from 19og to 1922. Labor, as such,
was entirely unrepresented during the period.

In political views the regents largely represented the domi-
nant Republican party. The Stalwart faction on the whole pre-
dominated until the Progressive sweep in the elections of 1g10.
But the triumph of Governor Philipp in 1914 swung the pen-
dulum once more in the conservative direction. In making ap-
pointments to the Board, the several governors were influenced
by a number of considerations. For example, those who wrote to

® Early in 19og Assemblyman Fred W. Kubasta introduced a bill into the legis-
lature designed to give women increased representation on the Board and Assem-

blyman George P. Hambrecht favored its consideration and passage. Daily Cardinal,.
April 15, 1909.
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Governor Francis E. McGovern in support of candidates made
seven references to political availability, seven to high moral
character, and three each to business ability, education, experi-
ence in the field of education, administrative experience, and
friendliness and loyalty to the University. Unlike the situation
in the early days of the institution, the office of regent was now
sufficiently honored to be seldom refused and, indeed, to be
frequently sought.

The charge was frequently made, by Stalwarts as well as
Progressives, that both the appointments of the regents and
their actions reflected political considerations. Thus the Mil-
waukee Journal declared, when Hoard resigned from the Board
in 1911, that his retirement marked the removal of the last sur-
vivor of the Davidson regime, which had stood out against the
freedom of teaching and research, and which had sought, for
conservative reasons, to hamper the University.®* One of his col-
leagues on the Board lent support to this view in declaring that
there had been no politics until the advent of Hoard. “Then,
for the first time, as you will recollect,” he wrote to Van Hise,
“we had secret meetings at the home of one of the regents,”
after which certain Board members would act together on the
basis of these prearranged decisions.®® In his letter of resigna-
tion Hoard wrote, “Failing health and an unwillingness to
longer remain as a member of a body that has lately been recon-
structed upon the basis and for the main purpose of political
partisanship for the La Follette faction in politics are my chief

"reasons for resigning.”®® This, he declared elsewhere, was in
contrast with the excellent nonpartisan appointments of Gov-
ernor Davidson. Although Thwaits and Lamoureux had done
good work on the Board, he continued, McGovern did not re-
appoint them because they had not been subservient: ‘“They
were not partisans of La Follette nor always backers of the ideas
and ambitions of President Van Hise, who was and is La Fol-
lette’s chief factotum in the University.”¢” To this McGovern
replied that Hoard was more of a factionalist than any of his

% Milwaukee Journal, March 31, 1911, p. 1.
% William J. McElroy to Van Hise, April 1, 1911.

 Jefferson County Union, April 7, 1911, p. 2.
* Milwaukee Free Press, April 2, 1911, pp. 1, 4.
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~own new appointees—Elizabeth Waters, Theodore Hammond,
Thomas E. Brittingham, and Dr. Gilbert Seaman, none of whose
appointments were political.®® Hoard nevertheless continued
to charge McGovern with appointing regents the president
could manage and with getting rid of those he could not.®® A
few years later the president of the Board, Regent Trottman,
also resigned the presidency in protest against what he declared
to be partisan opposition to the economy program of Governor
Philipp™ on the part of the holdover McGovern-named regents.
These charges and countercharges lend support to the argu-
ment that political considerations did in some degree enter into
appointments to the Board and that its members were not en-
tirely free from partisanship.

Van Hise’s relations with the Board were complicated by the
fact that he was called on to work with a governing body which,
at different times, represented Stalwart and Progressive majori-
ties. In view of his own convictions on the Progressive side, he
was confronted by difficult and delicate problems. He had to
cooperate with a Board weighted by Stalwarts in order to push
his financial and educational program; he had to consider the
frequent allegations that this Board would seize any occasion to
oust him from his office. And when the Progressives enjoyed a
majority, he had to face the charge that he was unfairly using
his position to strengthen that group.

Several considerations explain the success of Van Hise in
steering his course between dangerous shoals. In the first place
the Wisconsin system of having regents appointed by the gov-
ernor rather than elected met with his full approval; he let it
be known that, in his opinion, this resulted in securing superior
men, since many of the most able and desirable simply would
not enter a political campaign for the position.” Van Hise fre-

® Milwaukee Journal, March g1, 1911. W. D. Hoard noted that McGovern did
not say that these regents were not Progressives. Jefferson County Union, April 7,
1911, p.2.

® Milwaukee Free Press, November 24, 1941. Hoard wrote to Dean Harry L.
Russell, “I am no longer persona grata with the Board of Regents, as you know,
owing to my disgust over their subservience to the La Follette game and his tool,
Van Hise.” Papers of the Dean of the College of Agriculture, Hoard File, July
21, 1913.

" See pp. 93-95. ™ Van Hise to Doane Robinson, December 11, 1go6.
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quently declared that the regents were genuinely devoted to the
interests of the University as they understood them and fre-
quently expressed appreciation of the self-sacrifice they made
for the institution. Whatever he thought, in public he defended
the regents against charges of political bias.”? The president of
the Alumni Association said that when he asked Van Hise
whether the regents always voted right in the end, he answered
that they did.™

Other attitudes and practices still further explain Van Hise’s
generally successful relations with the regents. For example, he
presented matters of policy to the Board “in a free form, so that
they may not feel hampered by the necessity of refusing to adopt
the recommendation of the president if they cannot agree to the
change. Both from the point of view of the results to be ob-
tained and from the point of view of good feeling between the
regents and the president, I feel certain that this policy is the
best one.”™ Moreover, in approving the establishment of the
faculty-regent conference committee,’”® the president shifted
from his own shoulders to those of the regents and faculty some
part of the friction which generally fell on the president in his
capacity of liaison officer to the Board.

Nor must the president’s skill in educating the Board be over-
looked. Recognizing that the regents possessed final legal author-
ity in educational as in financial matters, he nevertheless tried
to make clear to them the wisdom of leaving educational issues
to the faculty. Even when he had not favored a given faculty
decision he presented it to the Board as cogently as possible; and
on at least one occasion, fearing that he could not do justice to
the point of view of the faculty on athletic policy, he asked Pro-
fessor Turner to present the arguments to the regents.” It was

= For example, see Van Hise’s statement in the Milwaukee Free Press, April
1, 1911, pp. 1, 8; and Van Hise to George F. Merrill, June 20, 1909.

* Lynn S. Pease to McGovern, February 7, 1911, in the McGovern Papers.

1 Van Hise to Joseph Jastrow, May 8, 1gog. M. E. McCaflrey, secretary of the
Board, has stated that this was a consistent Van Hise policy.

%In 1909 a conference committee was appointed by the regents and by the
faculty for the purposes of “general discussion with reference to University mat-
ters.” This committee was systematized in 1912. Records of the Board of Regents,
H:328, April 25, 1912.

™ George C. Sellery to Merle Curti, June 28, 1947.
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especially in the financial sphere, however, that Van Hise was
at his best in bringing the regents to see the needs of the Uni-
versity. Thus in his report of 1905 he dealt almost exclusively
with the financial condition of the institution, outlining needs
and carefully justifying expenditures already made in the light
of the long-range program. His next report dealt largely with
the problem of promotions and recruitment of new faculty
members. In 1907 Van Hise met, with an able and comprehen-
sive summary, the request of the governing board for a state-
ment on the administration of the courses in the various depart-
ments. These and other reports to the regents were bolstered
by the evidence gathered from students and faculty and from
officials of other universities. He made his points not only with
facts and figures but with analogies familiar to the businessmen
on the Board. He phrased his requests in such a way that the
regents would have to negate their own expressions of educa-
tional policy if they refused what he asked. Always he made it
clear that his requests were not mere patchwork but part of a
large, long-range program for increasing the facilities of the
University in proportion to the growing population of the state,
the demands of the students, and the multiplying services of the
institution to the commonwealth.

In spite of Van Hise’s faculty for meeting the regents at least
halfway and for working with them on points of difference as
harmoniously as possible, it was inevitable that conflicts should
arise. One involved the position of the College of Agriculture.
Van Hise, notwithstanding his penchant for achieving practical
results and for buttressing the University in the eyes of the state
by the constant demonstration of its usefulness, shared the feel-
ing of a group in the College of Letters and Science that the
regents failed to appreciate both the importance of pure re-
search in the humanities and social studies and the basic im-
portance to the applied fields of the general work of the College
of Letters and Science. Regent Hoard, in writing to the presi-
dent in October, 1908, asked why in so many of his recent ad-
dresses he seemed obsessed by the idea that the College of Let-
ters and Science was suffering, or was in danger of suffering, in
both student and public appreciation. If anything, Hoard main-
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tained, it could claim “an undue share of money and attention.
... Should you not as the mouthpiece of the University in its
most influential sense, say more for the upbuilding of the minor
colleges, when, by the very drift of events, the College of Letters
and Science will take the lion’s share anyway?” 77

In replying Van Hise made his position clear. Recently, he
pointed out, the regents had questioned the policy of having
research professors in the College of Letters and Science. Yet
both in the College of Agriculture and in the College of Engi-
neering provision had been made for research professors. Since
only two professors in Letters and Science had been granted a
mere half year for investigative work, it seemed obvious that the
regents were discriminating against research in that college. He
concluded by indicating that, as a result of his discussion with
the regent conference committee on the state of the University,
he had been assured that there was no intent so to discriminate
and that his mind was greatly relieved.”

If Van Hise was thus reassured, Hoard was not, for before
long he was expressing annoyance at reports of “ill concealed
sneers of certain professors in the faculty of the College of Let-
ters and Science toward the College of Agriculture.”” Van Hise
replied by emphasizing points of agreement. Had he not again
and again in public addresses upheld the work of the College of
Agriculture on the ground that it directly promoted the con-
servation of the human race? Moreover, the strongest men on
the faculty of Letters and Science fully appreciated the great
work of the College of Agriculture, were proud of it, and were
trying to make their own college as efficient. If there was some
talk about Wisconsin’s having become a “cow university,” this
was to be regarded as the sort of joke men make when the joke
does not express their real conviction.®

The differences between the two men on this point were too
fundamental to be thus easily resolved. Hoard subsequently ex-
pressed the view, which he declared other regents shared, that
a considerable portion of the so-called research led nowhere. In
support of his view, he cited an article by President David Starr

" Hoard to Van Hise, October 12, 1908. ™ Van Hise to Hoard, October 14, 1908.
™ Hoard fo Van Hise, April 16, 1g0g. % Van Hise to Hoard, April 19, 1gog.



40 University of Wisconsin

Jordan of Stanford.®* Van Hise declared in his reply that “in
order to get large results in research it will be inevitable that a
considerable amount of relatively fruitless work will be done.”
“The situation,” he continued, ‘“in reference to research is some-
thing like that of a mine. The man who deals with mines takes a
dozen prospects which look good with the expectation that
probably a half or two-thirds of them will not fulfill their
promise. However, if but one fulfills its promise this will more
than compensate for the expenditure of the dozen.”®?

But the president’s efforts to educate Hoard to his own way of
thinking left the great practical dairyman unconvinced. Hoard’s
devotion to applied science and suspicion of pure research in
the humanities and social studies were on subsequent occasions
brusquely expressed. He took Van Hise to task for supporting
Dean Birge in the ardent defenses he made of members of the
faculty of letters and science whenever any of them were sub-
jected to criticism. Specifically, Hoard agreed with the alumnus
who criticized Professor Cunliffe for making an assignment on
Chaucer’s use of Italian derivatives in Troilus and Criseyde
and resented Dean Birge’s defense of Cunliffe. “The entire
Board of Regents are becoming somewhat weary of this attitude
on the part of Dean Birge,” Hoard complained, “and a much
wiser and sagacious policy would be to admit the possibility
that things are not always going right.”®® Such complaints lent
support to the growing feeling in the College of Letters and
Science that the regents were unduly interfering in the purely
educational affairs of the University.** Van Hise did not conceal
in his private correspondence his opinion of Hoard when, after
his retirement from the Board, he criticized the University in
the press for policies for which as a regent he had borne re-
sponsibility.®

Hoard was not the only regent with whom Van Hise crossed
swords. Although the tone of his correspondence with G. D.
Jones was on the whole friendly and although the president

8 Hoard to Van Hise, January go, 1911.

8 Van Hise to Hoard, February 4, 1911.

® Hoard to Van Hise, January 13 and February 1, 1g10. The correspondence
does not indicate what position Van Hise took in regard to this complaint.

8 See pp. 57 ff. % Van Hise to former Regent McElroy, May 15, 1911.
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was convinced that this leading industrialist was devoted to
the University, in the fall and winter of 1910 their relations be-
came badly strained. In the conflict arising between his own
interest in the Wisconsin Valley Improvement Company and
the Conservation Commission, Jones had expressed regret that
his colleague, Neal Brown, had openly attacked the University
for endangering the plans of Wisconsin’s businessmen. Jones
had properly distinguished between the University itself and
the position of some of its officers as members of state commis-
sions. But he subsequently felt that the Forestry Commission,
of which Van Hise was also a member, pursued policies inimical
to business enterprise.®® It is certain that Jones thoroughly dis-
liked the support Van Hise gave to the Progressives. In his eyes
this was a “revolutionary policy” and equivalent to political
interference on the part of the experts on the University staff
participating in the regulation of business enterprise. He par-
ticularly disliked the growing tendency of the muckrakers to
hail the University as an institution whose precocious sopho-
mores pretended to tell businessmen how to run their affairs.*’
Jones took Van Hise to task for making the faculty suspicious of
the regents, for indicating unwillingness to come to an under-
standing with the governing agency of the University, and for
opposing Regent Charles P. Cary’s proposal for taking from the
University the inspection of high schools. “I have come to seri-
ously doubt your fairness and openness,” he said.*®

The president was thoroughly irritated. He agreed with Jones
in holding that the president certainly should not stir up the
faculty against the regents but quickly denied that he had
ever done any such thing.®® Replying to the reflections on his
fairness and openness, Van Hise minced no words: “It is there-
fore useless for me to discuss the points mentioned in your
letter. It is only on the basis of your acceptance of my fairness
and openness that I am willing to consider with you the various
questions you raise.”® Although apparently this affair was
patched up, Jones continued to feel that Van Hise was on the

% Jones to Van Hise, March 6, 1g11.

% Ibid., November g, 1909.  Ibid., November 5 and g, 1909.
® Van Hise to Jones, November 8, 190g. % Ibid., November 13, 1909.
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side of those criticizing the regents for permitting their own con-
servatism and their business affiliations to influence them in
their alleged interference with educational policy. Van Hise
could and did yield to the regents against his own preference
often enough. For example, in the appointment of an acting
dean of the law school in 1912 Van Hise wanted Gilmore and
told him he would serve. Jones was definitely opposed to Pro-
fessor Gilmore either by reason of the brief he had drawn on
riparian law in Wisconsin or for other reasons. Although he
favored Gilmore, Van Hise, in a Board meeting, did acquiesce
in Jones’s desire that Professor Smith be named. He had, how-
ever, in the pressure of preparing his work for the railroad
arbitration committee, neglected to notify the law school and, in
consequence, Gilmore proceeded on the basis of the original
arrangement. The president, while expressing the embarrass-
ment he would feel if Smith were made acting dean, indicated
his willingness to leave the decision to the regent committee on
the law school. Gilmore was permitted to act as dean; but Jones
must have added this to his list of reasons for feeling dissatisfied
with the president.”

* Jones to Van Hise, October 3, 1912; Van Hise to Jones, October 2 and 4, 1g912.



2.
Van Hise: Academic Leadership

HE internal administration of a university, Van Hise
thought, should, like that at Wisconsin, be democratic.
As he saw it, the faculty should initiate educational poli-
cies and the regents should approve their recommendations.
“I am so strongly of the opinion that this is the only wise gov-
ernment of a university,” he wrote to an inquirer, “that I would
sooner forego my own opinions than have them introduced
when they are not acceptable to the faculty. ... The reason for
this,” he continued, “is that the progress of the university is
largely a function of the harmony of the different administra-
tive factors. Upon the whole, an institution will make the most
rapid advance by having favorable action of the faculty upon
the suggestions of the president than it will if the president takes
matters in his own hands and disregards the faculty.” In other
words, Van Hise thought of the president as the leader rather
than the director of the faculty.! The faculty, he believed, was
the true focus of the University. In practice this meant that
although the president took the initiative in matters of appoint-
ment and removal, he did not make recommendations to the
regents on these points without the approval of the chairman of
the department and the dean of the college.
In the interest of efficiency Van Hise approved the practice
of delegating many issues to the faculty committees; in the inter-
1 Charles R. Van Hise to Eugene A. Smith, April 15, 1908, Presidents’ Papers.

All letters to and from Van Hise are in the Presidents’ Papers unless otherwise
indicated.
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est of democracy, of having committee recommendations on im-
portant issues threshed over by the faculty as a whole.? At the
same time Van Hise confessed that there was no doubt whatever
that “the faculty and committee method of government is ex-
ceedingly expensive in time, energy, and efficiency as compared
with the directorial method.” He encouraged Turner to work
out a more efficient method of administration but said he did
not think that any method which curtailed the powers of the
faculty would be acceptable to them. Citing illustrations of fac-
ulty resentment at recent proposals for handling certain pure-
ly administrative details involving athletics and an improved
course for teachers, the president remarked: “The fact of the
matter is that the faculty is unwilling to follow the method
which any good administrative officer must, if successful. If the
faculty do handle the matters themselves, they complain about
the time and energy required for the work. Upon the other
hand, if they delegate a piece of work to a chairman or a com-
mittee, they are not content, as any administrative officer must
be, to give that committee a free hand, asking only that satis-
factory results be secured—they want to reserve the power con-
stantly to modify and regulate.”?

Van Hise was doubtless sincere in his belief that his relations
with the faculty were democratic. Though the faculty unani-
mously urged him to stay when a call came to another position,*
there was some feeling on the faculty that the administration
might be more democratic. In a cogent essay in J. McKeen
Cattell’s volume, University Control, Joseph Jastrow, without
explicit reference to Wisconsin, condemned many practices with
which he was familiar. But it is worth noting that of the thir-
teen Wisconsin professors who responded to Cattell’s invitation
to comment on his plan for a more democratic system of ad-

? Memorandum labeled “Kansas” and filed under K in the Presidents’ Papers.

#Van Hise to Turner, July 31, 1907. In the meeting of the faculty on October
7, 1907, Van Hise pointed out the wasteful effects of committee work and sug-
gested that the legislative and executive functions of committees be separated,
the executive ones being delegated to chairmen. He added, however, that he
proposed no general faculty legislation, suggesting merely that each committee
consider the problem and work out its own solution. Minutes of the Meetings
of the Faculty, 6:83, October 7, 1907.

*Van Hise to Thomas C. Chamberlin, January 25, 1go7; Van Hise to I. A.
Holmes, January 16, 19o7.
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ministration, only four spoke in its favor—a smaller percentage
than those of a similar mind in Michigan, Cornell, and half a
dozen other universities.® This suggests that, if the thirteen pro-
fessors were a fair sample, the faculty was largely satisfied with
Wisconsin procedure. We shall see that, as a result of the regents’
interference, faculty discontent in the second half of the Van
Hise administration led to a reorganization of the relations
between faculty and regents. This was not, however, because
of any general feeling that the president failed to represent
the faculty adequately before the Board. Indeed, an instance in
which Van Hise did fall down badly in interpreting the faculty
to the regents seems to have been the exception rather than the
rule. In the spring of 1go7 he made certain statements to the ex-
ecutive committee regarding the faculty’s position on athletics.
To test the truth of these statements a circular letter was sent
to the full professors asking for a free expression of opinion
on intercollegiate athletics. The replies, according to Professor
Scott, left in the minds of the regent committee “an impression
almost diametrically opposed to that which the President’s state-
ment had left.”¢

In his personal relations with individual members of the
faculty Van Hise thought of himself as the friendly leader and
counselor rather than as master. When a professor sought his
permission to arrange his work so that he might accept an invi-
tation to lecture on the west coast, Van Hise told him to decide
for himself whether he thought his work would suffer and to be
guided by his own judgment.” He was, of course, accessible to
members of the staff by appointment; in addition, busy as he
was, he set aside an hour each morning when anyone might see
him briefly without previous arrangement. When controversies
arose between members of the faculty, like that between the
director of physical education and the commandant or that be-
tween Ely and Commons concerning credit for the industrial
history project, the president arbitrated the differences. And

® J. McKeen Cattell, University Control (New York, 1913), 23.

¢ William A. Scott to Richard T. Ely, May 9, 1go7, in the Ely Papers, State
Historical Society of Wisconsin. Scott indicated that except for one or two
members of the Board, the regents did not oppose the president despite this

misrepresentation and other actions.
" Van Hise to Joseph Jastrow, September 23, 1903.
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although he regarded himself as the representative of the faculty
with the regents, on at least one occasion he arranged for a
department chairman whose request for a salary increase he did
not see fit to support, to present his own case before the Board.
In the later years of his administration, when liberals often
criticized particular professors for an overly conservative posi-
tion on such issues as the cooperative movement, Van Hise de-
fended them, insisting they might be too cautious, but that they
were honest searchers for truth and that their caution might be
the result of a deliberate effort not to push too far ahead of
public opinion. In his individual dealings with faculty members
Van Hise fairly well realized his conception of a friendly leader.
Although Professor Pyre felt that the president’s program was
sometimes carried through “by bringing into play the full pres-
sure of administrative prestige supported by dark allusions to
Demos,”? the formal records of Van Hise’s relations with the
faculty seem neither to bear this out nor to evidence lust for
power.*°

He considered it wise policy for distinguished scholars to offer
an introductory course, not only on the ground that this enabled
underclassmen to come in contact with eminent men but that it
also stimulated specialists to think in terms of the whole field.
According to his own testimony, Van Hise tried to inspire the
staff to reach higher levels in both instruction and research, not
to regiment or force them into activities against their will. Thus
on one occasion he remarked that there was no necessity for
any standardized method of teaching; he hoped, however, that
the various departments might exchange information on their
methods of instruction, so that new ideas could be widely tried.

Suggestions like this, as well as his warnings to the faculty
against the duplication of effort in overlapping courses,’* and

® Papers of the Board of Regents, June 20, 1905. The regents upheld the presi-
dent. ? James F. A. Pyre, Wisconsin (New York, 1920), 351.

* It must, of course, be kept in mind that records often fail to reveal important
undertones. Thus, much would have depended upon the president’s manner in
emphasizing in faculty meetings—as he did so frequently after the Visitors, the
regents, and even a legislative committee had taken a firm stand—the matter
of maintaining a high level of instruction in the first two years.

 Minutes of the Faculty, 7:3, October 3, 1910. A committee, appointed to look

into the matter, made constructive proposals. Minutes of the Faculty, 7:10,
December 5, 1910.
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his calling of their attention to such experiments as the tutorial
and honor systems in other institutions, were no doubt well
enough received; his constant emphasis on the importance of
research was not always so fortunate. A man must be a scholar,
he declared again and again, if he were to be an effective mem-
ber of a university faculty. Only research men, he maintained,
could attract graduate students; and even on the undergraduate
level investigation enriched instruction. ‘“The most effective
plan for accomplishing these things,” he admonished, “is for
each member of the staff to resolve that he will become a recog-
nized scholar in his field and begin at once some piece of pro-
ductive work.”?? That this reiterated emphasis on research
should irritate certain members of the faculty was only natural.
Some felt that the president failed to take into account the fact
that original investigation in such fields as Latin was more diffi-
cult than in the natural sciences, and that, furthermore, excel-
lent teachers might better maintain their excellence by enrich-
ing their minds with wide reading and reflection than by inves-
tigation frequently unimportant if not actually trivial.

Van Hise’s reports to the regents were marked by continued
and vigorous efforts to persuade the Board to find means for in-
creasing the salary scale of the faculty. This, the president in-
sisted, must be done in simple justice to the faculty, called on
to meet the constantly rising costs of living and the mounting
competition from other institutions. In these efforts Van Hise
met with less success than he wished, but his record was impres-
sive. In comparing the salary scales of 1904 and 1go7 he indi-
cated an increase of 13.4 per cent for professors, 8.8 per cent for
associate professors, 4.6 per cent for assistant professors, and
13.6 per cent for instructors—an average increase of 10.9 per
cent. Progress was also recorded subsequently; yet the president
was far from satisfied with his achievements.* Although he was
opposed to jumping a professor’s salary much above the top rate
and believed that merit increases should be made regardless of
outside invitations, Van Hise, like other administrators, again

2 Van Hise’s address to the faculty, October 2, 1916, in Papers of the Board of
Regents, October 11, 1916.

3 Papers of the Board of Regents, October 15, 1907. Van Hise was, in fact, less
successful in winning salary increases than either Chamberlin or Adams.
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and again tried to meet academic competition by individual
salary increases.**

Pertinent to the economic well-being of the faculty was the
whole question of retirement pensions. Several private univer-
sities had a pension plan, but among the state universities Cali-
fornia was the only one to have any provision for it. When
the Carnegie Foundation was established to arrange for a pen-
sion system for college teachers, Van Hise quickly moved to
take advantage of it for Wisconsin. As the representative of the
National Association of State Universities at the first annual
meeting of the board of trustees of the foundation, he argued
in favor of including the state universities.*®> On the score that
the states should themselves assume responsibility for professors’
pensions there was some hesitancy about including state uni-
versities. Van Hise, however, won over President Eliot of Har-
vard, one of the most influential of the trustees,*® and the
foundation decided to open its doors to the publicly supported
institutions. At the same time Van Hise was trying to persuade
the regents that in justice to the teaching staff, and in order to
meet competition from other institutions, the University must
either set up its own retirement system or accept the Carnegie
arrangement.’” The latter course proved more acceptable. The
legislature, in response to a request from the Board, adopted a
resolution authorizing and directing the president to make the
arrangements.’* In recognition of the important role of Van
Hise in broadening the base of the pension system, the founda-
tion made him a trustee when the first vacancy occurred.

In making appointments and in recommending promotions,
the president worked within a framework originally prescribed

#For Van Hise’s fullest statement see National Association of State Universi-
ties, Transactions and Proceedings, 1910, pp. 284—285.

% Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, Second Annual Re-
port (New York, 1907), 62.

¢ Charles W. Eliot to Van Hise, February 4, 19o8. For Van Hise’s discussions in
the meetings of the Association of American Universities, see Journal of Proceed-
ings and Addresses, 8th Annual Conference (Chicago, 19o6), 65 ff.

* Records of the Board of Regents, F:371, 376, January 16, 19o6; Reports to
the Regents, E:69, 84, January 16, April 17, 1906; Records of the Board of Re-
gents, F:508-509, December 18, 19o6.

® Laws of Wisconsin, 19og, p. 808; Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement
of Teaching, Fourth Annual Report (New York, 1909), 8.
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by academic practice. During the first decade of the twentieth
century, several papers appeared in the educational journals
contending that the powers of presidents in American univer-
sities were autocratic in matters of appointment and promotion
and that such powers ought to be turned over to the faculty. In
1910 Van Hise presented his ideas on the subject to the Associa-
tion of American Universities. His analysis of prevailing prac-
tice in twenty-two universities indicated that the great majority
of presidents, in making recommendations for appointments,
acted with the advice of the departments concerned. For univer-
sities where there was no clear understanding of appointment
procedure, Van Hise recommended clarification. He felt that
in the interest of harmony and unity it was necessary and de-
sirable for the faculty to exercise some authority in administra-
tive matters; but he opposed the idea that it should have com-
plete charge of appointments on the ground that this could be
accomplished only at the cost of time taken from teaching and re-
search. In general, Van Hise believed that the president should
exercise his appointive power only on the advice of a respon-
sible academic body;® and it was his custom to be guided by de-
partments and deans. This practice was occasionally suspended.
At one time, convinced that the English department was lag-
ging, he urged the regents to go above the top salary in order to
attract Bliss Perry, then editor of the Atlantic Monthly. At an-
other time he appointed a new chairman of the English de-
partment. Van Hise no doubt justified these acts on the score
that one of the major contributions of any president was the im-
provement of the faculty by careful use of his appointive power.

Deeply concerned at Van Hise’s emphasis on research, and
fearful lest this militate against good teaching—especially on the
freshman-sophomore level, the regents recommended that in
the election and promotion of staff “due regard should be given
to the teaching ability of the candidate”; they again expressed
their conviction that “the ability to pursue original investiga-
tion and research work, when not combined with teaching

® Charles R. Van Hise, “The Appointment and Tenure of University Profes-
sors,” Association of American Universities, Journal of Proceedings and Addresses,
12th Annual Conference (Chicago, 1910), 50-61.
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ability, should not constitute sufficient qualification for mem-
bership in the faculty of the University, unless such research
investigation is specifically provided for by Federal or State ap-
propriation or by specific action of the Board of Regents.”?
But, as almost anyone knew, teaching ability was hard to meas-
ure, while a capacity for turning out research monographs was
patent. Many probably felt that in making or approving new
appointments or promotions Van Hise overemphasized the re-
search record and slighted gifts for teaching. It is not clear
whether the quality of appointments was in any sense affected
either by the directive of the regents or by their resolution later
in the year that the qualifications of women scholars should be
taken into account in recommending new faculty members.?!

78

IN THE same paper in which Van Hise discussed the appoin-
tive power he clarified his ideas regarding tenure. Devoted as
he was to efficiency, and convinced that an institution existed
not for the faculty but for the students and the public, he was
certain that there could be no possible excuse for retaining an
inefficient professor; efficiency implied competency in teaching
or in research or in both. “The responsibility of the governing
board and the executive educational officers to the students and
to the people is vastly greater than any obligation to the pro-
fessor.” The ultimate authority for removing an incompetent
professor must rest with the governing body acting with the ad-
vice of the officers who make recommendations for new appoint-
ments.??

In actual practice the president followed no single procedure
in implementing his somewhat nebulous ideas about the re-
moval of faculty members for inefficiency or for misbehavior.
If an administrative officer was directly implicated it was, of
course, incumbent on him to take a positive stand. Thus the
regents themselves requested Van Hise to recommend whether
or not Assistant Professor George Knapp of the College of

* Records of the Board of Regents, G:200, June 16, 19o8.

* Ibid., G:234-235, December 16, 1908.

* Association of American Universities, Journal of Proceedings and Addresses,
12th Annual Conference, 50 ff.
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Agriculture, who had become involved in a conflict with Dean
William A. Henry, should be retained or dismissed. The presi-
dent thereupon interviewed Professor Knapp, who declared that
there was general dissension in the school, that Dean Henry was
the cause of it, and that he was unfit to remain in his position.
Van Hise then interviewed other members of the agricultural
faculty, first separately, and then in the presence of Professor
Knapp. All of them denied the existence of any dissension and
upheld Dean Henry. Van Hise took the position that if Knapp
had voiced his criticisms only to faculty members and to the
president he would have been within the bounds of propriety,
since it was the duty of the faculty to consider the welfare of the
University, however mistaken their judgments might prove. But
the president felt that Knapp exceeded his rights when he con-
demned Dean Henry in many Madison quarters, including legis-
lative circles, as well as at Minnesota and at the Washington
meeting of the Association of Agricultural Colleges at which he
was representing the College of Agriculture. The president, hav-
ing made this report, asked the regents for instructions. The
Board recommended the removal of Knapp.?* Van Hise’s han-
dling of the problem was judicious: he tried to be sure of the
facts, to balance the interests of the individual with those of the
University, and to leave the final decision to the regents.

Issues of tenure which did not directly involve an administra-
tive official Van Hise was content to leave largely in the hands
of the interested department and the appropriate dean. For ex-
ample, when criticism developed both within and without the
University regarding the business activities of Professor Van
Velzer, Dean Birge handled the case. According to the records
Professor Van Velzer was given the choice of withdrawing either
from his business or from the University; he resigned from the
University.?* Apparently the president did not question the fair-
ness of Birge’s decision.

A more difficult situation arose in the School of Music. One
of its faculty was charged with taking undue liberties with young

# Reports to the Regents, E:74—75, January 16, 1906; Records of the Board of
Regents, F:400—401, April 17, 1906.

* Reports to the Regents, E:72—73, January 16, 19o6; Papers of the Board of
Regents, January 16, 19o6.
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women students, with crudeness of language, and with conduct
generally unbecoming to a professor. The president approved
the appointment of a committee to investigate the charges. The
committee found that the reports had been exaggerated, and
that the professor had been in no sense guilty of impropriety
toward the young women; but, it said, he “has been at least
obtuse and offensive in his relations with students, where he
should be sensitive.” The committee recommended that the
regents direct the president to omit the man’s name from the
faculty list for the coming year.?* Van Hise seems to have stayed
in the background. Whether he was justified in playing quite so
negative a role in a more important situation, involving Director
Louis Coerne of the School of Music, is less clear. The official
records fail to indicate precisely the case against Coerne. The
faculty of the school had been sharply divided before Coerne
came. He did not resolve these cleavages; and apparently he
alienated some of his associates by his egocentrism. The pro-
cedure followed in the dismissal of Coerne is not known ex-
actly. One of his principal critics in the school recalls that Dean
Birge told both him and Coerne that the only way out of the
situation was for them both to go.?* Professor Coerne was not
alone in feeling that he had been done an injustice in being
asked to resign. The regents received petitions urging his rein-
statement from students, from the First Congregational Church,
and from the Madison Singing Society. Professors Hohlfeld,
Slichter, and Smith, all prominent members of the faculty, in-
formed the regents that the recent action regarding the two
members of the School of Music staff had ‘““aroused great con-
cern among their colleagues” and that, if the action stood, the
University would undoubtedly suffer in academic circles from
the accusation that tenure was uncertain and that it failed to
meet standards set at leading institutions.?” Nothing resulted

# Papers of the Board of Regents, February 8, 1913.

% Arthur Locke to Merle Curti, May 24, 1947.

#For Professor Louis Coerne’s defense of himself see his statement “To the
Dean of the College of Letters and Science, to the President of the University, to
the President and to the Board of Regents,” April 10, 1914, Presidents’ Papers.

Coerne to Van Hise, December 14, 1914, Papers of the Board of Regents. Papers
of the Board of Regents, April 15, 1914.
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from this protest. It is an open question whether Van Hise was
justified in this case in keeping his hands off, as he apparently did.

There is no doubt that Van Hise genuinely and sincerely be-
lieved in academic freedom as he conceived it. In his mind an
institution in which this freedom did not prevail lacked the
essential soul of a university. He spoke out for academic free-
dom when it seemed to be threatened. In his commencement
address of 1910 he made one of his few general public state-
ments on the subject. His speech followed closely on a series
of incidents involving the principle of academic freedom and
preceded the final decision of the regents to accept formally
from the class of 1910 the plaque inscribed with the famous “sift-
ing and winnowing” statements of academic freedom adopted
by the regents at the time of the Ely trial. Van Hise pointed to
the traditional freedom of university scientists to proclaim sci-
entific truth as they made discoveries. Are investigators, he
asked, to be forbidden to teach, proclaim, and advocate the
truth in political matters? Van Hise did not perceive the dif-
ference between the degrees of certainty attached to conclusions
derived from research in the natural sciences and from research
in political thought, but in view of the prevailing tendency
among social scientists to regard their findings and interpreta-
tions as objective, he was merely following current professional
opinion. He was not disturbed when one of his correspondents,
in referring to the commencement address, expressed the fear
that the participation of the University in state activities might
mean that politics would envelop the institution.?®

An even more important public statement on academic free-
dom was contained in his commencement address of 1912. At
that time Professor Max Otto of the philosophy department was
being attacked by orthodox religious groups for his antitheis-
tic position in a course entitled “Man and Nature.” Some of
Otto’s friends believed that the whole issue should be fought in
the open, and at the suggestion of one of them a Chicago re-
porter had visited Madison and written a front-page story which
gave the affair the color of an attack on academic freedom. In

% Lynn S. Pease to Van Hise, July 6, 1910.
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his commencement address Van Hise pointed out, first, that the
duty of a university is to advance knowledge not only in the
sciences but in the field of human relations, that this means a
constant re-examination of old statements of truth in the light
of new knowledge, for ‘“nowhere is there fixity or completeness
in regard to human relations any more than with regard to
physical or chemical relations. This freedom of thought, this
inquiry after truth for its own sake, this adjustment of the
knowledge of the past in the light of the newest facts and high-
est reason,—this is the essential spirit of a university, which
under no circumstances should it yield. Without this spirit an
institution is not a university; with this spirit, it is a university,
whether it be large or small.” Van Hise recognized that the
spirit of disinterested search for truth would inevitably make a
university the center of conflict. Today, as in the past, he de-
clared, “the spirit of the university is in irreconcilable conflict
with those who hold that the present state of affairs is the best
possible, who believe that existing conventions, morals, and
political and religious faiths are fixed.” Nor was there any way
. to escape from this situation but to destroy the university as an
institution. Continuing, Van Hise said that freedom did not
imply arrogance and dogmatism and propaganda on the part
of professors. Conflicting opinions should be fairly presented,
and personal opinions should be expressed with humility and
“the realization that ultimate truth has nowhere been reached,
that the advance of tomorrow may modify the statement of
today.” The recognition of the university spirit, he concluded,
meant that the people must retain largeness of vision. “They
must be willing to give freedom for its own sake, without re-
gard to the belief of the teaching staff. They must have faith
to believe that it is best that truth shall prevail, faith to believe
that truth will prevail if there be full liberty of teaching and
learning.” ?® These were noble words, courageous words.

® Charles R. Van Hise, The Spirit of a University, commencement address
(Madison, 1912). Van Hise repeated and amplified these ideas in an address to
the Wisconsin expedition of the City Club of Philadelphia, May 23, 1913. “Since
it is the function of the university to inspire, adjust, and advance civilization,
it becomes the very food of disturbance. There is between the university and the
reactionary an irrepressible conflict.” This was especially true in the field of
human relations.
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On other occasions Van Hise was less forthright. In his paper
on “The Appointment and Tenure of University Professors,”
he maintained that in cases involving academic freedom the
authority must rest with the appointive power and, since such
cases were exceptional, it was best to make no rules regarding
procedure. If the governing power exercised its prerogatives
in an arbitrary manner the public would hold it responsible.
The University would suffer since able men would refuse to
accept appointment and would leave at the first opportunity.
“The punishment of the offending University by public con-
demnation is the most effective protection for the professor
against arbitrary or unjustifiable removal.” Van Hise some-
what naively assumed that an informed public, duly concerned
for academic freedom, actually existed, and that, moreover, it
was so well informed and so deeply devoted to freedom of in-
vestigation and teaching that it could withstand propaganda,
the influence of pressure groups, and waves of hysteria. It is
also clear that his conception eliminated the idea of academic
freedom as an absolute and abstract value and emphasized its
pragmatic nature.

In 1916 Professor Ely sent the president a report quoting
from the Bulletin of the American Association of University
Professors in which it was laid down that before dismissal or
demotion every university professor should have the charges
against him stated specifically in writing and that he should be
entitled to a fair trial on those charges before a special or perma-
nent judicial committee chosen by the faculty senate or council,
or by the faculty at large. At such a trial the accused should have
the right to present evidence, and if the charge were one of pro-
fessional incompetency, it should be preceded by a formal re-
port upon his work made by teachers in his own or related
departments and, if he so desired, by a committee of fellow spe-
cialists from other institutions, appointed by a competent au-
thority. Van Hise, in replying to Ely, expressed his complete
disagreement with this point of view. In the first place, he con-
sidered that the publicity connected with such a trial might do
the accused a great disservice. But, he went on, his objection

*Van Hise, “The Appointment and Tenure of University Professors,” 50-61.
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was even more fundamental. The report in the Bulletin, he
said, was “written wholly from the point of view of the profes-
sors. The rights of the students and the public ... are wholly
ignored. These in my opinion are paramount to the individual.
The thing to do in case a man is not adapted to his place is, with-
out making any public display, find a place to which he is
adapted. ... The Association of American [University] Profes-
sors is, I believe, the only trade union that has ever made a pro-
posal that a man employed must have a trial if his service is not
continued for life.” s* Thus Van Hise, the administrator, rejected
the procedure designed to protect academic freedom which the
leading scholars in the newly launched association of university
professors had proposed.

But this was not the only instance of qualifications of aca-
demic freedom made by Van Hise. In September, 1914, he
officially requested the faculty to “refrain from using the uni-
versity platform, either in classroom or otherwise, for discussing
any of the questions relating to the war,” and to refrain “so
far as practicable from active participation” in such discussions

_outside the classroom.®? Regent James Trottman, a Republican
lawyer in Milwaukee, at once called Van Hise’s attention to the
implications of his statement for academic freedom: *“In making
a statement of that kind to the faculty there must necessarily be
implied some direct or hidden suggestion to the effect that mem-
bers of the faculty not complying with your suggestion will re-
ceive some form of punishment.” “I believe,” he continued, “that
a request that members of the faculty refrain from using the
University platform or the classroom, for discussion of ques-
tions pertaining to the War, is reasonable. ... Since you have
gone further and have sought to control the action of members
of the faculty without the classroom, in reference to the great
questions involved in the present War, you have, as I view it,
taken the first step in breaking down faculty independence by
exercise of coercion, however mild that coercion may be. The
way may now be open, since the precedent is established, to con-

$1Ely to Van Hise, May 17, 1916; Van Hise to Ely, May 18, 1916.

2 “Summary of part of Address by President Charles R. Van Hise to the
University Faculty, September 28, 1914,” Presidents’ Papers, filed under War.
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trol the opinion and actions of the several members of the fac-
ulty.”** In replying to Trottman, the president declared it had
been his idea, in making the suggestion, “to keep the university
entirely free from any entanglement over questions in which
race feeling is aroused.” “That the statement,” he continued,
“could possibly be interpreted as interfering with academic
freedom never occurred to me.”** Van Hise no doubt meant
well in asking the faculty not to stir up more bitterness of feel-
ing—President Wilson had urged circumspection in maintain-
ing neutrality of thought and word. It must be remembered
that Milwaukee was a German center. Professor Max Otto, who
was opposed to the entrance of the United States into the war,
had little trouble in convincing himself that the president was
asking the faculty “to protect the University and its freedom”
from what might happen if classrooms were turned over to ex-
positions of personal feelings about the war.* At the same time
it cannot be denied that Van Hise failed to see the implications
of his statement and that a regent found it necessary to champion
academic freedom.

In view of the fact that Van Hise’s statements on academic
freedom were noble on the one hand and somewhat limited and
expedient on the other, it seems advisable to test his position
by examining his actions. Statements in both newspapers and
magazines in the summer of 1909 to the effect that the regents
were interfering with academic freedom brought about a crisis
in University affairs. The opening gun was fired by Richard
Lloyd Jones, an alumnus associated with Collier’s, in an article
in the July 14, 1909, issue of that then widely read, muck-
raking magazine. The article declared that some of the more
powerful and active regents had been interfering in purely
academic affairs; that, for instance, they had tried to curtail the
economics department and to alter its character; and that, more-
over, many friends of the University believed that these regents
would, if they dared, depose Van Hise. Behind this, the Collier’s
piece declared, was the resentment on the part of these regents

* James F. Trottman to Van Hise, September 3o, 1914.

# Van Hise to Trottman, October g, 1914.
* Max Otto to Merle Curti, July 12, 1947.
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toward the role of the University in promoting independence in
state politics and in its growing determination to control public
utilities and conserve the resources of the commonwealth.*
Van Hise was perturbed. He informed the regents that neither
the University Press Bureau, for which Professor Bleyer was
responsible, nor the department of economics had furnished
Jones with any of the information appearing in his article.”
Moreover, Jones had written the article before leaving New
York for Madison for the unveiling of the Lincoln statue with
the understanding that he would wire the editor, Hapgood,
whether or not to publish the piece. As a result of his visit to
Madison, Jones decided that it would be inadvisable to have the
article appear, but he put off notifying Hapgood until it was
too late. The president further informed the Board that he had
tried to prevent the publication of material such as that appear-
ing in Collier’s. He had persuaded Lincoln Steffens not to pub-
lish a piece along the lines of the Collier’s article, and he had
succeeded in having an article in the Chicago Record Herald
revised.®® Despite the energetic efforts of the president to check
such criticisms of the regents, the Milwaukee Journal declared
that the business-minded Board, or at least certain members of
it, had supported those who criticized the University for the role
of certain professors in checking private exploitation of natu-
ral resources, that they had opposed having the University ad-
vise and assist the legislature in this effort, and that they were
opposed to research on current problems affecting corporate
wealth.®® The decision of Professor Turner in November, 1909,
to accept an invitation to Harvard, allegedly on the ground
of dissatisfaction with the regents’ methods of interference in
academic matters, lent further support to the now widespread
story that academic freedom no longer flourished at Wisconsin.
¥ Collier’s, July 17, 1909, p- 9.
% Van Hise to the regents, November 3, 9, 1909, Papers of the Board of Regents.
® Papers of the Board of Regents, December 1, 19og. Earlier in the year, on
January 28, 19og, Van Hise had written to Lincoln Steffens, “In reference to the
magazine article, I would not think of suggesting that you attempt to modify
it, considering all the circumstances.” This is the only reference to Steffens on
the point that Van Hise made to the regents in the Van Hise letters of this

period. The Van Hise letters to Steffens are in the possession of Granville Hicks,
of Grafton, N.Y. ® Milwaukee Journal, July 19, 1909, p. 1.
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Although Van Hise himself professed to disclaim any founda-
tion for the statements in the press, and, as we have seen, tried
to check their repetition, he frankly told the regents, at their
meeting of December 1, 1909, that many professors did believe
that the regents had threatened academic freedom and that the
faculty was in a state of unrest. After naming the details he went
on to say: “They base their belief upon the statements directly
made to them in some cases, but more frequently I think upon
hearsay reports as to what individual regents have said at vari-
ous times and places in reference to teaching revolutionary doc-
trines in the university.” The president suggested as the first
remedy for the situation that the regents provide those faculty
members chosen as a conference committee an opportunity to
outline the bases of faculty unrest.** No one could say that the
president was trying to throttle the malcontents or that he was
blocking an investigation of the whole situation.

The proposed meeting, no less exciting than it was important,
took place on the afternoon and evening of December 10,
1909. The regents were represented by Enos Jones, Swenson,
Cary, Trottman, Buckstaff, and Thwaits, the faculty by Har-
per, Hohlfeld, and Reinsch in addition to the several deans
and President Van Hise. In his final report, Regent Thwaits
wrote that “it was agreed by all that there was a great deal of
dissatisfaction, uneasiness, and apprehension in the minds of
the members of the faculty; that this feeling was due to various
actions of the regents which had led the faculty to distrust the
motives and the purposes of the regents. This feeling cul-
minated with the announcement of Professor Turner’s resigna-
tion. It was the understanding of all that Professor Turner’s
resignation was due to his treatment by the regents and to his
distrust of the policy of the regents and his dissatisfaction with
the general situation in the university as brought about by the
regents.”** Regent Thwaits went on to specify the reasons for
the feeling which many professors shared with Turner. The

“ Papers of the Board of Regents, December 1, 1gog. Dr. Edward Evans, one
of the regents, applauded Van Hise’s course, Evans to Van Hise, December 22,

1909.
“Report by Regent Frederick C. Thwaits, Papers of the Board of Regents,

January 19, 1910.
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faculty had come to be uncertain of their tenure because of a
“number” of resignations brought about by the regents.*> Such
uncertainty not only made it hard to keep able men but created
an atmosphere not prejudicial to good work. The regents, on
the one hand, had made promotions and adjustments of salaries
without the recommendations of the appropriate departments
or the president; and, on the other hand, they had failed to
make certain promotions recommended by the departments
and the president. The department of philosophy had been
crippled by the refusal of the Board to make increased ap-
propriations for its work. The regents had consulted directly
with members of the faculty concerning their own work or
that of other departments; and “this had caused a feeling of
fear, apprehension, and uneasiness as to the motives and pur-
poses of the regents.” Thus the regents had shown a disposition
to take the initiative in strictly educational matters. They had
misplaced their emphasis on the importance of having pro-
fessors give elementary courses and had shown an undue
concern over the weekly teaching hours of the staff. One re-
gent even attended and in a somewhat critical way took part
in a doctoral examination. The indictment also showed that
the faculty thought the Board was departing from the estab-
lished policy of the University in belittling research and in
discriminating against original investigation in all fields except
those of the applied sciences. All these things in their cumu-
lative effect indicated to the faculty a tendency on the part of
the regents to interfere with academic freedom.*?

Thanks to the detailed notes taken by Professor Reinsch it
is possible to reconstruct in part the discussion on which these
generalizations rested. Since the resignation of Professor Turner
had crystallized the growing discontent of the faculty it may
be useful to summarize the discussion regarding his decision.
Two years before, when he had been invited to Stanford, the
regents in order to keep him had consented to an arrangement
by which he was freed every other semester for research. Some

2 According to the Milwaukee Journal, of November 3o, 1908, Samuel Sparling,
member of the political science department and of the Civil Service Commission,

was one of these. Sparling was an assistant professor on a three-year appointment.
“ Thwaits’s report, Papers of the Board of Regents, January 19, 1910.
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of the regents felt that the complaint of the students that they
were thus deprived of the opportunity of taking Professor
Turner’s classes was justified. At a meeting at the president’s
house which Turner attended, it appears that one or more of
the regents had taken him to task or at least indicated dissatis-
faction. In any case, Professor Harper declared at the December
10 meeting that the remarks made on the earlier occasion
“must have been to such a man almost equivalent to a request
to resign.” Regent Cary quickly retorted that Turner had in
~ effect told the regents that they ought to know their place.
During this discussion President Van Hise, whose sympathies
must have been with Turner, apparently kept silent. But Dean
Birge interjected the significant comment that “the trouble
came because the arrangement which had been freely made was
pulled up again and again.” “A man should,” he pointed out,
“be able to depend on such arrangements.” **

The most crucial part of the discussion involved freedom of
teaching. Regent Swenson, powerful in public utilities and in
various business enterprises, asked for comments on the accusa-
tion that the regents had interfered with teaching in the Uni-
versity. Professor Harper, in reply, spoke of the remark of a
regent at the meeting at the president’s house to the effect that
the University should not deal with anything affecting property
rights. Regent Trottman thereupon asked whether the regents
should permit a professor to teach socialism. Harper replied
that he believed in “complete and absolute” academic free-
dom. At this point Van Hise suggested that there were different
usages of the word socialism: “It has no definite signification
and is applied very differently according to the opinions of
the speaker.” Regent Swenson remarked that when he went
about the state, people often “jumped” on him for “keeping a
nest of socialists.” The regents present thereupon agreed that
while individual members of the Board may have commented
on socialism, the subject had never been an official issue nor
even discussed. Professor Reinsch stated the point of view of
the faculty in declaring that University teaching did not, as

 paul Reinsch minutes of the joint committee, Papers of the Board of Regents,
January 19, 1910.
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the regents seemed to suppose, impress dogmatic principles
upon students—that a university could not teach ‘“‘socialism”
or any other system of thought. But, he insisted, “you cannot
close any field of inquiry without impairing the students’ faith
in the honesty of teaching.”

In summarizing the discussions Professor Reinsch stated the
faculty’s case: If the regents adhered to the spirit rather than
the exact letter of the law; if they chose administrators to whose
guidance they were willing to relegate such matters as the hours
of teaching and time for research as well as appointments and
promotions; if, when students made complaints, they remem-
bered that visiting a classroom was no substitute for the con-
sidered judgment which colleagues might make of a professor’s
ability—then the situation would greatly improve. There was
no dissent to Reinsch’s summary of the point of view appar-
ently held by the regents at the end of the discussion: “The
regents have no intention of interfering with the customary
methods of educational administration by the faculty; ... they
will continue to allow to the faculty the initiative in formu-
lating educational policies; ... they desire appointments to
be made through the regular channels as developed in the
custom of the University.”* On their part, the professors pres-
ent at the meeting agreed to communicate to a special faculty
meeting their conviction that the acts of the regents which
caused complaint were “not caused by improper motives or
animus and that it was the intention of the regents to conform
to the provisions of their bylaws.” The regents, on the other
hand, specified that it must be clearly understood that the acts
complained of were made “within the legal and technical rights
of the regents” and that furthermore they had a right to change
their bylaws.* The way was still open for trouble. Yet the vic-
tory was clearly with the faculty. Although the president took
little part in the discussions his moral influence was on the side
of the faculty. The real test for Van Hise lay ahead in a series
of episodes, all occurring in the early months of the following
year, 1910, and all important in the cause of academic freedom.

© Ibid.
‘® Thwaits’s report, Papers of the Board of Regents, January 19, 1g10.
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In the latter part of January, 1910, Emma Goldman visited
Madison. No member of the faculty and no student had had
anything to do with her coming, but she received the impression
during her stay in Madison that, thanks to such men as Ross,
Jastrow, Commons, and others, the University was far more
enlightened than most institutions.#” When the president of the
Socialist Club noticed the announcement of her lectures tacked
up on poles and trees, he arranged for a round-table discussion
with the members of the club at the student Y.M.C.A. No public
notices of the meeting were given, and no more than twenty
members were present. Miss Goldman discussed differences
between Russian and American university students, emphasiz-
ing the Russian conception of education as a means of social
uplift rather than as an avenue to an individual career. “Our
talks on this occasion,” Emma Goldman wrote many years
later, “were followed by spirited discussions and proved to us
that our audiences had become very much aware of their rela-
tion to the masses and of their debt to the workers who pro-
duced all wealth.”*® When the trustees of the Y.W.C.A. refused
the use of the room for further discussions, the “advertising,”
according to Emma Goldman, swelled the audiences of her
downtown public meetings.

During the visit of the famous anarchist to Madison, Pro-
fessor Ross, in the middle of a lecture to his elementary soci-
ology class in which he was discussing the development of
government from the coercive to the beneficent state, remarked
that he understood that a Madison lady had torn down the
posters announcing Emma Goldman’s lectures on anarchism.
Making it clear that he himself took no stock in anarchism, he
stated his belief in the right of free speech, and he announced
that Miss Goldman was speaking that evening in the Knights
of Pythias Lodge.* He did not attend the lecture, but the next
day Miss Goldman called on him at his office and he conducted
her about the campus, pointing out its beauties.

Harmless as all this was, it occasioned sensational charges in

#“ Emma Goldman, Living My Life (New York, 1931), 1:462.

® Ibid.; Daily Cardinal, January 26 and 27, 1910.
* Statement of Edward A. Ross, Papers of the Board of Regents, March 2, 1g10.



64 *University of Wisconsin

the press. The Madison Democrat sounded the alarm against
“the spirit of anarchy and revolution” rampant at the Univer-
sity. In view of the recent mood of the faculty and of the wide-
spread feeling that academic freedom was none too safe at the
University, the attack in the press proved to be a genuine test
of the recent declaration of the regents. Professor Ross reiter-
ated publicly his opposition to anarchy. “I am not interested in
it myself nor in fostering an interest in it among the student
body. Miss Goldman was not here under the auspices of the
University, but as.long as she chooses to remain here, I believe
she should be allowed free speech.”*® In response to many tele-
phone inquiries the Cardinal published a letter from a senior
setting forth clearly the fact that Miss Goldman had not been
entertained in rooms furnished out of University funds, that not
a single “socialistic preceptor of the faculty” had attended the
meeting, and that not a person present believed in the doctrines
of Emma Goldman; they had attended as students of political
philosophy prompted solely by a desire to learn and to know.*
In view of the situation, what would the governing authorities
do? Would they ignore the matter? Would they make a positive
statement in behalf of academic freedom? Would they seize
the occasion to discipline Professor Ross, long regarded in con-
servative circles as an archradical?

The first officer of the University to take a public position
was Regent Trottman. While emphasizing his opposition to a
doctrinal teaching of any kind, he made it clear that he was
not opposed to the study of anarchism or socialism or any other
subject, and that he saw no reason why students and professors
should not listen to Emma Goldman’s exposition of her doc-
trines if they cared to do so.”* Quite unsolicited, the Board of
Visitors appointed a committee to investigate the Emma Gold-
man incident and to discover whether or not socialist teaching
existed at the University. Its report, published before being
presented to the regents, set forth clearly the main facts in the
Goldman episode. It took Professor Ross to task for failing, as
a public officer of the University, to exercise the special care

% Daily Cardinal, January 29, 1910.
 Ibid., January 28 and 29, 1910. 2 Ibid., January 29, 1910.
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necessary to prevent public censure from descending on the
University when it should fall on the individual alone. The
committee also reported that it had examined students, cur-
ricula, and books and had found no evidence of socialistic
teaching. On the contrary, it remarked, ‘“The investigation dis-
closed striking instances of foreigners who have come to the
university as students believing in anarchism and violence,
who have been led to discard such beliefs through the instruc-
tion given in the university.”%® Individual regents found the
publication of the report highly discourteous to the Board.
Although the committee of the Visitors explained that in al-
lowing previous publication of its report it had intended
neither discourtesy nor any forestalling of action on the part
of the Board, the regents regarded the. investigation as quite
outside the proper sphere of the Visitors.>

The role of President Van Hise in the episode is fairly
clear. Three days after the publication of Regent Trottman’s
statement upholding the right of professors and students to
attend the meeting of an anarchist, the president publicly set
forth the facts in an effort to correct misstatements and to
demonstrate that “‘a great injustice is done the University by
the implication that the university authorities sympathize
with or give encouragement to the doctrines advocated by Miss
Goldman.” His references to Professor Ross were all that could
be expected: he indicated the unfairness of attaching to his
announcement of the Goldman lectures any sympathy for the
cause since in that very class he had condemned anarchism and
indicated his approval of the extension of governmental func-
tions in the interest of social welfare.®® But in his private inter-
view with Ross the president said that he felt that Ross had
made a serious mistake in judgment in mentioning Miss Gold-
man’s lectures to his classes; any such announcement was
bound to be interpreted as sympathy and would arouse public
passion. Ross replied with the assurance: “I agree entirely with
you that for the reasons you state my announcement of Miss
Goldman’s lecture was an impropriety. You can rest assured

% Papers of the Board of Regents, March 2, 1g10.
™ Ibid., March 2, April 20, 1g10. % Daily Cardinal, February 1, 1910.
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that sort of mistake I shall not commit again.”* The president
was obviously bent on preventing unjustified criticism of the
University.

Yet in another episode involving Professor Ross the president
valiantly upheld him although convinced that certain regents
were eager to dismiss him, not, to be sure, for indiscretion but

simply because of their dislike of his ideas. In fact, Van Hise

told Ross that ever since the publication of his Sin and Society
in 1907 some of the regents had been gunning for him, only
waiting for a suitable pretext.’” On January 31, four days after
Miss Goldman left Madison, Parker Sercombe lectured in Uni-
versity Hall, at the invitation of Professor Ross, on ‘“Educa-
tion in a Democracy.” When Regent Swenson inquired about
the lecture, Van Hise learned that Ross had invited Sercombe
without the knowledge of the committee on lectures. But Pro-
fessor Michael V. O’Shea, whom Ross had consulted on receiv-
ing Sercombe’s offer to come to Madison for a lecture, saw no
objection, approved the outline of the lecture, and announced it
in his courses. Subsequently O’Shea testified that Sercombe, in
emphasizing the idea that schools are too bookish and that in-
struction in a practical workshop or garden should accompany
textbook teaching, was in accord with the best contemporary
thought in education. Ross said, when he was criticized, that
he did not know he was transgressing “‘channels” by not having
the matter routed through the lecture committee; he had as-
sumed that a professor might have an outsider talk to his class
without securing special permission. Confronted by the charge
that Sercombe’s character was questionable, Van Hise learned
from inquiries in Chicago that his personal worth and integrity
were widely vouched for. Nevertheless, in reporting to the re-
gents, the president called Ross’s action an “indiscretion.” The
regents, at the meeting of March 2, unanimously adopted a
resolution of censure and disapproval. At the meeting of April
20, the minutes were amended to read that the resolution of
disapproval had had “the approval of the President.”%

Van Hise may well have given his approval with his tongue

% Ross to Van Hise, February 4, 1910, Papers of the Board of Regents.

% Edward A. Ross, Seventy Years of It (New York, 1936), 2go.
% Records of the Board of Regents, G:451, 519, March 2, April 20, 1g10.
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in his cheek in order to prevent action more drastic than mere
censure. He had cabled Ross, who was now in China, “to ex-
pect the worst” and Ross was fully prepared for his dismissal.
Meantime the president had gathered protests from various
liberals throughout the state against the possible ousting of
Ross. He informed the regents that the faculty conference
committee wanted a session with the Board before it took
drastic action. Certainly Van Hise made a very strong case for
Ross before the regents. He cited the excellence of his text-
books and the praise his periodical articles had received and he
pointed out that in his Social Control, Foundations of Sociology,
and Social Psychology Ross had taken a stand for law and order,
for adherence to government, and for high moral and ethical
standards. Despite Ross’s “indiscretions,” the president argued,
he was far too valuable a man for the University to lose. More-
over, to ask for the resignation of a man of such stature for so
slight a reason would be unwise. “The effects . . . would not be
overcome for years.” The president also emphasized the fact that
Ross was highly regarded by students as an inspiring force and
that he had been willing to give elementary courses—a particu-
larly precious point in the eyes of the regents.* Although the evi-
dence at hand does not document Ross’s belief that Van Hise
thus converted into a minority that majority of the regents
who were bent on ousting him, it is not unlikely that in mak-
ing the strong case for Ross at the same time that he conceded
“indiscretions” Van Hise won a major victory for academic
freedom.

The victory was the more impressive because the University
was under widespread attack on the score that the alleged
“welcome” of such radicals as Emma Goldman was tantamount
to support of anarchistic doctrine. Some papers, however,
blamed this attack on the water-power monopolists and on the
Stalwart conservatives who were, they maintained, seeking am-
munition for an attack that might kill “the ideals of public
ownership taught at the University.”* Regent G. D. Jones for

% Van Hise’s report to the regents, Papers of the Board of Regents, March 2,
1910.

® Manitowoc Daily Tribune, February 28, 1910; La Crosse Tribune, February
4, 1910; Milwaukee Journal, July 19, 19og.
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his part called such allegations defamatory of Wisconsin’s honest
businessmen and made clear his disapproval of the University’s
muckraker friends who were continually picturing the Univer-
sity as the foe of the “interests.”

The fight was not over. At the time of the Ross affair and
in the spring that followed, Wisconsin was the scene of bitter
antagonism between the Stalwart faction of the Republican
Party and the La Follette Progressive Republicans. The crucial
autumn elections were in the offing. Most of the regents had
been appointed by Governor Davidson, who, since his break
with La Follette in 1906, had led the Stalwarts.’ Some of the
regents, especially the two immediately concerned with water-
power development, had objected to the brief Professor Gil-
more had prepared at the request of the state Conservation
Commission, on which both Birge and Van Hise sat. The critical
attitude of the regents toward Ross provided further evidence
that at least some of the University’s governing authorities were
alarmed at what they considered dangerous radicalism in the
institution. Hoard, for example, asked Van Hise what position
Dean Birge would take regarding the “anarchistic” professors
in the College of Letters and Science. There can be little doubt
that the regents also knew that a considerable part of the stu-
dent body—especially in the senior class—was ardently pro-
La Follette. Nor were the regents unaware of the fact that
many of the seniors and many other students looked with dis-
favor on the Board for its alleged interference with faculty
control of educational policy and for its threatening attitude
toward academic freedom.

Shortly after the Goldman-Sercombe affairs Lincoln Steffens
appeared on the campus, eager to find out just what the situa-
tion was. Almost a year earlier the American Magazine had
published his article on the University which, although highly
complimentary, had suggested that possibly academic freedom
was not secure. He had been informed, he wrote at that time,
that while there was no socialist on the faculty, several men
were more radical than they dared to indicate in their teach-

® Theodore Herfurth, to whose monograph the authors are much indebted,
estimates that ten of the regents were Stalwarts; five, liberals. Theodore Her-
furth, Sifting and Winnowing, A Chapter in the History of Academic Freedom
at the University of Wisconsin (Madison, 1949).



Van Hise: Academic Leadership 69

ing.®? It was probably on his return to the campus in the early
part of 1910 that he remarked to Fred MacKenzie, class of
1906 and editor of La Follette’s Weekly, that the noble senti-
ment regarding academic freedom adopted by the regents at
the time of the Ely trial had never been given adequate pub-
licity and deserved to be more widely known. This gave Mac-
Kenzie an idea. For many years it had been customary for the
graduating class to present the University with a memorial,
usually a stone engraved with the class number and placed
somewhere on the campus. MacKenzie suggested to James
Thompson, editor of the Cardinal, that the seniors might ap-
propriately give the University, instead of the usual meaning-
less stone, a plaque bearing the “sifting and winnowing” senti-
ments of the regents of 18g4. He cautioned Thompson not
to mention the fact that Steffens had said the resolution ought
to be more widely known, for fear the regents, hating Steffens
as a radical, might reject the plaque. The memorial committee
of the class readily accepted the proposal. There must have
been some suggestion of the possibility that the regents might
not accept the plaque, for it was subsequently recalled that
there were discussions as to what might be done if the gift
should be refused.®®

Before the annual meeting of the Board, class officers ap-
proached members of the executive committee with the request
that the plaque, which was to be presented with exercises as
usual on class day, be displayed on Bascom Hall or some other-
specified prominent place. The regents thus approached indi-
cated that only the full Board could take action on the pro-
posal. By this time Regent G. D. Jones had become convinced
that the class had been duped by clever radicals into rebuking
the regents for having presumably jeopardized academic free-
dom. He even suspected the hand of Steffens and other La
Follette sympathizers. The regents, both the Progressives and
the Stalwarts, fell in with Jones’s suspicion and rejected the
request of the class. We do not know whether Van Hise ac-
quiesced without objection. We do know that in his commence-
ment address he pointed out the dangers to state universities

e Lincoln Steffens, “Sending a State to College,” American Magazine, 67:349-
364 (February, 1gog). ® Herfurth, Sifting and Winnowing.
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resulting from political control, from the demand for returns
measurable in dollars and cents, and from restriction of free-
dom of teaching.®* Speaking a few days after commencement in
Fond du Lac, his home town, Class President Francis R. Dufty,
declared that the memorial committee had not been influenced
by any outside interest in making the selection but had chosen
the plaque “in order that their class might leave a memorial
that was really worth while.” Duffy lent support to Regent
Jones’s suspicion by adding that the action of the Board was
certain to occasion widespread discussion and that among those
who would write articles would be Lincoln Steffens.

In the autumn, the La Follette-dominated platform com-
mittee strongly favored academic freedom by writing the words
of the plaque into their platform, thus by implication con-
demning the regents for their action. Meantime the plaque
had been gathering dust in a cellar. There the matter stood
until April 25, 1912, when, after having four times postponed
further action, the Board, now more heavily weighted with
Progressives, voted simply to accept the tablet.®> The Cardinal
noted that this action was largely the result of two years effort
on the part of Duffy.® But the end had not come yet, for the
regents in accepting the plaque had not accepted the proposal
that it be riveted to the facade of Bascom Hall.

In preparation for the fifth reunion of the class of 1910 it
was decided that to insure a good attendance the long-drawn-

‘out quarrel with the regents should be settled by requesting
them to permit the plaque to be properly dedicated at Bascom
Hall. Considerable publicity, including a letter to the New
Republic, revived the animus of Regent Jones, who determined
to prevent the plaque from being hung unless the class officers
and the reunion committee explicitly retracted all the state-
ments and implications that the regents in 1910 had jeopardized
academic freedom or behaved in any way other than conducive
to the best interests of the University. Jones was influential
enough, even in a Board in which the Progressives now en-

% Wisconsin State Journal, June 22, 1910, pp. 1, 8.

®Records of the Board of Regents, H:227, 230, 283, 298, 330, October 11,

December 13, 1911, and January 17, March 13, April 25, 1912.
% Daily Cardinal, April 27, 1912.
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joyed a majority, to prevent the proposal of the class officers
from being accepted. Van Hise acted as the compromiser, per-
suading the class officers to accept a very general statement
admitting that there had been many misunderstandings and
some misstatements of fact, and clearing the 1910 Board of any
implied violation of academic freedom. The statement was,
perhaps purposely, vague;*” in any case, neither Regent Jones
nor the class emerged the complete victor. But at last the
plaque was hung. The president made a strong statement on
academic freedom. In the course of the dedicatory address he
paid the highest tribute to the words inscribed on the plaque,
words which Regent Jones finally decided were themselves
harmless and inoffensive although somewhat dogmatic.®® The
resolution, Van Hise went on, “marks one of the great land-
marks in the history of the University. And from that day to
this, no responsible party or no responsible authority has ever
succeeded in restricting freedom of research and teaching
within these walls.”® Van Hise’s remarks were reiterated in
other language by Joseph E. Davies, whose letter declared that
the principle of academic freedom had been settled for all
time, “cemented into the very foundations of the University,”
and that “never again will the question be raised.”

Such, unfortunately, was not to be the case. To understand
the continuing struggle, carried on in other areas, it must be
borne in mind that the Progressives were defeated in 1914
and that Van Hise was confronted by the problem of winning
the support of a conservative party and of a governor frankly
admitting his hostility to the University. The effort to win over
the conservatives made Van Hise more cautious if not less
liberal—no doubt the part of wisdom. Professor Ross was only
one among those who felt that with the conservatives’ victory
the president shifted ground, no longer encouraging members
of the faculty to serve on state commissions and in other respects
militantly to champion the Wisconsin Idea.”” Somewhat later

% Records of the Board of Regents, I:312-313, June 15, 1915. See especially the
letters of Van Hise to Blair, May 17, 1915, and to G. D. Jones, June 9, 1915, in the
Presidents’ Papers, filed under Memorial.

= Jones to the regents, May 25, 1915, Presidents’ Papers, filed under Memorial.

® Wisconsin State Journal, June 16,1915, p. 6. ™ Ross, Seventy Years of It, 104.
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Van Hise himself confessed his “repugnance to the use of the
phrase “The Wisconsin Idea.’”"* Charles McCarthy wrote to
Ely early in 1916 that “the University is so hopelessly reaction-
ary, and the professors as a whole have shown such a timid
spirit” that it seemed useless to make any suggestions.” In
writing to Van Hise in behalf of the cooperatives C. A. Lyman
of Rhinelander spoke of the work of the College of Agriculture
as “colorless.” There should be one man at least, he went on,
“who believes in the cooperative movement, and in the uplift
of the masses. If there are such men in the college now, they
should be given a freer hand.”"® It was against this background
that the cry was again raised that academic freedom was in
danger. In the eyes of Van Hise there was little or no founda-
tion for all these fears and criticisms. He insisted that Governor
Philipp (1915-1921) and the conservative Republicans quickly
learned the value of the services of University experts and made
full use of them. And he could point with justifiable pride to
his refusal to submit to the pressure of the religious groups
who attacked Professor Max Otto for denying the truth of
theism.™

But there was another side to the picture. No one, apparently,
challenged the statement attributed to Governor Philipp in the
autumn of 1915. According to the Milwaukee Journal the
governor declared that, since in the natural order of things some
men are born to be captains of industry, it was not “wise to
permit the teaching of half-baked theories of government that
never have been demonstrated to be a success, that intimidate
capital, and that close the factory doors.””® On August 8, 1915,
the Milwaukee Leader declared that courses on socialism had
been dropped and that socialist speakers had been discriminated
against when they attempted to reach the students. An intellec-

"It is possible that he was here objecting to the term “Wisconsin Idea” since
he felt that it had been too loosely used if not abused. Van Hise to Felix Frank-
furter, November g, 1917.

™ Charles McCarthy to Ely, March 8, 1916, Presidents’ Papers, filed under McC.

®C. A. Lyman to Van Hise, April 21, 1916.

™ John W. Morgan to Van Hise, August 24, 1915; “Summary memorandum by
C. R. Van Hise of Position taken at conference with pastors, 2 p-m., Wednesday,
January 26, 1916,” Presidents’ Papers, filed under Otto. For a discussion of the
Otto case see the account of philosophical teaching in the College of Letters and
Science, p. 333. “ Milwaukee Journal, November 5, 1915, p. 20.
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tual leader of the Socialist Party, Harry W. Laidler, came to
Madison expecting to make a speech under University auspices
but, according to his account, found at the last minute that
“higher-ups” had canceled his lecture. These events and rumors
of events lay back of the resolutions of the North Wisconsin
Teachers’ Association which, after noting the widespread feeling
that academic freedom was being threatened at the University,
deplored any effort to abolish courses or to make them conform
to outside opinion.™

Early in 1917 a crisis arose which had important bearing on
the question of freedom of discussion. The Wisconsin Forum,
a students’ organization, had been formed to promote the dis-
cussion of controversial points of view in economics, religion,
and the arts which were either ignored or treated gingerly by
University lecturers. ‘““The practical result of this unavoidable
circumstance,” declared the officers of the Forum, “is that
these tendencies of thought have no adequate and fair repre-
sentation on the campus or before the students; thus contrary
to the spirit and the ideals of the University, and undoubtedly
contrary to the intentions of those who administer its affairs,
there is brought about an abridgment of the opportunity for
that freedom of discussion which alone guarantees the freedom
of thought.”” The Forum invited as its first speaker Max
Eastman, the well-known editor of the socialist journal, The
Masses. Dean Goodnight gave permission for the affair and
arrangements were made for a room in the Biology Building.
Late in the afternoon of the day preceding the scheduled
lecture, Dean Goodnight told the Forum that President Van
Hise had notified him that Eastman would not be allowed to
speak in a University building. Both the dean and the presi-
dent informed the Forum that the decision in no way abbrevi-
ated the right of free speech on the campus but merely followed

" North Wisconsin Teachers’ Association to Van Hise, October 18, 1915. A
study of the catalogues for the years between 1913 and 1916 indicates that
courses on socialism in the economics department were apparently given in
certain years, and that in 1915-16, a course on modern socialism was consoli-
dated with one on labor history. It is not clear whether these changes affected
the content of instruction or whether they were made for reasons of departmental
convenience.

" Wisconsin Forum to the Board of Regents, March 12, 1917, Presidents’
Papers, filed under Forum.
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the rule forbidding the dissemination of propaganda from a
University platform. The authorities further declared that the
use of University buildings had been withheld in the past not
only from socialists but from suffragists and Christian Scientists.
Van Hise maintained that if student organizations were per-
mitted to arrange public lectures in University buildings the
institution could be used as a “platform on which to spread
propaganda not only in regard to desirable things but also in
regard to all sorts of wild notions by propagandists.” Was there
any university in the world, the president asked subsequently,
in which a self-constituted group of students could use the insti-
tution as a platform upon which to propagate the doctrine of
any speaker chosen by the group?”

The officials of the Forum took issue with the president.
“The difference between the propaganda which he approves
by giving it recognition and that of which he disapproves is a
difference of point of view only, and not one of distinctive
merit. The whole method and point of view of the administra-
tion of this question is a direct contradiction to the policy for
which Wisconsin has become justly famous, and of which the
University has been the staunchest advocate and the most ef-
fective promulgator.” ™ In support of its contention the Forum
denied the allegation that Eastman was coming to spread
propaganda and pointed out the inconsistency of the adminis-
tration in permitting in a University building the scheduled
lecture of the great prohibitionist propagandist, William Jen-
nings Bryan. The Forum further appealed to the regents to
set aside a building for student-sponsored speeches with the
understanding that the University would not be responsible
for utterances in it. Although the Visitors lent support to the
Forum’s proposal the regents sided with the president and the
request for the use of a University building was denied.®

® Daily Cardinal, January 16, 17, 1917; Van Hise to William Brockhausen,
March 8, 1915, and to Clark Getts, May 4, 1917, Presidents’ Papers, filed under
Forum.

® Daily Cardinal, January 19, 1917.

® Ibid., January 19, March 14, 1917; Scott Goodnight to Van Hise, March o,

1917, and Van Hise to Clark Getts, May 4, 1917, both in the Presidents’ Papers,
filed under Forum.
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A flood of criticism, implicit and explicit, descended on Van
Hise. Professor Oscar ]J. Campbell of the English department
introduced Eastman at the Woman’s Building, where the speak-
er declared that he had given exactly the same exposition of
socialism the night before under the auspices of the University
of Illinois. To a Cardinal reporter Eastman remarked that in
reality there was less freedom of speech at Wisconsin than else-
where.®* The issue of the Cardinal which carried Van Hise’s
justification of his course also published statements from Dean
Goodnight and from Professors Westermann, Feise, and Guyer
expressing approval of the Forum’s objectives. Outside the Uni-
versity, liberals and radicals were indignant. Mayor Daniel
Hoan of Milwaukee declared that Van Hise’s action was a dis-
grace to the state and the Socialist Party considered it an insult.
Labor unions deprecated the president’s surrender to “the black
and evil forces that are striving to suppress free discussion and
keep the public mind in ignorance of the predatory character
of the dominant class in the existing social order.”®* Richard
Lloyd Jones, editor of the State Journal, compared Van Hise’s
course with the Russian suppressions of publications bearing
the words truth, freedom, hope, or democracy.®® The New York
Wisconsin Alumni Association protested against the blow it
believed had been dealt academic freedom. These and other
criticisms indicated that Van Hise had forfeited some part of
his claim to liberal leadership. If his position had not in the
technical sense violated freedom of learning, it had restricted
free discussion in student circles.

One of the administrator’s most difficult problems is to keep
his progressive and conservative supporters in harness together.
In order not to lose the support of a group entirely it may at
times be necessary to yield something to it. Van Hise’s attitude
toward the Forum may have been influenced by some such
expediency. But he preferred in his spoken and written justifi-
cation to rest his case on a distinction between objective knowl-

8t Daily Cardinal, January 17, 1917.

% Milwaukee Leader, January 19, 1917, p. 1; Federated Trades Council of Mil-

waukee to Van Hise, January 18, 1917, Presidents’ Papers, filed under Weber.
8 Wisconsin State Journal, January 17, 1917, p. 10.
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edge and propaganda—a nebulous distinction. At the University
during the first World War, the dilemma in administration be-
came even more acute.

7

IN H1s inaugural address Van Hise had taken a bold and con-
structive stand for a policy which he considered of great impor-
tance to student life. The University had made provision for
housing some of the male students, but at the time Science Hall
burned the immediate pressure for space had resulted in the
abandonment of the dormitory system. Van Hise proposed the
establishment of dormitories which would be not merely much-
needed residence halls, but units for such activities as debating
and athletics. In his mind this arrangement was a necessary
part of education, for by living together students learned how
to handle themselves in human relations. “If the University
of Wisconsin,” the president declared, “is to do for the sons
of the state what Oxford and Cambridge are accomplishing for
the sons of England, if it is to do even what the eastern uni-
versities are accomplishing for their students, not only in pro-
ducing scholars and investigators, but in making men, it must
once more have halls of residence, and to these must be added
a commons and a union.”® In a commodious and beautiful
union, fitted with reading and recreation rooms, he continued,
the students not only would find stimulus and fellowship, they
would find less engaging “the coarse attractions of the town.”
Above all, in view of the rapid increase in numbers and the
disparity of means among the students, the plan would
strengthen the democratic tradition. In his annual reports Van
Hise returned to this program again and again, urging for it
both private gifts and state support.*> Student opinion bore
out the president.* By keeping the ideal alive he not only won
their applause but laid the foundation for the partial realiza-

% Van Hise’s inaugural address, in The Jubilee of the University of Wisconsin
(Madison, 1go5), 113.

**Report of the president, Regents’ Biennial Report, 1907-08, pp. 22-23; 1909—10,

p-13.
* Daily Cardinal, November 10, 1903; October 24, 1gos; October 4, 1911; Novem-
ber 13, 1912.
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tion of the program in subsequent years. In his own time the
dream was not realized. The only accomplishment in this
direction was the extension of the inadequate residence and
recreational facilities provided for women in Chadbourne Hall
by the construction of Lathrop and Barnard.

Van Hise’s awkwardness and lack of social perception did
not make it easy for him to win the confidence and admiration
of undergraduates. Because of an inept effort at humor, he
had made a bad beginning: in commenting to the student
body on the coming Jubilee he had thrown out the suggestion
that it might be well to revive some of the biblical customs of
jubilee year—debts and even examinations might be canceled!
Unfortunately Van Hise left town the next day. There was no
one who could state definitely that his comment should not be
taken seriously, and more and more students easily persuaded
themselves that the omission of examinations was a definite
University plan. When Van Hise came back, completely amazed
that his joke had misfired, he was compelled to set the students
straight. For the rest of the semester “it’s a joke” was a campus
byword; no student antic was complete without a solemn as-
surance to the faculty that it was “just a joke.” %"

His early difficulties no doubt taught the president the im-
portance of cultivating skill in his relations with the student
body. He quickly sensed the widespread opinion of the students
that the faculty was unfair in its attitude toward athletics and
social affairs and realized that as a leader of the faculty he was
included in their indictment. He enjoyed telling convocations
that the ideal relation between faculty and students should be
that of “comrades working together for a common purpose—
older and younger comrades, it is true, each with their own
privileges but still comrades.”*® The best government of the
faculty, he told the students, was by leadership, not by au-
thority. If the faculty assumed this attitude, he pointed out,
it had the right to expect cooperation on the part of students
for the general good.

Convinced that faculty-student relations could be improved

o Ibid., April 25, May 13, 1904. We are indebted to Halsten J. Thorkelson for
supplementing the record of this episode. % Daily Cardinal, October 2, 1go8.
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if the students understood what the faculty was thinking, Van
Hise asked each of the men’s organizations to choose a dele-
gate to a student conference committee. At the meetings of this
group, the president solicited student opinion, explained the
faculty’s position, and asked the delegates to carry back to their
organizations the upshot of the discussions. Gradually student
hostility toward the faculty decreased. The president was con-
vinced that the next step was to shift responsibility from the
faculty to the students in troublesome matters of student dis-
cipline. Making it clear that he approved of sport and fun,
he pointed out to the students that he could not approve of
hazing when it degenerated into brutality. He therefore urged
the conference committee to take responsibility for regulating
the freshman-sophomore rush. This it did. It was apparent that
the new system worked much better than the old effort of the
faculty to prohibit the whole business. In 1907, however, Van
Hise declared that, in view of the great numbers participating
in the rush and in consideration of the unhappy events occur-
ring in connection with it, the whole custom must be abolished,
preferably by the students themselves.®

Gradually the student conference committee developed into
a representative legislative body for the men students; the
women, thanks to the initiative of Dean Annie Emery, already
had a self-government association. The president attended the
meetings of the committee less and less frequently, thus en-
couraging student self-discipline and responsibility. These meet-
ings, he believed, provided the best possible training for young
men destined to enter into a larger society in which public
opinion was the ultimate authority.” In explaining the course
of self-government during his administration, Van Hise con-
cluded that the experiment had proved his contention that the
greater body of students was right-minded and that it was

* Ibid., September 25, 1912. Actually, hazing continued to be reported.

* The student conference committee led to the creation of the student court
which enjoyed jurisdiction in all cases save those involving academic dishonesty.
The faculty was ready to delegate the detection and penalizing of cheating to the
court, but a referendum indicated that the students were unwilling to have that
body assume such a responsibility. In 1913 the regents, feeling that the student
court was dilatory, expelled a student for the writing of “The Blackbird,” an

objectionable publication. Van Hise had no sympathy for anything approaching
the lascivious, but he indicated that on the very day that the regents took their
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feasible to develop through student responsibility an adequate
machinery for dealing with the troublesome few.**

The fact that student self-government did not cover athletic
activities, the students’ major interest, lent support to the
charge that the Van Hise administration was after all essentially
paternalistic.®” The truth was that the president was confronted
by a serious conflict between student and faculty opinion re-
garding the status of athletics. When influential members of
the faculty, including Turner, demanded that intercollegiate
athletics be entirely abolished as the only adequate means of
eliminating professionalism and restoring the priority of aca-
demic interests in student life, Van Hise played a mediating
role. He himself was convinced that the general physical de-
velopment of every student through intramural sports was
preferable to competitive intercollegiate athletics.®* But much
as he wanted to see intercollegiate athletics subordinated, Van
Hise did not consider the complete abolition of the system
feasible. He knew the zeal of students and alumni for the great
games and he recognized the strength of that which was by
now an institution. With the support of Dean Birge, the presi-
dent finally persuaded the faculty that intercollegiate athletics
were worthy of perpetuation provided that they could be sub-
ordinated to other aspects of University life and provided their
abuses could be eliminated. Although the president exerted
all his influence to maintain the standards established by
the Intercollegiate Conference® and to encourage intramural
sports and other types of student interest, he did not urge that
responsibility for the control of athletics be returned to the

hasty action, the court was scheduled to take testimony. The regents also
amended the charter of the student court, taking away full jurisdiction in dis-
cipline cases. Although the evidence is not clear, it appears that Van Hise was
instrumental in persuading the regents to withdraw the amendment of the
charter in the interest of the further development of self-government. Daily
Cardinal, March 7, April 15, 1913.

91 “Gelf-Government at the University of Wisconsin,” in National Association
of State Universities, Transactions and Proceedings, 10:256-263 (1912).

2 See chapter sixteen for a discussion of athletic policy.

%8 Later, when George W. Ehler had been brought to Wisconsin to develop this
type of program, Van Hise gave him unqualified support despite considerable
pressure from alumni to dismiss him. Van Hise to John H. Finley, June 14, 1916.

% The president was ready, for example, to favor the suspension of Michigan
from intercollegiate athletics for two years rather than to have the standards of
the conference relaxed. Van Hise to Albion W. Small, March 28, 1907.
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students. Devoted as he said he was to the principle of student
self-government, Van Hise was nevertheless unwilling to have
the faculty entrust the determination of athletic policy to a
student body which in his opinion could be trusted neither to
administer the existing system efficiently and honestly nor to
modify the system in the interest of the wholesome well-being
of the students themselves.

In the matter of the religious life of the students the president
defended the constitutional provision prohibiting sectarian in-
struction in the University. When some seven hundred students
petitioned the regents to permit the department of Hebrew
and Hellenistic Greek to introduce a nondoctrinal Bible
course,” it was referred to a committee of which Van Hise was
a member. The committee did not favor the proposal. But this
was certainly not because Van Hise was unappreciative of the
importance of religion in the lives of undergraduates. True,
he himself seems to have taken a consistently naturalistic view
of the universe and, while contributing to the support of the
Unitarian Church, seldom attended its services. But he urged
the several denominations to take up religious work among
the students affiliated with their churches and encouraged the
establishment of suitable devotional quarters. Although he fa-
vored a union religious center instead of separate denomina-
tional houses, the movement for separate houses had already
won too much favor.*® When a proposal was made to set up an
interdenominational theological seminary in Madison in order
that students preparing for the ministry might have the advan-
tage of University instruction and the use of University li-
braries, Van Hise expressed approval.’” He knew, to be sure,
that it was highly unlikely that the several denominations would
cooperate in such an enterprise.*®

In Van Hise the students found an able champion when ad-
verse criticism descended upon them. He minimized the opin-
ion that the student body had become aristocratic in temper,
and he championed ‘“the less conspicuous nine-tenths,” par-

% Papers of the Board of Regents, June 17, 1913.

% Daily Cardinal, January 26, 1916.

¥ Van Hise to Bishop William E. McDowell, October 25, 1915; to Richard C.
Hughes, November 29, 1915. * Van Hise expressed this view to George C. Sellery.
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ticularly the students who were supporting themselves finan-
cially, as “the real university.”® Such sentiments naturally
pleased the students, and Van Hise’s work to promote student
self-government, a student loan fund, a housing system, and
such enterprises as the Cosmopolitan Club, in addition to his
achievements in winning greater support and reputation for
the University, gradually won him their thoroughgoing esteem.
Accordingly, when in 1907 Van Hise was considering leaving
the University to become secretary of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion, the students expressed alarm and subsequently rejoiced in
his decision to remain.** ‘

V78

PresmeENT Van Hise’s relation to undergraduate interests can-
not be dismissed without considering the repercussions of an
address which he delivered in 1907 at the Boston meeting of
the Association of Collegiate Alumni. Stating his belief that
coeducation had given satisfactory results for both sexes and
that its adoption in the western universities had led to the
higher education of tens of thousands of women who otherwise
would have been deprived of college training, the president
nevertheless declared that certain problems had arisen and
that certain modifications of the system were in order. There
was a natural but unfortunate tendency, he pointed out, on the
part of both men and women to refrain from taking courses
in which the great majority of the students were of the opposite
sex. Thus some women hesitated to take certain political science
courses that were popular with the men, while men avoided
literary courses in which they would be outnumbered by the
women. That this tendency was due to the nature of the courses
Van Hise denied, citing the popularity of literature and lan-
guages in men’s colleges and the interest shown in many wom-
en’s colleges in science, economics, and political studies. Al-
though the professional schools of law, engineering, medicine,
home economics, and nursing had always been essentially one-
sex institutions, it was undesirable to permit any one depart-
ment in a liberal arts college to become associated primarily

® Daily Cardinal, September 27, 1907. % Ibid., January 10, 16, 1907.



82 University of Wisconsin

with one sex, since every department had something of impor-
tance to contribute to each. To whatever extent the presence of
the other sex curtailed the opportunity of either to study in
any academic field, to that extent a remedy was needed. Various
presidents of coeducational institutions had expressed concern
about the problem, he added.*

Was not the answer, Van Hise asked, to provide in those
large courses in which many sections existed some special divi-
sions primarily for the men and others primarily for the wom-
en? “If the actual opportunities for women will be enlarged
by offering courses in political economy for them, perhaps
adapted to their special interests when they would not other-
wise pursue this subject because of the number of men, why
should this not be done? If the opportunities of the men will
be enlarged by offering courses in literature for them, when
otherwise they would not take such [a] course because of the
large number of women, what valid objection can be urged
to the proposal?”’? In conclusion, Van Hise reiterated his
belief in coeducation and declared that in arranging for segre-
gation in those subjects attractive to both men and women,
coeducation in the colleges of liberal arts might be strengthened
and preserved.

Segregation of a sort existed at Wisconsin as it did at Kan-
sas, Washington, and Chicago. Classes in physiology and hy-
giene were taught separately. The history department had
occasionally transferred the handful of men or women in a quiz
section predominantly made up of the other sex in order better
to meet specific interests in the assignment of special readings.
Professor Ely, eager to attract more women into economics
courses, asked permission to establish separate sections and to
emphasize, in those designed for women, their peculiar inter-
ests. Professor McGilvary likewise requested a separate course
in ethics for men.’** Thus in raising the issue in his address
Van Hise, in the first instance, merely described what he con-
sidered to be a tendency not only at Wisconsin but at other

® Charles R. Van Hise, “Educational Tendencies in State Universities,” Educa-
tional Review, 34:504-520 (December, 1907). 2 I'bid.

% Papers of the Board of Regents, April 21, 19go8; Alfred L. P. Dennis to Van
Hise and D. C. Munro to Van Hise, April 14, 1go8.
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state universities and, in the second place, made a proposal
which he thought would solve one of the problems of coeduca-
tion more efficiently and also strengthen its cause in the liberal
arts colleges.

At a meeting of the regents held in December, 1907, the
president, after presenting the case for organizing separate
classes for men and women in political economy and ethics,
recommended that the requests be granted. Considerable dis-
cussion followed. Mrs. Florence Buckstaff, a member of the
Board, moved a resolution to the effect that the regents were
not in favor of the segregation of the sexes in college classes at
the present time; the resolution was referred to the committee
on letters and science with the understanding that no further
steps were to be taken until it had made a report.*** A faculty
committee proceeded at the request of the regents to prepare
a statement of the distribution of the sexes in the several de-
partments. This indicated that there had been an increasing
tendency for women to concentrate in language and literature
and in education, and for men to emphasize the social studies,
mathematics, and the natural sciences. The committee attrib-
uted the situation to “the natural taste” of women for the
humanities and of men for science and public affairs; to the
fact that most students preparing to teach were women, and
that they preferred the humanities; and to a tendency to con-
centrate in a certain field of study and to neglect courses not
directly related to it. These factors, in the committee’s opinion,
were augmented by the tendency of students of either sex to
dodge courses taken almost exclusively by the other.:*®

The storm which presently began to rage was precipitated
by the publication of a pamphlet by Mrs. John M. Olin, wife of
a leading Madison attorney and well known as a militant
alumna. The pamphlet attacked the president’s proposal and
insisted that this segregation would jeopardize the full equal-
ity and opportunity of coeducation.’*® Van Hise called the
pamphlet “inflammatory and misleading,” and Dean Birge at-

14 Records of the Board of Regents, G:63, December 17, 1907.

15 Papers of the Board of Regents, June 16, 19o8.

15 Helen R. Olin, Shall Wisconsin University Remain a Co-Educational Insti-
tution, n.p., n.d., [Madison, 1go8].
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tempted to rebuke Mrs. Olin. Mrs. Olin then undertook a
campaign which included the presentation to the regents of a
petition signed by two hundred and seventy-five graduates,
vigorously protesting against segregation. Senator and Mrs.
La Follette, in guarded language, wrote to the regents that they
would “regret to see the University of Wisconsin take any step
that might, directly or indirectly, be construed as a recognition
of the principle of segregation.” " No doubt instigated by Mrs.
Olin, former President Bascom prepared a piece, printed in
the Cardinal, in which he declared that the whole battle for
coeducation had been fought and won years ago, that its success
had been amply proved, that in its present form it adequately
covered the ground in the most simple and direct way, and that,
above all, it was not a thing of compromises or halfway meas-
ures.’*® The Milwaukee Daily News repudiated the suggestion
that the scope of the inquiry into coeducation had been mis-
apprehended and declared that it would be better to oust Presi-
dent Van Hise and all his followers than to jeopardize co-
education.1?

The president, genuinely shocked and pained at the charge
that he was betraying coeducation, again reiterated his com-
plete devotion to it. So far as he knew, he continued, there was
not a single member of the faculty opposed to the present
system of education, which gave men and women alike the
fullest opportunity to obtain higher training.*® Van Hise was
flooded with letters. Most of the women correspondents were
clearly disturbed although, with the exception of Mrs. Olin,
they expressed due respect for the illustrious president. Van
Hise, in replying to Mrs. Olin, did not conceal his resentment
at what he regarded as her unfairness or his bewilderment and

" Papers of the Board of Regents, April 21, 19o8.

® Daily Cardinal, April 13, 1908. *® Milwaukee Daily News, April 17, 1908, p. 6.

“ Daily Cardinal, April 4, 1908. Only ten days later, however, Professor O’Shea,
head of the department of education, entered the lists as an advocate not only
of segregation but of separate institutions for girls during the adolescent period.
A disciple of G. Stanley Hall, O’Shea was convinced that the “inherent physical
and psychological differences” of women, particularly of girls during adolescence,
made it inadvisable to subject them to the same type of education provided for
boys. The fact that O’Shea was a widely recognized authority and also editor of

the Wisconsin Journal of Education gave his opinion special weight with the
public.
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sense of helplessness in a situation where logic seemed inef-
fectual. A few men confessed to Van Hise their own dislike
of coeducation and applauded his stand. But by far the greater
number expressed their amused understanding, indicating that
they too on occasion had suffered from unpredictable feminine
wrath. Many saw in the Olin diatribe merely a humorous tidbit
in the teapot tempest the president had unwittingly called
forth.11t

At its meeting on June 16, 1908, the Board of Regents
adopted, as a sop to the women, a resolution declaring that
“men and women shall be equally entitled to membership in
all classes in the University.” Van Hise, who had never dreamed
that his proposal, advanced to meet a practical situation in an
efficient way, would occasion such an explosion, accepted the
decision in good part. The regents further resolved: ‘“There
shall be no discrimination on account of sex in granting scholar-
ships or fellowships in any of the colleges or departments of the
University.” 2 Although this had not been a major point in
the controversy there was some evidence, the Cardinal felt, for
believing that such discrimination existed.** There the matter
might properly have rested.

At the next session of the legislature, however, Assemblyman
George P. Hambrecht of Grand Rapids introduced a bill pro-
viding that “all schools and colleges of the university shall in
their respective departments and class exercises, be open with-
out distinction to students of both sexes.”** At the hearing
Van Hise made it clear that he was not advocating segregation.
In response to an inquiry Hambrecht admitted that, so far as
he could see, there was nothing in his antisegregation bill to
prohibit the arranging of classes primarily for men or for
women, the only consideration being that the faculty must
admit men and women to any class if application be made or
desire shown on the part of either men or women to enter it.'*®
The Cardinal, citing Dean Birge as its authority, declared that
the bill, if passed, could have no possible effect on the Univer-

1 See Presidents’ Papers, 1907-08, Coeducation File.

12 Records of the Board of Regents, G:198, June 16, 19o8.

3 Daily Cardinal, March 5, 1909. " Laws of Wisconsin, 1gog, p. 387.
15 George Hambrecht to Van Hise, June 7, 190g.
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sity curriculum, which already admitted men and women to
all classes. The editor whimsically added that nowadays when
anyone mentioned segregation ‘“we have a vision of a little
yellow dog alone in a frost. Once Prexy was said to have [said]
a kind word to it and it has followed him around ever since
like Wags, the dog that adopted a man; but, as a matter of
fact, Prexy disowns it in accord with the rest of us.”**® But the
bill passed. In spite of the temporarily unfortunate conse-
quences of Van Hise’s ill-considered efforts to introduce a
greater measure of “educational efficiency” through segrega-
tion, and several other awkward blunders, his general relations
with the student body showed marked administrative talent.

48 Daily Cardinal, March 6, 19og.
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Van Hise: The Larger Public

AN HIsE’s concept of the University’s proper place in the

life of the state was one of his great contributions. As

he saw it, the University had three main tasks: the first
was to contribute to the undergraduate’s preparation for his
life work and intelligent citizenship; the second was to advance
knowledge; and the third was to take knowledge to the people
and to aid in its application to the economic, social, and politi-
cal problems. But it was the invigoration of extension and the
crusade for research that brought the University into the main
currents of the life of the state. When Van Hise took office few
accepted the idea that opportunities for research might be as
great in a state-supported institution as in a private one. But in
his inaugural address Van Hise boldly declared, “I am not will-
ing to admit that a state university under a democracy shall be of
lower grade than a state university under a monarchy,” and “if
the University of Wisconsin is to do for the state what it has
a right to expect, it must develop, expand, strengthen creative
work at whatever cost.”? If this was to be done, the state must
support research and creative scholarship in every field; there
could be no limitations on the lines of the University’s en-
deavor unless the state were to be the irreparable loser. Nor
could research, he continued, be confined to subjects deemed
practical, for “the practical man of all practical men is he who,

!Charles R. Van Hise’s inaugural address, in The Jubilee of the University
of Wisconsin (Madison, 1905), 125.

87



88 University of Wisconsin

with his face toward the truth, follows wherever it may lead,
with no thought but to get a deeper insight into the order of
the universe in which he lives.” “It cannot be predicted,” he de-
clared, “‘at what distant nook of knowledge, apparently remote
from any practical service, a brilliantly useful stream may
spring. It is certain that every fundamental discovery yet made
by the delving student has been of service to man before a
decade has passed.”2? With such convictions Van Hise was obli-
gated to “sell” Wisconsin the idea that it must support research
in every field—no easy task. Opposition to the idea was wide-
spread and persistent.

A further responsibility of the University, preached by
Bascom and forwarded by Chamberlin and Adams, was to as-
sume leadership in the application of knowledge for the direct
improvement of the life of the people in every sphere. To this
function Van Hise gave drama and publicity. Its fulfillment
would involve two main lines of activity. The first would be
the contribution of the expert, not only in the improvement
of agriculture, in the building of railways and bridges, and in
sanitation, but in helping to solve complicated economic and
social problems. In his inaugural address Van Hise called at-
tention to the services of the German scholar to his government.
The German professor was a man of affairs, serving as a non-
partisan expert in all sorts of ways. In America, too, scholars
had begun to serve on tax commissions and to aid in the evalua-
tion of railroad investments. By 19o8 forty-one members of
the University faculty were serving the state on one or more
commissions: Van Hise himself and Dean Birge were each on
five state commissions, and many were on two or more. Al-
though such service was not unknown in other states, Wiscon-
sin led the way and carried the movement further than any
other commonwealth.

The second aspect of the idea Van Hise so often expressed
in the phrase “service to the State” involved the invigoration
and development of the extension movement. “I shall never
be content until the beneficent influence of the University
reaches every family in the state,” he declared. “This is my

*Ibid., 123.
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ideal of a state university.”® He gave his full support to the
revived University Extension. “The aggressive business man
does not wait for the consumer to go to the wholesale establish-
ment to purchase his articles. He gets his products out to the
retail stores by advertisement, by travelling agents, and in other
ways. Also, more and more, the manufacturer is beginning to
establish retail stores in various parts of the country to sell his
goods. Are we going to be less aggressive in education than we
are in business?”* This analogy with business was not only a
reflection of the way in which the dominant mores affected the
University administrators; it was also no doubt calculated to
appeal to an influential segment of the public. Two-week short
courses for farmers and for housewives, the dispensing of debate
materials to every nook and cranny in the state not only to help
schoolboys but to familiarize adults with the issues of the day,
the support of traveling professors who held classes in many
communities—these were the means by which the University
was making the campus include the whole state. Thus the presi-
dent could justifiably claim that a large part of the work of the
University was not for the students on the Madison campus
but for the two and a half million people in the state. The use
of the University expert on the state commissions, the extension
movement, the work that had been done and was being done
to improve agricultural production, the achievements of the
engineering college in operating classes for artisans and in ad-
vancing sanitary construction and electrical engineering, the
practical applications of research in the social sciences—all of
these and other enterprises the University sponsored.

Such, then, was Van Hise’s conception of the relation of the
University to the state. To insure its acceptance and develop-
ment it was necessary to publicize the program. Van Hise lost
no opportunity. The jubilee celebration, held in June, 1904,
was the first tangible effort to dramatize the University to the
people. On that occasion Van Hise himself, as we have seen,

*Van Hise’s address to the Wisconsin Press Association, February, 1gos, in
the Presidents’ Papers.

* Regents’ Biennial Report, 1907—08, pp. 18-21. For a discussion of University
Extension during the Van Hise administration and of the contributions of Dean
Louis E. Reber and others to it, see chapter seventeen.
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expounded his conception of what the University must do for
the people. He was ably supported by former President Cham-
berlin and by Governor La Follette. “The state welcomes the
ever increasing tendency to make the university minister in a
direct and practical way to the material interests of the state,”
La Follette declared. “Upon every citizen rests the obligation
to serve the state in civil life as the soldier serves the country
in war. To this high duty the children of the university are
specially called.”? It was, indeed, as the Cardinal had hoped it
might be, a soul-stirring jubilee.

But this was only the beginning. In his reports to the regents,
in his testimony at legislative hearings, in his correspondence
with political leaders and others, and in his public addresses,
Van Hise reiterated the program again and again, apparently
never tiring of what he said, and never at a loss in meeting ob-
jections. With confidence and equanimity even in the face of
obstacles, he continued his crusade. In the process he created
an ally. When he assumed office, Van Hise found that the com-
ments on the University in the state newspapers were largely
confined to athletics and social affairs. The president decided
to change this. He asked Professor Bleyer of the English depart-
ment to revive the weekly bulletins to be sent out to the news-
papers of the state. These told, in an attractive way, the story
of discoveries, inventions, and innovations at the University.
The press made generous use of the bulletins, and the people
became familiar with what the University was doing to make
knowledge useful. The president was convinced, however sharp
the criticism leveled at the University, however regrettable
reverses were, that in the long run, if the people only under-
stood the University, they would never let it down.®

It not only was necessary to educate the people to larger
conceptions of the University’s role and importance in their
lives; it was imperative to expand the financial support of the
institution, both to provide for the ever growing body of

® Ellen Torelle, comp., The Political Philosophy of Robert M. La Follette (Madi-
son, 1920), 293, 294. The quotation is from La Follette’s address at the inaugura-

tion of Van Hise, June 7, 1904.
¢ National Association of State Universities, Transactions and Proceedings, 1905,

3:148-149.
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students and for the maintenance and improvement of teach-
ing, and to make possible the research and extension activities
which in Van Hise’s mind were no less important than the in-
struction of undergraduates. He encouraged students to help
obtain favorable legislation for the University and took care
to express appreciation for their efforts.” He took an active
part in encouraging the more effective organizing of the alum-
ni, including the improvement of the Alumni Magazine and
the establishment of an employment bureau. This, he pointed
out, would strengthen the ties between the University and its
former students. The alumni, he repeated again and again,
could benefit their alma mater not only by making gifts for
pressing needs not provided for by the legislature but by telling
the people of its achievements and by securing proper legis-
lation and preventing unfortunate legislation.® He appeared
at legislative hearings armed with facts and figures and with
arguments for new appropriations, now pointing out that it
was impossible to separate the cost of instruction in Madison
from the total cost of operating the University to the limit of
its service to the people, and again indicating why the requests
represented the minimum on which the University could effi-
ciently function.

It is, of course, impossible to indicate the exact contributions
of the president, regents, governor, and friends of a univer- -
sity in and out of the legislature in securing financial support
for an institution. When Van Hise became president, the in-
come of the rapidly growing University was substantially sta-
tionary as a result of the recent abolition of the fractional mill
tax and the substitution of a biennial appropriation. It was, as
the new president saw it, impossible to maintain the Univer-
sity under such circumstances. ‘“This being the situation,” he
wrote subsequently, “I took up the matter of having the mill
tax restored.”® His files during the session of the 19op legisla-
ture, which restored the mill tax, indicate that Van Hise was hard

* Daily Cardinal, September 29, 1905.
8Van Hise to Lynn S. Pease, summer and fall, 1908; Van Hise to Frederick
Whitton, March %, 1911; Van Hise to Mrs. C. R. Carpenter, May 23, 1912, all

in the Presidents’ Papers, where all letters to and from Van Hise are deposited
unless otherwise indicated. *Van Hise to H. M. Dunlap, March 29, 1907.
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at work organizing support for the mill-tax bill. He wrote to
alumni, legislators, newspapers, and others—to someone, in
fact, in almost every county. In reporting his activities to the
regents the president remarked that he had devoted the major
portion of his time to working for the mill-tax support for the
University.’ It was with some pride that he wrote, two years
later, “By everyone connected with the university, faculty and
regents alike, this mill-tax law is regarded as our greatest bul-
wark in planning for the future.”*

Van Hise’s technique for persuading public officials of the
University's needs improved with time. His correspondence in
the autumn of 1906 with Governor Davidson, who apparently
did not like him, reveals considerable skill in “buttering up”
the chief executive. Quite unexpectedly the Committee on
Claims reported damaging amendments to a bill in the legisla-
tive session of 1907 which provided for appropriations for stu-
dent buildings and medical education. “Every minute of my
time and all my energy as well as that of many friends of the uni-
versity was required to get this work of the committee on claims
reversed.”** We can be sure that Van Hise on this occasion was
forceful and yet propitiatory, vigorous with his general argu-
ments, heavy but persuasive with his facts and figures. Nor was
the president the man to give an inch, even when the regents
favored retreat. Writing to the Board in the spring of 19og, he
expressed his strong disapproval of the suggestion that in view
of legislative opposition the amount asked for be reduced. The
president pointed out that this would be a bad precedent, that
the bills were honest bills, and that the regents, once having
approved the requests, should not, by reneging, make it appear
that Van Hise had testified not on the authority of the Board
but merely on his own authority.'®

The Van Hise campaign for funds involved further tech-
niques. According to Regent Hoard, the president in asking for
increased appropriations from the legislature played up the
remarkable contributions of the College of Agriculture and the

* Papers of the Board of Regents, June 1, 19o5.

* Van Hise to Dunlap, March 29, 1907.

**Van Hise to W. N. Fitzgerald, June 15, 1go7.
* Van Hise to the Board of Regents, April 24, 1gog.
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College of Engineering to the prosperity of the state. In these
colleges, he knew, were “mainly to be found visible signs of
progress upon which he can lay hold for testimony that shall
reconcile the mind of the state to the burdens of taxation for the
University as a whole. There is the fountain that nourishes the
whole.”** Sometimes, in a pinch, Van Hise called on an out-
standing political leader for special aid in putting through an
appropriation bill. For example, he regarded Joseph E. Davies
as an important adviser on handling the Democrats in the legis-
lature. On more than one occasion Davies was asked to make
them “see the situation in its true light.””** When, in 1913, Davies
gave special assistance in the fight to retain the mill tax, the
president was especially warm in his thanks.*®

The most critical test of Van Hise’s talents for winning finan-
cial support came, indeed, at the very time he was calling on
Davies to stand by. In 1914 the tide had begun to turn against
the Progressive administration of Governor McGovern. The
high cost of government, the Stalwarts declared, was the result
of extravagance; and they gave notice that the dominant issue
in the autumn campaign was to be economy and retrenchment.
Thus confronted by curtailment in case the Progressives went
out, Van Hise and some of :he regents conferred on April 14,
1914, with Governor McGovern. i. was agreed that no con-
struction of new University buildings was to be undertaken for
the present and the governor was to submit a written statement
to that effect, which he did, with an expression of appreciation
and with the warning that even more drastic economy might
be necessary. President Trottman of the Board of Regents sub-
sequently stated that this understanding was not a mere tem-
porary arrangement made for campaign purposes but a genuine
effort to secure some measure of relief from taxes. The under-
standing implied, he felt, an obligation on the part of the re-
gents to do nothing in the way of new construction until the
1915 legislature had had an opportunity to consider the wisdom

# Hoard’s Dairyman, 41:888 (August 26, 1910). Hoard went on to say that it
was inconsistent for Van Hise in his commencement address to emphasize the
idea that the college of liberal arts is the glory and basis for progress.

% Joseph E. Davies to Van Hise, February 6, 1915; Van Hise to Davies, March
11, 1915. % Ibid., June 5, July g, 1913.
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of the appropriations that had been made for building pur-
poses.*’

The Stalwarts swept McGovern and the Progressives out of
office in the November elections. The new governor, Emanuel
L. Philipp, was not only pledged to economy: he was generally
believed to be unfriendly toward the University and to dislike
Van Hise.*® Besides, the president was certainly aware of the
opinion that in its intention to cut the University’s appropria-
tions the new conservative regime was trying not to serve the
taxpayer, but to punish the institution. It is impossible to de-
termine whether these considerations played any important
part in the decision of the regents’ constructional development
committee, three days after the election, to let the bids for the
physics building. Trottman, in voting against this action, held
that it would be construed as a violation of the agreement made
the preceding April. It would, in other words, be interpreted
as meaning that the University had tried to influence the cam-
paign in McGovern’s favor by suspending building operations
and then, with his defeat, hurrying the completion of the speci-
fications and contracts in order to have them approved by Mc-
Govern rather than awaiting the inauguration of Philipp. When
it became clear that the building program was to go ahead,
Trottman resigned the presidency of the Board. He seized the
occasion to declare that in his opinion the present government
of the University was neither efficient nor economical.?®

In answering Trottman, the regents flatly denied his inter-
pretation of their motives in resuming building operations.
They insisted that their actions in letting the contracts in no
way violated the agreement with McGovern to defer payment
of $800,000 of the University’s appropriations. Haste was needed
in order to get the building ready for occupancy. McGovern
had approved the action. Further, the situation had been put
before Governor-elect Philipp with the view of promoting co-
operation between him and the regents; he had seen the desir-

" James F. Trottman to Governor Francis E. McGovern, December 14, 1914, in
Papers of the Board of Regents, March 3, 1915.

* G. D. Jones to Van Hise, March 27, 1916.

*Trottman to the regents, February 26, 1915, in Papers of the Board of Re-
gents.
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ability of distributing appropriations for buildings in such a
way that in no single year too heavy a burden would fall upon
the state.?® President Van Hise likewise announced that the ac-
tion had in no way broken faith with Governor McGovern.*

This incident was analogous to Van Hise’s early experience
with the new economy regime of Governor Philipp. During the
long legislative session of 1915, Van Hise was often in difficulty;
great cuts in the University appropriation were imminent; the
governor was highly critical of some of the activities of the
University; and the final appropriation was much less than Van
Hise wanted. Yet in the end, Governor Philipp became less
critical.??

The success of the president in the sustained drive for funds
was not the only item on the credit side of his relations with the
state. He determined to improve the relations between the Uni-
versity and the private colleges. At a conference in the autumn
of 19oy4 the respective presidents agreed that the private colleges
would emphasize their undergraduate programs, leaving graduate
and professional training to the University. Another conference
worked out programs of study for the advanced students of the
smaller colleges which would fit them for more specialized work
at Madison.?* In addition the University established a graduate
scholarship for each state college, to be awarded by its faculty to
a member of the senior class. Lawrence and Ripon adopted the
same entrance requirements as those of the University, enabling
their students to be admitted to the University in full standing
at the end of the sophomore year. Ripon invited the University
to send inspectors, thus anticipating the action of the North
Central Association in its efforts to standardize collegiate work;
the arrangement worked satisfactorily. The cordial relations
with Ripon were cemented when Van Hise used his influence

% Papers of the Board of Regents, March 3, 1915.

2 Daily Cardinal, March 2, 1915.

2 Papers of the Board of Regents, August 19, 1915. On March 27, 1916, G. D.
Jones wrote to Van Hise: “I think we both agree that Governor Philipp entered
his administration with some prejudice. I think he concluded it practically free
from prejudice...I know he had an entirely changed opinion of yourself and
that he sincerely wishes to cogperate with you.”

= Reports to the Regents, E:25, October 10, 1904; Van Hise to R. C. Hughes,
president of Ripon, March g, 11, 19o8; Hughes to Van Hise, March 12, 1908.
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with the General Education Board, one of the Rockefeller agen-
cies, to secure funds in the school’s behalf.

But the president’s relations with the normal schools and
other state institutions were less happy than those with the pri-
vate colleges. He frequently clashed with Superintendent of
Public Instruction Cary, an ex-officio member of the Board of
Regents. Van Hise wished to retain for the University the in-
spection of high schools and control over entrance require-
ments; Cary wished to have the state superintendent of public in-
struction take over this function.?* To make matters worse, Cary
on more than one occasion attacked Van Hise in the public press.
In turn Van Hise declared openly that Cary wilfully misrepre-
sented the facts or displayed “‘such amazing ignorance as to
belittle his intelligence.””2* The contest with Cary did not, how-
ever, prevent the state teachers’ association from electing Van
Hise as president in 1915. Although the heads of the normal
schools did not apparently follow Cary’s example in publicly
denouncing Van Hise, the president’s opposition to a bill per-
mitting these institutions to grant degrees must have damp-
ened the cordiality of their relations. But Van Hise felt he was
on firm ground since none of the normal schools at the time
offered even the first two years of the bachelor’s program.z¢
Yet it was natural for the other state educational institutions,
which under his system would be confined within carefully
prescribed limits, to interpret his stand as an effort to maintain
the power which a monopoly of educational functions gave to
the University.

*Report of the Committee on Entrance Requirements and Inspection of the
Changes Proposed by Superintendent Charles P. Cary. Presidents’ Papers. Cary
maintained that University inspection duplicated the necessary work of the state’s
Department of Public Instruction; that the University dominated the high
schools; and that the University could suffer no possible loss in relinquishing
inspection. The committee took Van Hise’s view in maintaining that the Uni-
versity could not dominate the high schools as long as a state department set
the course of study; that the schools entered freely into the association with the
University and could voluntarily break off relations at any time; and that the
University and high schools alike profited from the closer relationship which
inspection involved.

* Daily Cardinal, April 11, 1912.

*Van Hise to R. C. Hughes, April 19, 1907. Van Hise sought and obtained
the support of Ripon in the stand he took against the proposal.
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In the earlier phase of the Van Hise administration, before
his program was fully developed, the University was spared un-
usual criticism. It is true that the Wisconsin State Journal, as
early as the autumn of 1903, had decried the effort of Governor
La Follette “to build up a political machine” in the law school.*
The reorganization of the student Republican Club occasioned a
flurry, but the Cardinal probably expressed a common feeling in
declaring that it was altogether desirable for those benefiting
from superior training to take a more than perfunctory interest in
politics.?® Yet the editor, in the autumn of 1904, protested the in-
troduction of politics into the affairs of the institution as an-
tagonistic to its best interests: “We can commend a legislature
that aids the university. We can condemn any faction that buys
university support with patronage. We will countenance none
of that in the future.”?® These comments, unimportant in
themselves, reveal a belief that the University was already too
closely tied to the La Follette regime to suit conservative tastes.

No doubt this feeling provided impetus for the legislative in-
vestigation of 1goxs. The immediate occasion, however, was what
the State Journal called a “financial crisis” in the University. In
November, 1905, the La Follette administration boasted “hat its
economies made it unnecessary to levy a state tax; but within
a month the University confessed, at a special session of' ‘he
legislature, to what the State Journal insisted was a deficit ¢
$450,000. The newspaper implied that the University, in request-
ing continuation of the policy of borrowing from the state to
tide it over until tax appropriations became due, was as guilty
as the La Follette administration in concealing the actual state
of financial affairs.** The request of the University to have
monies transferred from the general fund to the University
evoked criticism and led to the appointment of a special com-
mittee empowered to inquire into the management and needs
of the University. President Van Hise at once publicly an-
nounced his satisfaction. He declared that not only were the

# Daily Cardinal, November 5, 1903.

# Ibid., January 8, 1904. * Ibid., November g, 1904.

® Wisconsin State Journal, December 7, 1905, p. 4. See pp. 168 ff. for an
account of the legislative investigation.
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authorities of the University pleased but that they hoped that
the policy inaugurated at this extraordinary session of the legis-
lature would become permanent, so that the legislature in the
future might rely on the reports of its own committee concern-
ing the needs of the University rather than to have to depend
on statements of University authorities which in some eyes were
regarded as biased.** Dean Henry feared that the investigation
might have disastrous results for the financial support of the
College of Agriculture—one of the points at issue. But Van Hise
maintained that the committee’s report would be fair to the
University.3?

When the special investigating committee reported, the presi-
dent was not disappointed. The state, the report declared, was
justly proud of its University, which stood for “the highest ideals
in scholarship and in economical and practical effort. ... The
success that has attended its labors in bringing the most prac-
tical sciences into the services of the people, is most gratifying
as it is profitable to the state. The man who does brain work
and the man who does hand work, the theorist and the prac-
tical man, each and everyone is today profiting by the investiga-
tions, experiments, and the practical problems that have been
undertaken and given a practical interpretation by the uni-
versity.” 33

The report was not a complete bill of health. It made certain
recommendations designed to correct the failure of the admin-
istration to keep pace with the growth of the institution. These
recommendations favored closer oversight and a more minute
division of responsibility. At the same time the committee de-
plored the fact that in a few cases heads of departments had
shifted as much as half of their regularly assigned work to their
assistants. Several faculty members, on account of inadequate
remuneration, had given considerable time to work outside the
University. In general the understanding between the Univer-
sity and the agencies for which these professors worked was

* Daily Cardinal, December 13, 1905.

**Van Hise to William Arnon Henry, July 6, 19o6.

® Report of the Joint Legislative Committee on the Affairs of the University
(Madison, 1906), 14-15.
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satisfactorily clear. Only in one or two cases was there any evi-
dence that such faculty members had neglected their Univer-
sity work in the pursuit of their outside activities. At the worst,
some professors appeared to have neglected their students out-
side class. The committee therefore recommended that research
work be encouraged “only so far as that can be done without
detriment to the instruction to which students are entitled.”
The committee further recommended that teaching be so ar-
ranged that all students in all classes enjoy the opportunity of
contact with full professors. “We do not disparage the work
of the specialists who write books, or through research, enlarge
our knowledge of man or nature.... What we do contend is,
that the best efforts of the best teachers should be expended in
actually teaching. Unless some provision is made for giving to
the lower classes enlarged opportunities for instruction by the
strongest teachers employed, before long the state will be
obliged to provide outside of the university instruction covering
the first, and possibly the second year, of most of the courses as
now outlined.” 3¢ The report, in brief, revealed moderate doubts
concerning Van Hise’s emphasis on research, but it did not im-
pugn the financial management of the University, nor did it
stigmatize the institution for undue promotion of the La Fol-
lette conception of public service.

Nevertheless the questions raised about research and teaching
were not buried. The Wisconsin Alumni Magazine, declaring
that many teachers neglected their classes for research, called
these men “self-deceiving dreamers who solace themselves with
the idea that they are doing for the world a service by their
books, while their class work goes unheeded.”? Except in the
College of Agriculture, whatever President Van Hise main-
tained, research was less important than instruction, which
ought to be the criterion of promotion. The editor of the maga-
zine spoke for many alumni and other citizens in belittling the
graduate school as a “foreign element” in the University, re-
cruited largely from out-of-state students lacking “the Wiscon-
sin spirit,” and opposed, because of its great size, to the best

¥ Ibid., g—11. 5 Wisconsin Alumni Magazine, 7:301-302 (April, 1906).
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interests of the University.* No wonder that Van Hise began
to turn his attention to the alumni and to cultivate a more cor-
dial attitude toward his administration.

As appropriations increased biennium after biennium, the
critics of the Wisconsin Idea declared that the University was
costing the state far too much and that other educational insti-
tutions, especially the common schools, were suffering.®” The
leading exponent of this idea was, of course, Superintendent
of Public Instruction Cary. He declared that the gross cost of
educating students was far too high in comparison with the
cost in neighboring universities. Van Hise, on his part, demon-
strated with facts and figures that Cary’s analysis failed to allo-
cate the appropriate sums to extension and other educational
services. The move in 1908 to audit the University’s books was,
according to a leading regent, designed less to help the Univer-
sity than to provide data for attacks on the institution.

It was natural, in view of the increasing means of many whose
sons attended the University and of the natural growth of a
more elaborate social life, for some to feel that the institution
had become “aristocratic.” In spite of the president’s effort to
give publicity to constructive achievements, this feeling was en-
couraged by the tendency of the press to feature news stories,
sensational and exaggerated, regarding the fuss and feathers of
student life. The Cardinal pointed out that such unfair criti-
cism injured an institution dependent for its support on a
legislative assembly.®® Farmers bringing daughters to Madison
for study were shocked at what seemed to their plain eyes the
lavish appointments in the women’s dormitories and in Lath-
rop Hall.** Most were doubtless unconvinced by the contention
that Wisconsin was now old and rich enough to afford the
amenities of life and to promote “culture.” In responding to
the criticism of a normal-school officer, Dean Birge denied that

® Ibid., 77:389 (June-July, 19o6).

7 Milwaukee Sentinel, April g, 1913, p. 6.

*J. F. Trottman to G. D. Jones, June 8, 1gog, Presidents’ Papers filed under T.

® Daily Cardinal, November 2, 1go5; October 4, 30, November 24, 19o6; March
14, 1907.

See Charles Belmont Davis, “‘Court’ Circles at Wisconsin,” Collier’s, July
23, 1910, pp. 14-16; Honoré Willsie, “Propagating Culture by Luxury,” Col-
lier’s, January 20, 1912, p. 18.
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the University was “‘aristocratic”: “I would not call aristocratic
the innovation of a short course of farming; a branch of
schools in shops in Milwaukee; of classes among workingmen;
of correspondence courses, where the student has the advantage
of personal supervision; of exhibits, like the tuberculosis ex-
hibit, which we have here.”*

All this was light artillery fire compared with the mounting
indictment of the University for its alleged partisanship of the
La Follette Progressives and for its growing influence in the
state. Professor Gilmore’s report on water power, threatening
as it seemed to the plans of private utility interests; the roles of
Van Hise, Birge, and a score of professors in the various com-
missions of the state; and the enthusiasm the muckrakers ex-
pressed for the University’s leadership as a public service insti-
tution—all these pointed, in the minds of the Stalwarts, to dan-
gerous partisanship. There were murmurings during Governor
Davidson’s administration; but with the defeat of the Stalwarts
in 1910, the feeling rapidly mounted. The University became a
focus of major attacks.

Early in January, 1911, state officials grew concerned over the
bill Professor Commons was drafting to set up a commission to
take charge of all commissions, an agency, moreover, on which
the president was to be one of the four members; they therefore
declared that the University was trying to control the state.*”
Hoard, former governor and regent, having resigned because he
was tired of the way in which the Board, now Progressive, had
“played politics,” joined the hue and cry; Van Hise, he was
reported as saying, headed a group of men seeking to dominate
the state.** Another vehement critic was the state superintendent
of public instruction, Regent Cary. In a much-publicized state-
ment he proclaimed that unless the University was checked in its
scramble for power, the people would have ‘“‘a university state in-
stead of a state university.”** Attorney General Bancroft was
quoted as saying that Cary’s statement was much too weak: “We

“ Daily Cardinal, November 14, 1go8.

# Milwaukee Sentinel, January 29, 1911, section 1, p. 15.

* Milwaukee Free Press, July 15, 1911, p. 6. Reprint from the Jefferson County

Union.
* The Survey, 27:1569 (January 13, 1912).
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have hell in our legislative halls and hell in our university.”
Leading editors and businessmen denounced the “so-called so-
ciologists” in “control” of the University, declared that the
institution was a “hotbed” of socialism, excoriated “Professor”
McCarthy’s “bill factory,” proposed the abolition of all state com-
missions and agencies, fumed over the high taxes—which were
laid at the door of the University, and insisted that the people
must teach the University that it was the creature of the state.*
Others assailed the University by praising the private colleges
for their freedom from graft and politics; raised the old com-
plaint that professors, and the president himself, took outside
pay while they neglected their inside work; and, ignoring Bab-
cock’s notable precedent, denounced faculty members for “com-
mercializing” their research to fatten their own pockets.#” The
Wisconsin Retail Lumber Dealers’ Association objected when
members of the faculty recommended that farmers compare
prices of mail-order houses with those of local merchants.*
When Governor Philipp gave friendly consideration to the Uni-
versity, one of his northern Wisconsin followers let loose his
fury: “Whenever the Tax-eating Idol—the ‘head push’ of the ‘U’
appears, the ‘U’ graduate members of the Legislature are either
ready to ‘kow-tow’ to him, or hold the bag? That is FIERCE.
It accounts for the erratic, damfool laws our statute-books have
groaned over. ... When the educational ‘High-Muck-a-Mucks’
are controlled and curbed, the tax-payers of Wis. will enjoy
freedom again. ‘Extravagance’ appears to be the watch-word of
the school system in Wis. Our ‘U’, upon which we based so
much pride, is a tyrant nearly past control: ready to stultify and
besmirch clean politics, rob the tax-payer, bamboozle the law-
makers, defy the Governor and raise particular HELL gen-
erally, if things don’t come their way. You find their ideas

* Milwaukee Sentinel, February 19, 1912, p. 1.

“ Milwaukee Free Press, August 7, 1912, p. 1; Milwaukee Evening Wisconsin,
March g (p. 6), and June 15 (p. 5), 1914; Milwaukee Sentinel, April 10, 1913, p.
1; Milwaukee Daily News, August 17, 1915, p. 3.

" Milwaukee Sentinel, June 29, 1911, p. 8; Milwaukee Free Press, July 2 (p. 2),

July 6 (pp. 1, 5, 6), and July 7 (p. 1), 1911; February 19 (p. 1), February 23 (p. 3),
1912; June 21, 1914, section 2, p. 18; Oshkosh Daily Northwestern, March 3o,
1912, p. 6.

® Milwaukee Evening Wisconsin, February 19, 1914, p. 1.
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spreading like a cancerous growth into our Normal, High and
Common schools: and every ‘Professor’ connected with these
institutions, who has fed at the public crib a long time, thinks
the public ‘pap’ must be given Him for the good of the State.
The County Boards of Education are but a step toward the com-
plete and eventual elimination of local school officers—any way
to strike another blow at the right to GOVERN ourselves.”*

President Van Hise deftly devoted himself to the defense of
the institution. Never faltering in his supreme confidence that
the people would give the University what it wanted if the Uni-
versity gave the people what they wanted, he met the attacks
both directly and indirectly. He spared no effort to enlighten
the public regarding the contributions of the University to the
common welfare, writing for the Wisconsin Alumni Magazine,
making statements to the press, and reassuring inquirers agi-
tated over the sweeping indictment of the institution.® In reply
to the father of two University students, the president was
bluntness itself: “In response to your letter . . . I have to say that
the misrepresentations regarding the university are largely due
to the inaccurate, misleading, and frequently false statements
made by the state superintendent which he has widely dis-
seminated thru letters sent at public expense to all parts of the
state.”® An effort was made to cultivate the business commu-
nity: Ely wrote three articles which appeared in the Wisconsin
State Journal early in 1915 demonstrating that the University
was a great commercial asset. The department of economics
sponsored a conference to which leading businessmen were in-
vited and at which problems of the business community were
sympathetically presented by members of the faculty.

And Van Hise rallied friends to refute allegations against the
University and to emphasize its great contributions.®* The Uni-
versity, declared the State Journal, was bound to rise above Gov-

® George B. Carley to Assemblyman John Gamper, April 5, 1915, Philipp
Papers, State Historical Society of Wisconsin.

® Wisconsin Alumni Magazine (Madison), 18:226—230 (February, 1912); Univer-
sity Press Bulletin, quoted in the Milwaukee Free Press, February 21, 1912.

%t Van Hise to Thomas Edwards, March 5, 1913.

5 Milwaukee Journal, March 29, 1915, p. 1; La Crosse Tribune, February 23,

1915, p. 1.
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ernor Philipp’s attempt to control it by subordinating it to his
kind of politics.** La Follette’s Weekly insisted that back of the
whole campaign was the water-power interest, sorely troubled
by Professor Gilmore’s brief for the public.* The Milwaukee
Leader declared that the real object of the attack was to put the
University in the hands of the big business crowd whose efforts
to loot the state had met with resistance within the institution.
“The talk of economy from the defenders of the gang that are
looting the state of more each year than the university has cost
-since its foundation, is cheap demagoguery.”

Public officials eventually spoke out against the crusade. Ex-
Governor McGovern defended both Van Hise and the Univer-
sity. Chief Justice John B. Winslow of the supreme court of Wis-
consin defended the institution by pointing out that legislation
affecting it could not be entirely judged upon the basis of dol-
lars and cents and reminding the public that the good the Uni-
versity had done far outweighed any errors or inefficiency.*
Finally, Governor Philipp himself, having modified his sus-
picions and unfriendly attitude, reported in the autumn of 1915
that he had ousted professors either from their positions on state
commissions or from academic posts, and that in consequence
the University was now divorced from politics and that all was
well.>” The State Journal remarked that he had either hidden
his real reasons for the campaign against the University or
he had been ignorant of the truth and had found that the in-
stitution was of great aid in the administration of state busi-
ness.’®

Although Governor McGovern declared that the investiga-
tion which the Board of Public Affairs instigated in the spring
of 1914 was in no sense to be a criticism of President Van Hise
or of the regents, the members of the Board of Public Affairs
indicated that it was not unrelated to the mounting criticism
of the Van Hise regime.* As was becoming to an administrator

® Wisconsin State Journal, April 2, 1915, p. 14.

* La Follette’s Weekly, July 2, 1910, pp. 8—4.

® Milwaukee Leader, April 2 (p. 8) and April g (p. 8), 1915.

* Milwaukee Journal, June 7, 1915, p. 8. 5 Ibid., November 18, 1915, p. 2.

* Wisconsin State Journal, November 4, 1915, p. 4.
* Daily Cardinal, March 21, 1914.
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given to emphasizing fact finding and prone to cooperate with
critics in order to bring them to appreciate his own position,
Van Hise urged the faculty to aid William H. Allen, director
of the survey. The recommendations of the investigators might,
he pointed out, be useful to the University. When he saw the
drift of the proceedings and the nature of the recommendations,
he announced to the faculty that Allen and his associates had
not accepted as many of the criticisms of the University as they
might have been expected to, and that, furthermore, the Univer-
sity had not accepted as many of the survey’s criticisms as Allen
thought he had reason to make.®® Van Hise turned over to a
faculty committee, in which Dean Birge and Professor George C.
Sellery played leading parts, the task of demolishing Allen’s
work.

At the first general meeting of the faculty in the fall semester
of 1914, Van Hise summarily declared that “the survey is
quickly disposed of, since while Dr. W. H. Allen, its chief con-
ductor, was an undoubted annoyance, neither the benefits nor
the evil effects of his work have been important.” It was indeed
a misfortune, he continued, “‘that the principal director of the
survey did not conduct his work in an enlightened manner; for
had he so done, the results would have been of great assistance
to the university. As it turned out, we must depend upon our-
selves for improvement.”* The faculty thereupon proceeded
to assess its own work and to make recommendations for in-
creasing its effectiveness.

It will be recalled that Van Hise and Turner had been con-
cerned with the problems posed by the increasing demands
which the faculty committee system put on the teaching staff
and that the president had expressed, as early as 1907, the hope
that the faculty might be willing, in the interest of conserving
its time for teaching and investigation, to separate policy-form-
ing from policy-executing functions. The crisis of 1910 over the
respective roles of the regents and the faculty in determining
educational policy had again raised, without settling, the prob-
lem of faculty organization for effective policy-forming and ad-

% Minutes of the Meetings of the Faculty, 7:215, November 30, 1914.
¢ Ibid., 7:273, October 4, 1915.
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ministrative functions. Finally, in response to the challenge the
Allen investigation offered for faculty reconsideration of the
efficient use of its time, there was appointed in May, 1915, a com-
mittee on organization of the faculty, consisting of William A.
Scott as general chairman and Gilmore, Leith, and Paxson.

The report of the committee, which was submitted to the
University faculty on February 8, 1916, reviewed the regents’
allocation of certain educational policies to the faculty and out-
lined two classes of faculty function, policy-determining and
administrative. Assuming that the faculty should give its prin-
cipal attention to the former in the interest of conserving time
for teaching and research, the report recommended the “elimi-
nation or reduction to the minimum of time spent on matters
essentially routine or administrative in character” and “the
fixing of responsibility for, and expediting the execution of,
measures enacted by the University Faculty.” To accomplish
this, the committee recommended that such jurisdiction as the
faculty had over administrative matters be exercised through
small committees, the actions of which in all ordinary cases be-
came faculty action automatically upon report, and that the
secretary of the faculty henceforth be regarded as its chief ad-
ministrative officer. A new standing committee, the University
committee, was to be created to keep the faculty informed of all
actions affecting the educational interests and policies of the
University and to bring before it educational questions which
it should properly consider by reason of the jurisdiction and
powers the regents had conferred on it. In addition to the
elected University committee, an administrative committee,
composed of the president, the deans, and the secretary of the
faculty, was to prepare a calendar for each faculty meeting and
to supervise the execution of the routine matters which the
faculty committed to its secretary. The duties of the secretary of
the faculty, of the administrative committee, and of the nomi-
nating committee were clearly indicated, and other faculty
committees were classified according to whether they existed
chiefly for the determination of policy or for administrative
functions.

The report, which the faculty adopted, was a landmark. It
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went a long way toward solving the problem of maintaining
democratic faculty control over educational policy and of reliev-
ing the teaching staff from routine matters.*

While the faculty concerned itself with internal reorganiza-
tion, Van Hise and his lieutenants anxiously and skillfully
combated any unfavorable influence the Allen report might
have on opinion in the state. Taking satisfaction in the criti-
cisms of the report in various newspapers, Van Hise declared
that the persistent dissemination of the Allen material through-
out the state by means of a publication called Everybody’s
Business had made little impression.®® The president took equal
or even greater satisfaction in the circumstance that notwith-
standing the report the University had enjoyed the good will
and support of the state administration and of a great majority
of the legislature. Despite the stormy outlook at the beginning
of the legislative session, the institution had come through “the
squall without receiving more than a few scratches, and none of
these were more than skin deep.” ** Van Hise must have felt that
his confidence in an enlightened public has been vindicated.

7

THE University had achieved a country-wide and even an
international reputation as a leading state university even be-
fore Van Hise became president, and he augmented it. When
the distinguished Mosely Educational Commission came from
Great Britain in 19og to study American institutions of higher
learning, it ranked Wisconsin as second among the state uni-
versities, giving the first place to Michigan. But the commission
paid especial tribute to the library resources, regarding the
collection in the field of American history as “perhaps the best
on the continent”; it commended the research work associated

® Report of the committee on organization of the faculty, special order for
_ University faculty meeting, Tuesday, February 8, 1916, Records of the Secretary

of the Faculty.

® According to the Wisconsin State Journal of June 18, 1915, the Wisconsin
Efficiency Bureau, the agency circulating the publications attacking the Uni-
versity, was financed by members of the Milwaukee Merchants and Manufac-

turers Association. See pp. 278 ff.
¢ Minutes of the Faculty, 7:278, October 4, 1915.
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with Ely, Turner, and others; and it was duly impressed by the
program of the agricultural college in experimentation and
dissemination.®® The Jubilee, which, as we have seen, did much
to make the people of the state realize for the first time, as Van
Hise put it, “the magnitude of the University,” also resulted
in the wider appreciation of the institution by leading scholars,
American and foreign. In 19o5 Oxford granted junior and
senior students advanced standing—Harvard was the only other
American institution enjoying these privileges.®® A leading
English educator reported, after a study of American institu-
tions, that the English could learn more from the University
of Wisconsin than from any other educational agency. From
the princely state of Mysore in India an educational commis-
sion reported that of the American universities visited, Wis-

® Reports of the Mosely Educational Commission (London, 19o4), 121, 254,
287. “Hon. William Henry Jones, member of parliament, who is visiting this
country with the Mosely delegation which has for its purpose the study of higher
educational methods in America, is much impressed with the growth of democ-
racy in education here, and finds the state universities much superior to the
old, privately endowed colleges of the east.

“In a recent statement Mr. Jones said it would be difficult to name the first
five great American universities, as we have so many institutions of unquestion-
ably high standing and large purpose, but that, if he were to do so seriously he
probably would have to name them, following the sun—Harvard, Cornell, the
University of Michigan, the University of Wisconsin, and the University of
California.

“‘To name the first ten,” he said, ‘would be still more difficult, as that would
put a larger number of great institutions into competition, but that, if he were
to do so, it would be almost impossible for him to add any five to the first list
mentioned that did not include the state universities of Illinois, Nebraska,
Minnesota, and, possibly, Kansas and Tennessee.

“He states that, if there is any one college that would have preference with
him it probably would be the University of Wisconsin.

“ “This university,” he says, ‘is strong in numbers. It is democracy, where merit
alone counts; its standing in scholarship is of the highest; its degrees are recog-
nized by every university in the world; and its spirit and purpose are as broad
and inclusive as the universe. Unlike the older colleges of the east, it is not
circumscribed and hampered by a conservative, classic curriculum, nor is it in-
timidated by its benefactors, as are some of the colleges founded by the preda-
tory rich. )

“‘It is the wholesome product of a commonwealth of three millions of people;
sane, democratic, industrial and progressive; with ideals, and unafraid of ideas.
It responds to every need of humanity; it knits together the professions and
labor; it makes the fine arts and the anvil one. There are many of these state
universities that have much or all of this; but to this must be added the natural
endowment of the University of Wisconsin—its location is sublime.’” From the
Milwaukee Sentinel, November 29, 1903, p. 1.

% Wisconsin Alumni Magazine, 6:295 (June, 1905).
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consin had the most to offer toward the plans for Mysore’s
university. A larger number of out-of-state students came each
year; Superintendent Cary complained in 1912 that the number
was larger than the entire enrollment at Iowa or Indiana. But
Van Hise pointed out that the presence of these students was
a broadening influence, necessary if the University was to be a
national rather than a provincial institution.” The press bul-
letins went not only to the journals of the state but to eastern
and western metropolitan papers and to the bureaus furnishing
news service. In 19og Albert Shaw, editor of the Review of
Reviews, included Wisconsin in the account of four American
universities he was asked to prepare for the London Times.
The popular magazines, including Collier’s, American Maga-
zine, the Survey, the Review of Reviews, and the Outlook, all
gave publicity to the University. The University also came off
very well in such books as Edwin E. Slosson’s Great American
Universities and John Corbin’s What University for the Boy?
When President Eliot of Harvard conferred the honorary de-
gree on Van Hise in 1908, he called Wisconsin the leading state
university. Its national character was also reflected in the never-
ending stream of distinguished men and women who visited
Madison to lecture; among these were James Bryce, Jane Ad-
dams, William Jennings Bryan, William Howard Taft, Justice
Louis Brandeis, and Theodore Roosevelt.

Other universities sent delegations to Madison to study the
extension division, the role of the University experts in the
state commissions, the organization and support of research,
and other aspects of the institution which were distinguished or
unique. In 19o4 forty delegates from Georgia, including the
chancellor of the university, members of the board of trustees,
the governor, the editors of leading newspapers, and members
of the legislature, visited Madison to study and to take home
for application those features which made the University of
Wisconsin ‘‘a model northern state university.”’ % The General
Education Board, one of the Rockefeller philanthropies, in
thanking Van Hise for hospitality to the governor of Arkansas

% Report of the president, December 1, 1904, Regents’ Biennial Report, 1903~
04, pp. 11-12. % Ibid.
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and his party, wrote that “the visit will be of great benefit to edu-
cation in Arkansas. . . . The University of Wisconsin is at the top
and we are all looking to you for counsel.” % After visiting Madi-
son a group of Cincinnatians made tentative arrangements for
a working connection with Ohio State University, stating that
both the governor and the faculty were pleased at the prospect
of such cooperation as they had observed in Wisconsin.” Lead-
ing Philadelphians also visited the University to see how it did
things and to make use at Pennsylvania of what they had
learned. The delegation, impressed by the contributions of the
University to the enlightenment of the people and to the pro-
motion of better government, studied the Wisconsin Idea in all
its ramifications, especially in the extension division.”” Kansas
sent a delegation, headed by the governor and the chancellor,
and including William Allen White; prominent Texans
launched a movement to have their state university revamped
along Wisconsin lines. No wonder that Lincoln Steffens could
write Van Hise in 19o8: “When you stop work to look beyond
your own state you must find no little personal satisfaction in
the thought that you are leading not only your neighbors but
the whole round world.” "

The national and international reputation of the University
was, of course, the result of many factors, but among these Van
Hise’s personality, his leadership, and his flair for publicity
bulked large. The part he played in the Association of Ameri-
can Universities was creditable; and no one in the National
Association of State Universities rivaled him in influence. His
relations with the new foundations were cordial and his ener-
getic support of their program won enthusiastic praise. His re-
lations with President Eliot reflected his talent for making a
good impression on the right people. His influence was widely
recognized. “I want to tell you again what I have told you
before,” wrote President James of the University of Illinois,
“that I have gotten more ideas from you than from any other

® Wallace Buttrick to Van Hise, October 15, 1908.

™ James W. Faulkner to Van Hise, December 15, 1912.

™ Morris Cooke to Van Hise, February 27, 1912; Gregory Mason, “Educating

a Democracy,” in The Outlook, 105:742-744 (December 6, 1913).
* Lincoln Steffens to Van Hise, December 25, 19o8.
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man.” " President Angell of Michigan often sought his advice,
as did the presidents of many other colleges and universities.
David Starr Jordan considered him “easily the peer of any col-
lege president in the United States,” and a delegate to the
American Association for the Advancement of Science meeting
in 1909 wrote that it was no exaggeration to say that he “ranks
with the very ablest of University Presidents.”™ Lincoln Stef-
fens told Madisonians on a visit in 1913 that Van Hise was “in
a class by himself among college presidents. He has the broadest
conception of what a university should teach, how it should
teach it, what it should represent and stand for, what it should
work for, and what its relations to the people and the prob-
lems of the present should be, of any college president in the
United States, bar none.” "

Van Hise would have been the first to associate the leader-
ship of the University and its wide recognition with the poli-
cies in which it had been a pioneer. These policies he did not
originate; but he crystallized them, implemented them, and
gave them publicity. In his report to the regents in 1911, he
made a special point of the fact that while within the state the
University staff was criticized for all those things it did which
were not directly concerned with teaching, such as research,
extension, and public service, outside the state the University
was praised for these very things. And he quoted from a re-
cent article in the Outlook Theodore Roosevelt’s statement
that “in no other state in the union has any university done
the same work for the community that has been done in Wiscon-
sin by the University of Wisconsin.”” 7

78

THE faculty, in describing what it had done during the ini-
tial year of America’s participation in the first World War,
declared that the state had not been educationally prepared

" Edmund J. James to Van Hise, March 1, 1907.

“ Orlando Clark to Arthur J. Puls, June 25, 190g9; Dr. J. C. Bloodgood to Puls,
June g0, 1gog; Puls to Van Hise, July 6, 1gog.

™ Daily Cardinal, November 14, 1913.

“ Papers of the Board of Regents, December 13, 1911.
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for undertaking the issues of the struggle.” There were several
reasons for this. At least ten per cent of the people had been
born in Germany and another seventeen per cent were of
German parentage. The Progressives, under the leadership of
Senator La Follette, believed in general that domestic reform
was paramount and regarded the war as an Old World struggle
in which the United States should take no part. Wisconsin
shared the isolationism of the Middle West. In addition, if the
faculty was correct in its assumption that the people were not
educationally prepared for the war, Van Hise’s admonition to
the staff early in the autumn of 1914 to refrain from discuss-
ing the war from the University platform and to keep out of
wartime activities may have contributed to the lack of under-
standing. In any case, in the early stages of the war, there seems
to have been little discussion at the University, either in the
Cardinal, in general lectures, or in the extension program.
Once the national movement for military preparedness got
fully under way, voices within the University spoke vigorously
in its behalf. In the spring of 1916, for example, the Cardinal
favored a sham battle between the cadet corps of Wisconsin
and Illinois as a means of arousing patriotism and stimulating
preparedness.”® The University commandant, Lieutenant
Wrightson, gave a series of lectures on the training of volun-
teer officers, and various professors, including Ely, Scott, Fish,
and Dennis, spoke out for preparedness. Dennis worked for
the establishment of a national council of defense which would
include the secretaries of war, navy, and state, military person-
nel, and civilian experts, and Van Hise assisted in presenting
the idea to the administration.” Another member of the his-
tory department, Professor Eugene H. Byrne, stirred the Uni-
versity to join belatedly with other institutions in sending am-
bulance drivers to the European fronts for relief work. The
fact that there was less enthusiasm or, as the Cardinal said,

* University Faculty Documents, No. go, Records of the Secretary of the Faculty,
April 24, 1018.

® Daily Cardinal, April 21, 1916.

® Council for Defense file, in the Presidents’ Papers, especially A. L. P. Dennis
to Newton D. Baker, April 20, 1916, and the telegrams, Van Hise to Dennis, and
Dennis to Van Hise, April 19, 1916.
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“military hysteria” on the campus than in many eastern uni-
versities may well have resulted from the fact that Wisconsin
had long had military drill whereas the private institutions on
the seaboard had not.®® Yet practically the entire student body
turned out for Madison’s loyalty parade a few days before the
declaration of war. According to the Cardinal, student opinion,
as soon as war was an actuality, overwhelmingly favored the
bill for compulsory military service. The student organ and
the officials of the University urged everyone to do some con-
structive service for the war effort during the summer; aside
from the men who joined the services, 1,650 took part in the
food-production program or in industrial enterprises. All this
President Van Hise ardently supported. Like other educators,
however, he took the position that high school boys of intel-
lectual ability should come to the University to prepare them-
selves for efficient national service until they were drafted. The
faculty, he insisted, should try to help students realize that their
greatest patriotic contribution might well be to continue their
studies until the government designated other duties.®*

In the period between the outbreak of the war in Europe
and the American decision to enter on the side of the Allies,
President Van Hise, unlike his old classmate and friend, Sena-
tor La Follette, had been moving in the direction of an inter-
nationalism in which the United States was to play a leading
role. He refused Henry Ford’s invitation to take part in the
Peace Ship crusade to end the war, suggesting instead that an
interested member of the faculty be asked.®? But he became a
charter member of the League to Enforce Peace, served on one
of its important committees, helped organize branches in Wis-
consin, and wrote to former President Taft that it was the one
organization he had joined and with the purpose of which he
was in full sympathy.®® It was thus natural for Van Hise to
champion Wilson’s program for a League of Nations.

Meantime, once the country had declared war, the University

® Daily Cardinal, December 19, 1916, and March 17, 1917.

8 Van Hise’s statement to the faculty, in Papers of the Board of Regents,
December 5, 1917.

®Van Hise to Henry Ford, November 25, 1915.
% Van Hise to William Howard Taft, January 26, 1916.
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was confronted by a series of difficult problems—the making of
a new budget which would take into acount the probability
of a shrinking enrollment, the granting of leaves to students
and faculty as they went into war service, and the consideration
of the whole matter of academic freedom. A few days after war
was declared Van Hise asked German citizens on the faculty
to give him “a parole not to take part directly or indirectly in
any way whatsoever in any matter which relates to the war.”
Professor Hohlfeld gave Dean Birge the written resignation of
Professor Ernst Feise, a German national, to be used if and
when it seemed wise, and Van Hise approved Birge’s acceptance
of the resignation when Feise made a ‘“‘scurrilous” remark
about a colleague’s liberty button.®* But there was no general
onslaught against the large and thriving German department.
Complaints were publicly made that it was larger than all the
other modern language departments combined. “My conten-
tion is,” wrote Richard Lloyd Jones, editor of the Wisconsin
State Journal, “that the University has always been Germanized
up to the time you made the cut from twenty-seven to fifteen”
members of the department. But Jones was still most unhappy
that the cut in budget had been a mere four thousand dollars
and that in numbers the department still overshadowed the
French department. No doubt the strength of the German ele-
ment in the state helped to explain the fact that the University
did not follow the example of many other institutions in vir-
tually suspending German studies. Yet it would be unfair to
assume that Van Hise’s devotion to the freedom of learning and
teaching was not also a factor. One faculty member of German
origin, known to be opposed to the war on pacifist grounds, has
testified that the administration put no pressure on him what-
ever and that any pressure he did encounter came from mem-
bers of the faculty who told him he could have a great future if

$* Van Hise to Guy Potter Benton, April g, 1917.

% Papers of the Board of Regents, December 5, 191%. The dismissal of Feise
was an index to the near-hysteria which pervaded the University. Feise’s “scur-
rilous remark” was that his colleague, earlier pro-German in his outlook, ought
to wear another liberty button on the seat of his pants so that, when he turned
his back on a class to write something on the blackboard, evidence of his patriotism
would still be apparent. While the remark was in bad taste, perhaps, it was

hardly scurrilous, although many so regarded it.
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he would go about the state telling the German-speaking popu-
lation that it was a wonderful war to which they should rally
with all their might..

The question of academic freedom during the war must not
be dismissed without some mention of the famous “round
robin” which the overwhelming majority of the faculty adopted
early in 1918. This was a protest against the utterances and
actions of Senator La Follette “which have given aid and com-
fort to Germany and her allies in the present war.” The sign-
ers deplored “his failure loyally to support the government in
the prosecution of the war.”%¢ Van Hise strongly believed that
La Follette’s war policies were dangerous to the country.®” Yet
he made it clear to members of the faculty who felt they could
not in conscience sign the statement that they should feel under
no compulsion to do so.%®

In the autumn of 1914, some months before the great ma-
~jority of the faculty expressed its disapproval of Senator La
Follette’s war position, Van Hise was called on to defend the
University for lack of patriotism. A prominent alumnus com-
plained that while he was in the East he had found himself
unpleasantly on the defensive; he questioned whether the Uni-
versity had done all it might to make it clear that it had no
sympathy with La Follette and Louis Lochner, a well-known
graduate, journalist, and internationalist. Van Hise replied that
it was obviously unfair to judge the University by the attitudes
of two men and called attention to the war services of profes-
sors and students.®® His correspondent thereupon professed to
be unconvinced, contending that such enumerations “do not
carry great weight with industrial organizations who have

® Papers of the Board of Regents, January 16, 1918.

¥ Van Hise to President John S. Lord of the Wisconsin Alumni Association,
December 27, 1917, copies in the Presidents’ Papers and in Papers of the Board
of Regents, January 16, 1918; University of Wisconsin Press Bulletin, January 23,
1018.

#Van Hise to William Ellery Leonard, January 21, 1918, and Van Hise to
Max Otto, January 18, 1918; Max Otto to Merle Curti, July 12, 1947. According
to Professor Otto, Dean Birge was said to have felt that the time might come
when it would be in the interest of the University to have had some members
on the staff who had refused to sign and who had not been made to suffer.

® Charles F. Burgess to Van Hise, October 5, 1917; Van Hise to Burgess, Oc-
tober 6, 1917.
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turned over their entire staffs and resources to public wel-
fare.”® Thoroughly irked, Van Hise replied, “If the facts are
gone into, I shall put the patriotism and self-sacrifice of the uni-
versity organization against that of any industrial concern,
which in no case, so far as I know, has made any arrangement
with the government which has not yielded very handsome
profits.” ot

More serious was the publicly made charge of Assistant Sec-
retary of Agriculture Carl Vrooman in the second of two ad-
dresses made in Madison in the autumn of 19147. As the repre-
sentative of President Wilson, Vrooman had reviewed the Uni-
versity cadets and had spoken to them on the subject of patriot-
ism. He subsequently declared that “they were less responsive
than any audience T have talked before...in three-fourths of
the states.” He went on to say that this was the first loyalty
meeting held at the University and asked, “Has the University
the right kind of patriotic leadership? Is it guided by a milk
and water patriotism, a kind of platonic patriotism? If this
University is not most outspoken, if it does not express a mili-
tant patriotism at this time, it expresses no patriotism at all.
... What they [the students on parade] need is patriotic in-
spiration, patriotic leadership, patriotic education....Is this-
state university giving them this kind of education at this time
when it is so needed?”?? As President Van Hise was quick to
point out in a protest to President Wilson, Vrooman was en-
tirely incorrect in stating that the meeting had been the first
of its kind; there had been a whole series of loyalty get-togethers
addressed by such men as Secretary McAdoo, Sherwood Eddy,
Major Stanley Washburn, General Vignal of the French Em-
bassy; and, moreover, twice weekly, members of the University
staff had lectured on war issues. ‘“The nature of the address of
Mr. Vrooman,” continued Van Hise in his letter to Wilson, “is
called to your attention for the reason that the regents, the
faculty and the students deeply resent the serious reflection
made upon the patriotism of this institution by a high public

® Burgess to Van Hise, October 10, 1917.  ® Van Hise to Burgess, October 13.

2 Quotation from Vrooman’s address included in Van Hise’s letter to President
Wilson, November 27, 1917.
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official.” He called attention to the number of professors and
students in war service. “This University,” he concluded, “has
aggressively taken the initiative in many lines of effort to as-
sist in the prosecution of the war and has given prompt and
complete response to all suggestions and demands from the out-
side.”** While the Milwaukee Journal felt that Van Hise had
missed the point in failing to answer whether the leadership
of the University was truly inspirational in creating a fighting,
patriotic spirit,* the Capital Times remarked that if froth and
gush were patriotism, then the University was unpatriotic, but
if action counted, then the University was above criticism.®
Indignant at Vrooman’s insult, the Cardinal reported that the
students were preparing a mass meeting to counteract the mis-
taken statements of men of national prominence, the ill-chosen
criticism of the University in the state press, and the activity
of a small minority of obstructionists and pussyfoot patriots
among the student body.%

But this was nothing in comparison with the sensational fury
resulting from the indictment of the University by Princeton’s
Professor Robert McNutt McElroy. As a representative of the
National Security League, he had, on April 6, 1918, addressed
a large audience in the Stock Pavilion. After he returned to the
East, the New York Tribune published an interview in which
McElroy reported his story in detail. From the outset, he de-
clared, the audience, made up of students and of the cadet corps
wearing the United States Army uniform, took strangely little
interest in his effort to tell them about America’s aims and
ideals in the war. “They sat with folded arms, staring wearily
up at the ceiling. From time to time they’d turn and look at
each other and smile superciliously, sort of pityingly. There was
a good deal of fidgeting and shuffling of feet. Several times,
generally at the most strongly patriotic portions of my talk,
sounds which bore every sign of being subdued hisses would
be heard....When I began to quote some of President Wil-

®Van Hise to President Wilson, November 27, 1g17.
* Milwaukee Journal, December 5, 1917, p. 12.

% Capital Times, December 14, 1917, p. 8.

* Daily Cardinal, December 4, 1917.
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son’s messages, the rattle of snapping rifle triggers throughout
the audience . . .sounded very much like an attempt to break
up the speech. ... Finally I couldn’t stand it any longer....
So I leaned forward and I deliberately insulted them. ‘Do you
know what I think of you from your conduct tonight?’ I said.
I think you’re a bunch of damned traitors!”” According to his
story, McElroy was astounded to see that there was no reaction
whatever except the snickering of a few men in the back of the
room. “I've often wondered what it would be like to speak be-
fore a Prussian audience. I think I know now.”*?

Great indeed was the indignation in almost every quarter
when news of this interview reached Madison. The faculty
adopted a resolution asking for “a reparation, full, explicit, and
emphatic.” The faculty, on the one hand, and Chief Justice
John Bradley Winslow, Dean Birge, and President Van Hise,
on the other, brought forward the facts in the case. The weary,
drenched cadets, who had marched two and a half miles to the
Stock Pavilion, had become restless and inattentive in the un-
comfortably cold pavilion. In fact, a large proportion of the
students present had had to be put under medical care and two
citizens who had taken part in the proceedings died from ex-
posure. Members of the faculty seated near the speaker testified
that his one derogatory remark was so softly spoken that no one
more than a few feet away could possibly have heard it; this
explained why there had been no response when McElroy re-
marked that he believed “there are a lot of damn traitors in this
audience.” The few that did hear the remark had disregarded
it as evidence of petulance on the part of a speaker who had
failed to hold his audience. President Menken of the National
Security League, who visited Madison to investigate the affair,
made an infuriatingly equivocal statement and in the end re-
fused to repudiate McElroy.*®

The faculty, President Van Hise, the regents, and leading

% New York Tribune, April 17, 1918, p. 16.

% C. R. Van Hise, E. A. Birge, and J. B. Winslow, Report upon the Statements
of Professor Robert McNutt McElroy and the Executive Committee of the Na-
tional Security League relating to the University of Wisconsin (Madison, 1918).
This report consists chiefly of statements and the correspondence between the
University and Security League officials.
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citizens regarded McElroy’s interview as an insult to the whole
University. The Wisconsin State Journal branded his remarks
as untrue, caddish, and slanderous fulminations. Professor Fish
and Professor Paxson, history colleagues of Professor McElroy,
made it plain that they believed he had grossly misstated the
facts. A throng of students, mostly cadets, burned McElroy and
the Kaiser in effigy while they shouted and snake-danced in a
patriotic rally. President Van Hise wrote to President Hibben
of Princeton protesting the unjust charges made against the
University of Wisconsin, and .Chief Justice Winslow declared
that McElroy had done more harm than he could repay in a
lifetime of devotion.*®

The circumstances of the meeting itself and a whole array of
positive achievements left no doubt as to the essential loyalty
of the student body and the patriotism of the University. The
regents revoked the honorary degree given in 1910 to Count
von Bernstorff, German ambassador at the time the United
States entered the war. The overwhelming majority of the
faculty criticized Senator La Follette for his lack of sympathy
with the struggle. The University oversubscribed the liberty
loans, sent more faculty officers into the armed forces than any
other educational institution, and boasted of being near the
top in the number of students serving in the armed forces.
President Van Hise’s idea of the expert in public service was
thoroughly realized: the chemistry department sent ten of its
staff and many of its advanced students to work on gases and
explosives; the geologists contributed to the increase of the
country’s stocks of manganese, iron, and nickel; the physicists
and engineers did useful work in submarine and avaition re-
search; the medical school trained personnel for special war
services; the language departments provided translators and
prepared teaching materials for the army; and the historians
made their contributions to the propaganda crusade. At the
same time the College of Agriculture helped increase wheat
production and the home economics department did its bit in

® Daily Cardinal, April 16, 20, 27, and May 2, 1918; University Faculty Docu-
ments No. go, April 24, 1918; Wisconsin Alumni Magazine 19:213-214 (July,
1918).
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suggesting ways and means for providing bread and meat sub-
stitutes. The extension service helped train Red Cross workers
and spared no effort in enlightening the people regarding the
issues at stake.’® The University was conducting, the faculty
declared in the spring of 1918, a “systematic campaign of edu-
cation on the issues and measures of the war, a campaign that
has helped in the establishment throughout the state of a fight-
ing patriotism as vigorous as any section or element in the
country can show.” 0

In all these activities President Van Hise himself took a
leading part. Within the University he worked on the war com-
mittee which guided the innumerable readjustments. These
included, in the late summer and autumn of 1918, the es-
tablishment of the Student Army Training Corps. On the na-
tional stage the president took the leadership in the drive to
conserve food, mineral, and other resources for war use. This
involved cooperation with the shipping board, the priority
board, the war industries board, and the food and fuel admin-
istrations. Van Hise also prepared written material on conser-
vation and the war effort which was widely circulated for in-
structional purposes in schools, colleges, and other agencies.
On the international stage the president likewise labored in
promoting cooperation among the Allies and in helping lay
foundations for a just and lasting peace to be built and main-
tained by an effective world organization. To this end he
visited England and France in the latter part of the war and out-
lined his conceptions of peace planning in a notable paper,
“The Foundations of a New World Order,” first delivered as an
address before the Wisconsin state convention of the League to
Enforce Peace on November 8, 1918, just a few days before the
armistice. It was an intelligent and ardent defense of the emerg-
ing League of Nations, definite and clear-cut in its rejection of
American isolation and, in its several proposals for interna-
tional machinery, firm and vivid in its vision.*? It must have
been at about this time that the president also prepared a

® Ibid., January 10, 1918.

" University Faculty Documents, No. go, April 24, 1918.

*2 Charles R. Van Hise, The Foundations of a New World Order, (New York,
nd.).
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Christmas greeting for Wisconsin men in combat—a message in
which, on behalf of the University, he expressed pride in the
service of the two thousand undergraduates and all the other
Wisconsin men: “Through the years to come we shall proudly
recall that it was from our doors you went out to battle; your
gallantry will inspire the men and women who come after you,
and will give a new radiance to the spirit of Wisconsin.”

Within a week of the armistice Van Hise was dead. He had
suffered for years from a chronic nasal infection, and during
the fall of 1918 his breathing had become uncomfortably ob-
structed. An operation was prescribed. It was not expected to
be serious, let alone dangerous; Van Hise did not consider the
matter serious enough even to mention it to many of his friends,
and he took with him to the hospital the proofs of his latest book
to check -over during the day or two he expected to remain.
However, infection set in, and death followed within forty-
eight hours.

In the war as in peace Van Hise had exemplified his own
definition of patriotism: ‘“He who thinks not of himself pri-
marily, but of his race, and of its future, is the new patriot.”
The Cardinal recalled that he was a self-made man, that he had
worked his way through the University in his student days,
and that he had become one of America’s greatest educators. It
spoke of his modesty, of his simplicity and straightforwardness,
of his courteous sympathy. He felt, the student writer said, that
he could never do too much for anyone. The regents, in their
resolutions, pointed out that for forty-five years he had main-
tained an unbroken connection with the University—every fac-
ulty member and nearly every living alumnus had come into
intimate personal contact with him. “To know him was to love
him, to serve with him a privilege, and to serve under him a
benediction,” the regents said. William Ellery Leonard wrote:

A son of earth, he probed and proved his stock,
Walking with giant footsteps, wise and free;
He searched out wisdom in her cloven rock,
He entered in the springs of ice and sea;

He conned the crystals and her ores of fire

% Papers of the Board of Regents, December 4, 1918.
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For laws of change, dynamic as the sun;
Then, fraught with surge and scope of her desire,
Foretold the output of her living on.

A son of man, he built with faithful hands

New roads from hills of thought to humble hearts,
Highways to shop and farm and inland beach;

And now, when drifts the war-smoke from all lands,
Touched to still larger issues, he departs—

Even as his lips are moving to new speech.

Perhaps Van Hise had accomplished all that was his to accom-
plish. That he would have had to continue the fight for research
and extension is clear from the letter of a prominent regent
written within the year before his death. That the new temper
of the country was hostile to his kind of progressive idealism was
soon evident. His greatness had been less in the invention of
new ideas and policies than in his work for their implementation.
Perhaps, despite Leonard’s noble words about the new language
he had begun to speak, Van Hise would have been able to provide
no new platform. Perhaps he could no longer have fought with
anything like the old success. But he had fought well; he had
temporized with circumspection; he had clearly shown academic
statesmanship and greatness of spirit and action. He had made his
mistakes, but the mistakes only served to emphasize his achieve-
ments.



4
President Edward A. Birge

T THE regents’ meeting on December 4, 1918, Dean Ed-
ward A. Birge was named acting president and a com-
mittee was appointed to make recommendations for a
successor to President Van Hise.! Twelve days later the regents
voted to make Birge president in spite of the attempt of a group
of the faculty to have him continued as acting president.” Birge
accepted the office on condition that the regents promptly be-
gin searching for “a man to whom the office may be committed
with full expectation that he may hold it for a long term.”*
This condition the regents accepted and a committee was ap-
pointed to hunt for a new president.* A desultory search appar-
ently was conducted during the next year, but in December
the regents adopted a resolution asking Birge to withdraw his
conditions of acceptance and agree to an indefinite term of
office. This he did on the same day, acknowledging that “the
progress of events...has shown that my term as president
ought not to be ended as soon as seemed to me wise at the
opening of the year.”®
Dean Birge had many admirers on the Board. In 1917 G. D.
Jones had written Van Hise asking that Birge’s plan to re-
tire be forestalled. “He is certainly one of the great men
! Daily Cardinal, December 5, 1918. 2 Ibid., December 17, 1918.
# Birge to the regents, December 17, 1918, Papers of the Board of Regents;
The Wisconsin Alumnus, 44:11 (November, 1942). The letter as printed is misdated.

* Records of the Board of Regents, J:250, January 15, 1919.
¢ Ibid., J:401-402, December 3, 1919.
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whose namgs have been associated with our university.”® Theo-
dore Hammond of Milwaukee and Charles Vilas, president of
the Board, were also among his supporters. These three men
had constituted the special committee to select a president in
1918. In the uncertainty and confusion which followed the end
of the war, Birge no doubt represented a kind of stability.
There was another consideration which may have weighed
with the Board: Birge could occupy the post until the regents,
in their own time, selected the man they wanted.” The election
of Dean Birge to the presidency was regarded by some people
as an assurance that the University would be brought back to
its prewar position. Others expected it to become more con-
servative. Gilbert E. Vandercook, a Milwaukee editor, wrote to
President Birge saying that he had in the past “not always been
friendly to some phases of university work, policies and poli-
tics, and in a newspaper capacity sometimes I have been obliged
to assume a harsh attitude. ... With your selection, coupled
with your long experience and fitness, I am confident that
our great institution could be in no better hands.”® G. D.
Jones, who had been a persistent and forthright critic of Van
Hise, wrote to Birge in 1920, “I most sincerely congratulate the
University on the wholesome situation in ‘governmental’ mat-
ters. I am sure my views of your especial fitness as our president
have been amply verified and I most sincerely believe it is
the wish of every friend of our University that you may long
continue to serve as our president.”®

The man who was selected to follow Van Hise and to guide
the University through the most critical years since its found-

¢G. D. Jones to Charles R. Van Hise, January 3, 1917, Presidents’ Papers.

“When Chamberlin resigned in 1892, Dean Birge had been mentioned for the
presidency. When President Adams was absent, Dean Birge had served as acting
president, and he had held this position from the time of Adams’ resignation
until the selection of Van Hise in the spring of 19og. Van Hise had refused to
accept a salary of more than $7,000 a year unless faculty salaries were raised. The
president of the Board confided to Birge that this had caused the Board con-
siderable embarrassment. When Birge was made president, he was given a salary
of $10,000 a year. The Wisconsin Alumnus, 44:15 (November, 1942).

8 Gilbert E. Vandercook to Birge, December 10, 1919, Presidents’ Papers, filed
under Drought. All letters to and from Birge are in the Presidents’ Papers unless
otherwise indicated.

®G. D. Jones to Birge, October 13, 1920. Jones repeated these sentiments three
years later. Jones to Birge, December 26, 1923.
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ing was rich in administrative experience. Born in New York
State in 1851, he had attended Williams College and had there
been instructed by two men who were to serve as presidents
of the University of Wisconsin, Chadbourne and Bascom. In
1875 he had come to Wisconsin to teach in the preparatory
department and later, while on leave, had continued his edu-
cation at Harvard and in Germany. On his return he had taught
biology and had helped to inaugurate the premedical courses
in the College of Letters and Science. He rose to the deanship
of the college in 1891 and held this position until 1918. In spite
of his administrative duties he continued to teach for a num-
ber of years. A leader in the field of his specialty, limnology, he
possessed wide and active intellectual interests besides. One of
his colleagues recalled that while he was a member of the
library board Dean Birge read all the new books that came
to the library. In addition to his teaching, administrative work,
and scientific investigation, he found time to serve on various
state commissions, on the Madison school board, and on the
library board, as well as to teach Sunday school.

In 1899 Charles Kendall Adams gave his opinion of Birge to
a member of the governing board of the University of Iowa:
“My own relations with Dean Birge have been so intimate
during the past seven years that I find it difficult to speak with
entire impartiality. Our offices have been adjoining, our rela-
tions have been of the most intimate, cordial, and unreserved
nature during the whole of that period, and I should feel that
it was giving away my right hand to say anything that would
create any probability of his going elsewhere. ... He began as
an instructor and at the time of my coming here he was ap-
pointed Dean of the College of Letters and Science. In that
position, he has acted as the chief executive officer of the college
over which he has presided, and has had far more to do with the
relations of students to the University than any one else. He has
administered these duties with almost faultless energy and wis-
dom. He is a remarkable teacher, and for his integrity and fair-
ness has the entire confidence of all the members of the Faculty
and of the student body. His mind is remarkably quick and
alert; his scholarship is of the best; and, what is very unusual in
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a man with such qualities, his judgment in relation to Univer-
sity matters is almost invariably discreet and sound. He is a
strong, forceful, cogent public speaker. Without any oratorical
gifts, and without any rhetorical show, he has a persuasive way
of analyzing a subject and presenting the gist of it in a manner
that is always strong and generally convincing. As a debater he
has remarkable skill. He is known and is popular with the teach-
ers of the state and is everywhere heartily welcomed as a speaker
and lecturer. . .. That he is highly esteemed outside of the Uni-
versity may be inferred from the fact that he is Director of the
Geological and Natural History Survey of the state; Secretary of
the Fish Commission of the state; is President of the Wisconsin
State Library Association; is President of the Madison Public
Library Board; and is a member of the School Board of the
city....I ought perhaps to add that he is an officer in the
Congregational church in this city, and may always be relied
upon as taking a foremost part in every good work that may be
undertaken by a Congregationalist of a very liberal type.

“As contrasted with these rare and high qualifications, there
is hardly anything to be said on the other side. He would not
by a stranger be thought to be particularly impressive as a per-
sonality. He is rather small in stature, but the keenness of his
eye will seldom fail to impress itself upon any one who scruti-
nates him carefully. By some his nature is thought to be cold and
unsympathetic. Perhaps that would be the judgment even of
some of his friends, but it is, I think, rather to be regarded as
an indication that he keeps his emotions in rather remarkable re-
serve. From these characteristics you will naturally infer that by
his colleagues and friends he is not so much beloved as ad-
mired and respected. This perhaps would describe his relations
to students as well as to his colleagues and the public at large.”*

Twenty years later Pyre wrote of Birge: ‘“‘Familiarity with
every detail of the university, breadth of knowledge and intel-
lectual sympathy, unusual powers of analysis, precision and
balance of judgment, and keenness in debate, made him a master
of compromise and a mediator peculiarly invaluable in a period

 Charles Kendall Adams to W. 1. Babb, Mt. Pleasant, Iowa, February 10, 1899,
Presidents’ Papers.
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of transition. To him, more than to any other individual, is due
the preservation of the central college and the continuity of its
influence in the university.”"* The testimony of former stu-
dents—both by their professional success and by their words—
as well as that of his colleagues and a host of others bespeaks the
exceptional capacity and achievement of Birge as a teacher,
scholar, and dean.?

But the dean was not without limitations. One of the regents
observed to Van Hise that, as dean, Birge was too willing to ac-
cept what was given him for the college and try to get along
on that.** Himself a man of Spartan tastes, he had once told a
colleague that all a scholar needed was a table, a chair, and a
couch. The funds that were entrusted to him for administration
he dispensed with a frugality reminiscent of Regent Napoleon
Bonaparte Van Slyke. Professor Edward Kremers, in one of a
number of unenraptured sketches of his colleagues which he
prepared after his retirement, complained that Birge had de-
voted himself to the details of the dean’s office without reserve.
He even made corrections in the statements prepared for the
catalogue. “Surely,” wrote Kremers, “if the capacity to unload
administrative routine is regarded as a characteristic of either
a good dean or president Birge ought never to have been
either.”

Birge came to the presidency of the University at a crucial
time in the history of the institution. The enlarged student en-
rollment following the close of the war brought new problems
and forced the University into new directions; the increases
also placed a great strain on the physical plant, which had not
been materially expanded since 1913. The growing needs of the
University had to be dealt with in the political turmoil which
emerged in Wisconsin after the war. During the war, it will be
recalled, the University faculty had split with La Follette and

‘his supporters. The followers of La Follette, and Wisconsin

 James F. A. Pyre, Wisconsin (New York, 1920), 265.

12 See Edward A. Birge, Teacher and Scientist, addresses delivered at a dinner,
September 5, 1940 (Madison, 1g40).

13 Florence Buckstaff to Van Hise, March 4, 1917, Presidents’ Papers.

14 Edward Kremers, Sketch of E. A. Birge, Kremers Papers, State Historical
Society of Wisconsin.
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liberals in general, had charged again and again that the Uni-
versity had turned its back on liberalism, that it had become the
agency of the conservatives. Then the La Follette forces came
into power in the state government in 1920 and remained there
for the rest of the Birge administration.

The attempts of the University to win financial support com-
mensurate with its larger activities and greater enrollment are
told elsewhere,* but it should be noted at this point that the
most successful attempts to win increased appropriations from
the legislature occurred at the special session in 1920 when
Governor Philipp undertook what amounted to the major re-
sponsibility for getting an enlarged appropriation for Univer-
sity salaries and for obtaining the authorization and funds for
the construction of a hospital. The regular session of the legis-
lature in 1921 added little to the general appropriation and pro-
vided a small amount of money for additional buildings; the
legislature of 1923 became entangled in a fierce struggle over
the kind of taxes which should be levied to support the Univer-
sity and adjourned without having adopted an appropriation
bill for the operation of the University. This left the University
to continue with the same funds for operation that had been
granted under the law of 1921. The legislature in 1925 made a
handsome contribution to the support of the University but
made it in the full realization that by the next year the Univer-
sity would be under new leadership.

In part the failure to obtain adequate funds was a product
of forces and developments completely beyond the power of the
president to control; in part it reflected the disinclination of
President Birge to push as vigorously as his predecessor for liberal
support of the University. Birge had accepted the office reluc-
tantly and at first for only one year, impelled more by a sense
of duty than by any personal desire for the office. To Franklin
Carter he wrote that his fate had in a sense been decided in
1891 when he accepted the deanship of the College of Letters
and Science. “Everything else has come along in the natural
course of events and in a way from which there was no escape.
I need not say however that this last change to the presidency

¥ See pp. 202 ff.
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was one which I should have been glad to escape. No one at my
age desires to undertake the duties of a new and arduous posi-
tion. Least of all would I have wished to come to the presidency
as a result of the death of Dr. Van Hise and the consequent
great loss both to the university and to the state. Yet as matters
stood after his death it was obviously right, both for the univer-
sity and for myself that I should undertake the position.”® To
the president of the University of California he wrote the next
year: “I believe that the next ten years will witness more changes
in university life than perhaps any earlier decade. For myself I
can neither expect nor wish to take an active part in university
life for so long a time as even a decade.”*” It had been his duty
to accept the position, to help keep the University going, but
he had wanted to undertake no major changes. In his reminis-
cent piece written in 1942 he gave reasons for not sponsoring or
encouraging a reorganization of the University. Such a task,
he felt, “should be undertaken by a man in middle life, who is
in close and sympathetic touch with the men of his own age.
The wisdom or the folly, with which such large measures are
carried through, comes far more from the right feeling of the
leader than from his intellectual processes. His arguments are
still less important. But my age was approaching the three score
and ten which has always been the natural limit of life; and I
did not intend either to push my old-fashioned ideas upon the
University or to accept the ideas of those whose lack of adminis-
trative experience made them unsafe counsellors.”*® Further-
more, since his administration would be relatively short, he did
not want to saddle his successor with a reorganization partly
carried through. His relation with the faculty was influenced by
the same reasoning. The faculty pay scale could be adjusted
by his successor.’® Major appointments were postponed for the

*Birge to Franklin Carter, August 4, 1919.

" Birge to President David P. Barrows, University of California, March 16,
lgl280‘7‘he Wisconsin Alumnus, 44:16 (November, 1942).

* Birge’s reason for inaction, namely, that he could not see the reforms carried
through, brought the following protest from the ever-critical Kremers: “I cer-
tainly regret that you should be influenced by such a reason. So far as I am con-
cerned I do not recall that I have ever been influenced by such an argument. If

I know a thing to be right, I want to begin it right and am more than willing to
leave it to my successors to see it through.” Kremers to Birge, May 25, 1921.
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same reason. Dean Louis Reber of the extension division wanted
to retire in 1923, but Birge urged him to stay on until a new
president was selected.?’

Birge, whose period as acting president from 19oo to 1903
had consisted largely of carrying on the institution as Adams had
left it, now devoted the seven years of his administration to
carrying on what Van Hise had left. His notion of the office of
the president differed somewhat from that of his predecessors.
Chamberlin, Adams, and Van Hise had all revealed in their
actions that they conceived it as a position of vigorous leader-
ship. Birge however held a somewhat more modest conception.
He wrote to President Frank L. McVey of the University of
Kentucky: “My conception of the office for many years has
been that it is similar to the office of Prime Minister of Eng-
land, that of a leader among equals. This at least was my con-
ception before I had the place, but whether I shall be able to
realize that ideal even partially is quite a different question.”
Birge was convinced however that the faculty had not the ability
to consider the University budget. “I agree with you fully that
no large body of men, like the faculty, each of whose members
has a personal interest in the framing of the budget, is compe-
tent to make a budget or even discuss it intelligently.”**

And though he sympathized with Van Hise’s conception of the
function of a university, his own view was more moderate. In
a baccalaureate address in 19o2 he emphasized that information
and skills were only a part of what students should learn at a
university. ‘““The main purpose of the higher education is to
produce a certain temper of mind, a certain way of looking at
things.”?? Again and again in his reports as dean he had pointed
out the necessity for the college to strive toward producing that
“certain temper of mind,” whatever other professional or tech-
nical training it offered. In an article in the Atlantic Monthly
in 19og he had developed a similar thesis.?® As president he con-

®Even the editor of the University Press Bulletin could not resign because
Birge did not want to select a successor for him. Interview, Irvin G. Wyllie with
Grant Hyde, August g, 1947.

# Birge to President Frank L. McVey, University of Kentucky, October 12, 1920.

2 Edward A. Birge, University Ideals, baccalaureate address (Madison, 1902).

# Edward A. Birge, “A Change of Educational Emphasis,” Atlantic Monthly,
103:189—200 (February, 19og).
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tinued to urge these views. In a statement on the University
after the war, prepared for the Badger, he recognized that the
war had driven the students into vocational training, but he
hoped that this limitation of purpose would not continue. “A
university which limits its teaching to vocational instruction
ceases to be a university, and students who look only to prepara-
tion for the immediate duties of the future are not university
students.” The chief task of the University, he said, was “to
serve the immediate needs of the state and not to lose touch
or to let its students lose touch of those wider aspects of learn-
ing on which the intellectual life of the state depends and on
which in the end rest its prosperity and happiness.” 2+

Not hostile to professional and technical training, he never-
theless stood firmly against giving it pre-eminence in the Uni-
versity. Nor was he willing to urge a college education as a
means of earning a better living. In an address before the Na-
tional Education Association in 1919 he took issue with those
who feared that the college and its “impractical” learning would
lose its constituency because the “‘cash rewards of brain workers
are so far inferior to those of craftsmen. . .. The inadequate re-
ward of learning has been for centuries and for millennia the
theme of poet and scholar. It is no new thing, or one brought to
light by this war. It has rather been well known since the Tro-
jan War. The world has had time to become adjusted to this
fact. No man here, therefore, who went to college, I venture to
say, did so in the expectation of getting rich. We knew this fifty
years ago as well as the youth of today can know it—that college
offers no road to wealth. Yet we chose this higher education, as
our spiritual ancestors had done for many generations, unde-
terred by the certainty of small financial gains. The reason for
our choice is plain. Look at the plumber, or any other wealthy
craftsman. . . . If we may trust the official attitude of the organ-
ization to which they belong they have little or no love for their
work. They regard it as the price which they pay in order to find
enjoyment elsewhere and they constantly struggle to make this
price as small as possible. We, on the other hand, chose the
higher education in order that we might find happiness and

* The Badger, 1920 (Madison, 191g), 1.
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pleasure in our daily work, not outside of it. The result has
justified our hopes; and as long as human nature remains as it
has been during all time there will be many who believe that
life is more than meat, who will look for happiness in life’s ac-
tivities and will be more than willing to pay the cash price of
such happiness.”?® ’

He was in basic sympathy with the program initiated by
Chamberlin and carried forward so energetically by Van Hise in
making the University the servant of the state. A year before
he retired from office and on the eve of Senator La Follette’s
campaign for the presidency, Birge prepared a statement on the
senator which revealed his attitude toward the Wisconsin Idea.
“Let me say a word about that public relation in which I knew
him best—his relation to the University of Wisconsin. Our Uni-
versity in the early and formative years of Dr. Van Hise’s presi-
dency was in a unique and very fortunate position. Governor
La Follette and President Van Hise were not only close per-
sonal friends but were in complete harmony regarding the
fundamentals of public policy and especially regarding the rela-
tion of the University and State. Thus Governor La Follette
not only put the ‘Wisconsin Idea’ into operation by means of
administrative organizations like the Railway Commission, but
he also enlarged its scope by bringing the University and its
faculty into active cooperation with public life. Such an enlarge-
ment of the ideals alike of public service and of university life
was greatly needed twenty years ago and it would be effected
only through the initiative of a Governor who was persuaded
of its wisdom and who acted in cooperation with a university
president equally in sympathy with the policy.

“The results were obvious in the exceptionally rapid growth
of the University in size and in influence, both in the state and
in the nation. Less easy to see but all the more important was
the change in its inner life which came with the enlarged con-
ception of service and with the sense of a greater public re-
sponsibility. Thus Senator La Follette, always devoted to his
alma mater, not only gave distinguished aid to its development

» Edward A. Birge, “Effect of the War on Higher Education,” in National
Education Association, Addresses and Proceedings of the 57th Annual Meeting. ..
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, June 28-July 5, 1919, vol. 57, pp. 217-219.
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but also at a critical period in its history and in that of state
education, he was able to exert a powerful and determining in-
fluence in adapting it to a new era of the commonwealth. I
cannot expect that those whose lives are outside of university
work will see today the importance of this service as I do. But
in the perspective of history it will rank among the first of
Senator La Follette’s permanent contributions to the life of
his commonwealth.” 2

In his attitude toward the press and the uses of publicity
President Birge differed appreciably from Van Hise. After Van
Hise’s death, articles discussing aspects of the University virtu-
ally disappeared from the pages of general magazines of national
circulation. Birge often seemed indifferent to the uses of a
friendly relation with the newspapers and suspicious that news
reports would provoke hostile editorials. He checked many of
the items sent out by the University Press Bulletin and oc-
casionally made corrections with acid vehemence.?” Some news-
papers objected to his uncooperative attitude. Early in Birge’s
administration, the Capital Times added another to its growing
list of complaints about the University: “We believe that the
whole method of publicity pursued at the university is wrong.
Nothing can ever be gained for the university by seeking to
cover up and distort the real facts. The university will gain in
the long run by being absolutely frank and open with both the
newspapers and the people of the state. This is a people’s uni-
versity and the people are entitled to the fullest knowledge
concerning what happens at the university. If the university au-
thorities expect to receive fair treatment from the newspapers the
university authorities must be equally fair in giving the news-
papers the real facts.” 28

Unlike Van Hise, who was often ready with an opinion when
solicited, Birge refused to give opinions for publication on mat-
ters outside his special field. When the editor of the Literary
Digest solicited his opinion on the policy of the United States
toward the Permanent Court of International Justice, he re-
fused to give a statement because he was a zoologist and uni-
versity administrator and in neither capacity had “such knowl-

* Birge’s statement, dated March 28, 1924, Presidents’ Papers.
* See Birge to Grant Hyde, June g, 1922. % Capital Times, March 23, 1921.
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edge of international politics or international relations as to
make it right for me to push my opinions upon the public.”?*®
On the other hand, when questioned on prohibition, as he often
was, he held frankly to the position that although he favored
prohibition he did not think the nation was ready for it. To a
federal prohibition director in Milwaukee he wrote, “I looked
forward to troubles of the kind which we have been meeting
in the enforcement of the law.” He thought that the number of
students who drank had not increased with prohibition, but
that those who had formerly been satisfied with a glass of beer
could now get only bootleg whisky and sometimes drank to
excess. The situation was no worse than it had been; it merely
got more attention.*® When the editor of the Independent asked
for a statement on prohibition, he refused it; he did not think
the prohibition law was being more openly violated than the
license laws which had preceded it. Moreover, he took the edi-
tor to task for having urged that prohibition be enforced on the
basis that “drinking is a sin.” Perhaps it was a crime, but it
was not a sin. “All of the religious public derive their ideas of
sin from the Bible, and drinking per se is not so treated either
in the precepts of the Bible or in the example of our Lord.. ..
If, therefore, I should comment on the issue, I should have to
dissent sharply from your editorial because it seems to me to
make a demand of a kind which would make it impossible to
succeed in enforcing prohibition.”* In the main he steadfastly
refused to give opinions on public problems outside his field.

Birge was drawn somewhat unwillingly into a nationally re-
ported exchange with William Jennings Bryan. Bryan spoke in
Madison early in May, 1921, on “Brother or Brute.” At the
close of the address Birge thanked Bryan and told him that he
had found the address “especially interesting since I had not
heard such a sermon on Darwin for nearly fifty years.” Birge
also recorded the next day that he was not sorry that the students
had heard the address which was “of the kind so often listened
to by their fathers and grandfathers. . . . The address was, as

® Birge to William Seaver Woods, February 26, 1923, Presidents’ Papers, filed
under Literary Digest.

» Birge to James A. Stone, Milwaukee, September 22, 1921.
“ Birge to Harold De Wolf Fuller, editor of the Independent, October 30, 1923.
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you all know, vigorous, eloquent, clear, and beneath it lay a
moral purpose none the less high because, as I believe, it was
fundamentally mistaken in its methods and conclusions.” He
added, however, that he regretted that the speech “contained
as little of the religious gains of the past half century as it did
of its scientific advances. I must say plainly that when one at-
tempts to induce young people to unite their religious faiths
to discredited scientific doctrines, he commits a very grievous
error and endangers the religious life of those he is trying to help.
The leaders of religion in general have learned this lesson, and
I can only regret that Colonel Bryan has not done so.”** In a
speech at Monroe, Wisconsin, on September 2, 1921, Bryan at-
tacked Birge. Reports of Bryan’s talk were published fifteen
days later in the Capital Times of Madison and several Chicago
papers and were quickly relayed through the country. News-
paper reporters called on Birge and asked for a statement, which
Birge was unwilling to make at that time—he wanted to wait
until Bryan had completed his charges. Having concluded what
he thought was the formal part of the press interview, Birge
told the reporters that he had no intention or desire of entering
into a newspaper controversy with Bryan. In response to a ques-
tion he made a statement which one reporter translated to say
that Bryan was crazy. The story “leaked” to the Milwaukee
News and several Chicago papers and was also quickly spread
across the country.?

Although newspaper comment continued for some months,
kept alive largely by the Capital Times, and although Birge
received communications from widely scattered places through-
out the country, both condemning and favoring his position or
his alleged position, little interest in the affair was manifested
in Wisconsin.** Birge himself felt that it had been disposed of

2 Statement prepared by Birge, May 6, 1921, Presidents’ Papers, filed under
Brzag;pital Times, September 17, 1921, p. 1; Aaron Martin Brayton, editor,
Wisconsin State Journal, to Birge, September 22, 1921. Interview, Irvin G. Wyllie
with Grant Hyde, August g, 1947.

% On February 7, 1922, the Capital Times printed a long rejoinder written by
Bryan. This was followed by a letter printed in the papers (Capital Times and
Wisconsin State Journal, February 17, 1g22) and a pamphlet written ostensibly by

Birge to his pastor setting forth his religious convictions. Another letter from
Bryan and a response by Birge (Capital Times, March 7, 27, 1922) completed
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in a story which came to him from a professor who, unobserved in
a drug store, overheard a salesman telling a group that “all the
citizens of the state knew that ‘Birge had slept in his pew in the
First Congregational Church every Sunday for the past forty
years. . . . Birge an atheist! Oh, Helll’ 3

Charles Kendall Adams had said that Birge was thought by
some people to be cold and unsympathetic. Many could testify
that he had a sharp tongue and a sharper pen, that his wit was
often mordant, sometimes brutal. When the business manager
of the Octopus, the student humor magazine, wrote to him
apologizing for an advertisement which had appeared in the
Cardinal, Birge accepted the apology but remarked that ‘it had
never occurred to me that it was notably below the standards of
the Octopus as regards either taste or wit”’; he suggested chang-
ing the name of the Octopus to the Tea Hounds Review since
its chief aim seemed to be “to give the university ‘tea hound’ a
place in which he may publicly show off his uncontrollable
amorous propensities, after the manner common to his kind.” %
He reserved his most pungent comments for the makers and
circulators of questionnaires. To a young instructor at the Uni-
versity of Michigan who was collecting information on “the
modern American university as a social organization” Birge
wrote saying that while he never found any pleasure in question-
naires, “I am bound to say that yours seems to be a peculiarly
obnoxious one.” Birge interpreted a question on socialism as a
trap for the unwary. He himself refused to be trapped, but he
charged the author with being naive and remarked, “Indeed,

the exchange in the month before the important question of control of outside
speakers came before the regents for final decision.

% The Wisconsin Alumnus, 44:13 (November, 1942).

* Birge to Willard J. Rendall, March 7, 1921. To the editor of the Cardinal
he once wrote, “I have long recognized the fact that it is useless to make a
reference to the Bible in an address. I had not known before that David Copper-
field was also included in the list of books which are outside of the reading
list of the average student.” Birge to the editor of the Daily Cardinal, November 19,
1907, Papers of the Dean of the College of Letters and Science. To a member of
the faculty who complained about the penetrating and distracting quality of a
classroom bell, Birge responded, “You must remember that it is intended to
stop a professor, and that this task is not always easy to accomplish.” Birge to
A. R. Hohlfeld, December 17, 1906, Papers of the Dean of the College of Letters
and Science.
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one can hardly help wondering how a person with so great
naiveté has reached the position of instructor in the University
of Michigan.”?” To another information seeker, he wrote, “I
wonder how much you can get out of a questionnaire of this
sort? I must own that it looks to me something like the survival
of the Laputan idea of extracting sunshine from cucumbers. I
am obliged to confess that I am not that kind of cucumber.
However, let me say on the other side that while I am receiving
questionnaires in practically every mail, yours is in a new form
and I think you may be congratulated on adding a new terror
to human life—at least so far as human life is shared by college
presidents.” *® Frederick B. Robinson, secretary-treasurer of the
Association of Urban Universities, wrote to President Van Hise,
reporting that the University’s dues had not been paid. Birge re-
plied that the University of Wisconsin was not a member and was
not in a position to contribute much to the discussion of prob-
lems of urban universities. “It is, of course, regrettable that insti-
tutions should thus fall into classes, but the absence of close con-
nection between your work and ours may perhaps be indicated
by the fact that you address your letter to President Van Hise, not
knowing that his death occurred more than a year and a half ago.”
Birge’s victims almost never responded, but in this case Robinson
answered. He pointed out that the adult education program of
urban universities was closely connected with Wisconsin’s well-
known extension work and that there were many other points of
mutual interest. ‘I am writing these things to you,” he concluded,
“not in order to persuade you to have your institution repre-
sented in our Association, but rather to convince you that I am
well aware of what is being done in your University of Wisconsin
and am also desirous of encouraging a man in your position to
regard an institution like the University of Wisconsin as a great
public university, rather than a private rural college in a small
town.”*® The pungency was not all on Birge’s side.

Even with friends his tone was sometimes sharp, his humor

% Birge to Robert Angell, University of Michigan, April 30, 1923.

* Birge to L. C. Marshall, University of Chicago, April 30, 1925.

® Birge to Frederick B. Robinson, May 24, 1920, Robinson to Birge, June 4,
1920, Presidents’ Papers, filed under Association of Urban Universities.
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wry. When Florence Bascom, daughter of John Bascom, wrote
just after the 1920 elections, “Were you among those who stoned
the prophet?” Birge responded: “Nobody stones a prophet. He
always stones somebody else’s prophet. I have no doubt I have
done it, though I did not know it at the time. You must tell me
whose prophet has been stoned and the kind of stones they were
before I can lay claim to any of them.” “I am sure you know the
prophet to whom I alluded,” returned Miss Bascom, “the only
prophet now in public life, and, pardon me, the more shame to
you if he is not your prophet. The prophet is Wilson and the
stone is a Harding vote.” Birge had the last word. “As to the
prophet: To tell the truth I had supposed that La Follette was
the prophet that you had in mind rather than Wilson. I am quite
ready, however, to accept Wilson as a prophet; all the more be-
cause he has made such a mess of things as an administrator.
That ordinarily goes with the prophetic temperament. Anyway,
I voted for Cox, and you must decide whether that is throwing a
stone or a bouquet at the prophet.”*°

During Birge’s administration and partly upon his urging
buildings began to be named for past presidents. Birge had been
instrumental in fixing the name of Paul Chadbourne upon
Ladies Hall. He had proposed Chadbourne’s name not only
because the dormitory was built during his administration but
because it amused him that the name of the president who most
bitterly opposed coeducation would be permanently fixed to
the oldest women’s residence hall on the campus.** Florence
Bascom later wrote indignantly and sadly that at meetings of the
“ridiculously young” alumni of the University at Philadelphia
she had “been forced to recognize the fact that the name of
John Bascom is quite unknown among them.” She remarked

* Florence Bascom to Birge, November 25, 1920; Birge to Bascom, December 13,
1920; Bascom to Birge, December 18, 1920; Birge to Bascom, December 27, 1920.

“To Rudolph Frederick Schuchardt, president of the University of Wisconsin
Club of Chicago, Birge explained: “I suppose that I have more responsibility
for the selection of that name than any other one person must assume. My reasons
were two. First, President Chadbourne secured the appropriation for the building.
... My second reason is a private one rather than public. I thought it was only
fair that Dr. Chadbourne’s contumacy regarding coeducation should be punished

by attaching his name to a building which turned out [to be] one of the main
supports of coeducation.” Birge to Schuchardt, March 11, 1922.
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that it was “the irony of fate that the name of Chadbourne,
whose stay was so brief and whose influence was relatively so
ephemeral, should be known to every alumnus of the Univer-
sity.” She asked whether some building was to be named for her
father.®? During the next year it was planned to name the cen-
tral building for John Bascom, and on June 22, 1920, the build-
ing was formally dedicated Bascom Hall.

Out of sympathy although certainly not out of touch with the
educational changes which began sweeping the country after
the first World War, and unwilling to sponsor major changes
in either the organization or direction of the University during
his term in office, Birge was nevertheless completely devoted to
the University he had served so long in so many capacities. And
while from time to time he was disturbed by the presence of
large numbers of students and felt that the University was
crowded beyond its capacity, he never lost his basic sympathy
with the rights of students; as dean he had always responded to
honest appeals for advice, whether from prospective students,
from students in difficulty, or from parents seeking guidance.
His formula for success was honest hard work and as dean and
president he urged this course upon the students. He never
minimized the difficulties which might be in a student’s way.
In his relations with student malefactors he was always firm, im-
personal, and usually inflexible. Though he was no doubt often
touched by sympathy for parents or for students in disgrace, his
sympathy never noticeably influenced his judgment. These traits
he retained as president. Although he lacked the warmth of
Adams, he was no less anxious than Adams had been that stu-
dents should enjoy the stimulating intellectual atmosphere of
the University.

In Birge, both as dean and president, the students had a de-
fender. In matters concerning the personal conduct of students,
he agreed to a large extent with Bascom in desiring as few con-
trols as possible; to the numerous complaints that came to him
as president, many charging excess of drinking among the stu-
- dents, his characteristic response was to minimize the charges.

 Florence Bascom to Birge, September 4, 1918.



140 University of Wisconsin

When Regent Florence Buckstaff complained that the general
tone of student behavior was low and that boys were learning
to drink at the fraternity houses, Birge replied: ““The situation
regarding drinking among the students is unquestionably a very
bad one. There is a great deal less miscellaneous drinking of
the light type which used to go on—beer, etc.—but there is de-
cidedly more drinking of whisky.” He was not sure that there
was more drunkenness; what there was, was more conspicuous.
But the problem was not restricted to the University of Wiscon-
sin; all other universities faced it. Drinking, which had once
been the vice of the poor, was now the vice of the well-to-do.
Nevertheless he was sure the University must not appoint, as
Mrs. Buckstaff proposed, a University agent to spy out things of
this sort.** When Mrs. Buckstaff again complained, this time that
members of the Haresfoot Club had been drinking at Oshkosh,
Birge calmly replied that such reports were made “with regard
to substantially every party that is given at the University. . ..
We regret such a situation as much as any one can, but the in-
ference that all of these boys are drunkards is wholly unjust.”
He agreed that prohibition had increased the difficulties of the
University in the matter of student drinking but suspected that
the condition would continue so long as whisky could be easily
obtained. “Incidentally, I am told that it is especially easy to
procure whisky in Oshkosh, though I have no personal knowl-
edge of the facts.” **

If not an uncritical champion of the students, Birge firmly re-
fused to take a parochial view of their behavior. Sometimes he
lectured those who complained about student conduct. The
manager of a local teachers’ agency wrote demanding that a stu-
dent accused of stealing evergreens from the grounds of a Madi-
son resident be permanently expelled. “It seems to me that any
action short of permanent expulsion would be insufficient. Uni-
versity funds ought not to be wasted in the attempt to educate
such criminals.” Birge replied that students had paid for the
damage. He observed that people were often anxious for the

“Florence Buckstaff to Birge, September 12, 1921; Birge to Buckstaff, Septem- .

ber 14, 1921.
“ Birge to Florence Buckstaff, April 20, 1922.
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expulsion of “students guilty of misconduct, so long as the case
is an abstract one; as soon, however, as it develops that the son
or daughter of a neighbor is the person concerned the anxiety
for expulsion is immediately converted into an equally great
anxiety to ‘give the student another chance.” ”’**

78

FEw problems of the Birge administration attracted more at-
tention and, in some quarters, more unfavorable notice, than
that of the control of visiting lecturers invited by student organ-
izations to speak before the student body. The regents had dele-
gated authority to the president to approve or disapprove all ap-
plications from student groups for meeting places in University
buildings. Van Hise had not formulated a wholly satisfactory
policy in this matter and his judgments had in several cases
caused both indignation and consternation. President Birge had
similar experiences.

The postwar period, it will be recalled, was one of intense

~and often irrational feeling. During the war men had been sent
to jail for words said or written—Eugene Debs and Victor Berger
among them. Immediately after the war had come the notorious
“red hunts” conducted by the Department of Justice, the de-
portations of “undesirable aliens,” the revival of the Ku Klux
Klan, and many other nativist activities. Yet while the nation
drifted toward “normalcy” with Harding and Coolidge, the pro-
gressive wing of the Republican Party triumphed in Wisconsin.
In the state the trend seemed to be to the left rather than to the
right. But the support Governor Philipp had given the Univer-
sity, coupled with the opposition of prominent members of the
University faculty to Senator La Follette’s stand on the war, led to
the charge that the University was becoming an agency of con-
servatives. We need not here be concerned with whether this
was true or not. The charge was frequently made, and Birge’s
policy on outside speakers was often interpreted in these terms.
The moves to displace Professor Kahlenberg and to remove Pro-
fessor Bruns had been construed in some quarters as evidence

% W. E. Chase to Birge, January 16, 1922; Birge to Chase, January 19, 1922.
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of nativist inclinations in the University.*® Various rumors,
some of them growing out of the war, supported this belief.
Thus in 1919 a correspondent informed President Birge that
Professor Robert Herrick of the University of Chicago had de-
clared publicly that the daughters of Victor Berger had been
“ostracized” at the University. President Birge, contending that
the girls had not been ostracized, admitted they were unpopular
because they believed thoroughly in their father and shared his
opinions. “‘Since Mr. Berger’s opinions were sufficient to secure
him a conviction in court and exclusion from Congress, they
were not likely to be very popular among the young women at
the university.”* ’
Evidence of a public touchiness was apparent. At the January
meeting of the Board of Regents, the Wisconsin State Associa-
tion Opposed to Women Suffrage protested the use of University
buildings by the suffragists, contending that the University “has
no right to permit the use of the University for the promotion
of any disputed issue.”*® The regents proposed that the com-
plaint be answered by pointing out that the policy on use of
buildings by students was to grant requests “as far as physical
conditions permit providing the purposes in view are not in-
consistent with objects sought in the creation of the Univer-
sity.”** Late in the month, the National Equity News, published
in Madison, denounced John R. Commons for his part in a
public discussion of unemployment and urged that farmer mem-
bers of the legislatures in the various states see to it that no more
appropriations be given the universities until the farmer was
given a square deal.*® Within the next months the University
was criticized by left wing members of the legislature then in
session for being intolerant and reactionary,” and a bill was

“ John S. Roeseler to Governor E. L. Philipp, February g, 1919, Presidents’
Papers, filed under Kahlenberg; Frederick Bruns to Birge, March 5, 1920, Presi-
dents’ Papers, filed under Hohlfeld; Birge to Hohlfeld, March 135, 1920. See
pp- 324 ff.

“ Ruth Marshall to Birge, November 16, 1919; Birge to Marshall, November 26,
1919.

 Papers of the Board of Regents, January 15, 1919; Records of the Board of
Regents, J:245, January 12, 1919.

* Papers of the Board of Regents, March 3, 1919.

* National Equity News (Madison), January 3o, 1919, p. 4.

' Daily Cardinal, February 3, April 2, 191g.
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introduced to give labor and agriculture representation on the
Board of Regents. President Birge was opposed to such legisla-
tion. He refused “to accept the idea that America is definitely
and permanently composed of classes or interests, and that these
classes and interests ought to be represented as such on our edu-
cational governing boards.”® The bill was not passed, but the
next year before elections the Wisconsin State Journal warned
that the representatives of the Non-Partisan League and the So-
cialists were preparing an attack on the University in the next
legislature because, it was charged, the University and the
Philipp administration had limited free speech and free thought
and destroyed the policy of democracy which had existed when
La Follette was governor.®®

The University was belabored also from the right. A lumber
merchant of Rhinelander protested to the regents about Pro-
fessor E. A. Ross’s “decided ‘Pro-Red’ opinions.” While not
urging that Ross be dismissed without further investigation, he
proposed that if it were proved that Ross was “‘sympathetically
inclined toward sovietism” he should be dismissed.®* A Mil-
waukee attorney complained when he heard that syndicalist Wil-
liam Z. Foster was to speak at the University. While not opposed
to Foster’s appearance, the writer felt the students should know
what his doctrine would lead to, “stripped of all disguises,”
so that an honest judgment could be made on him and his
work.® President Birge in this case reported that Foster had
not been offensive in his speech. He explained that the organiza-
tion which brought him, the Social Science Club, wanted to
have speakers who represented all shades of opinion, and that
it was making a sincere effort to bring all sides of social ques-
tions to the attention of the student public.

“I think you will see,” he concluded, “that under such con-
ditions any attempt on the part of the University to refuse to
allow such an organization to bring speakers here would be
very unwise, unless we felt sure that the speech would be one of
a revolutionary character. A censorship of speeches in this coun-

52 Birge to State Senator Roy P. Wilcox, April 14, 1919.

% Wisconsin State Journal, July go, 1920.

5 Webster A. Brown to the Board of Regents, April 12, 1920, in Papers of the
Board of Regents, May 26, 1920. % George E. Morton to Birge, January 7, 1921.
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try is ordinarily unwise, and a very clear necessity for such censor-
ship must be shown before a public institution should attempt
to exercise it.”*® Birge here outlined a policy which, had it been
followed scrupulously, might have avoided a great deal of un-
favorable publicity later. His correspondent was satisfied with
the answer although he reported that he had “heard a great
deal of complaint in the last few years that the University of
Wisconsin was a hotbed for ‘parlor socialism.’ ” He felt that with
proper precautions this reputation could be minimized.s’

The local newspapers, particularly the Capital Times, were
alert for evidence of repression of “liberalism” at the University.
In June, 1921, the Capital Times reported that a professor of
English had resigned to accept another position, and implied
that it was because he could not hope for advancement at Wis-
consin. “There is a cabal in the faculty that is opposed to the
promotion or advancement of members of the faculty who have
any liberal or advanced ideas. For the good of the university,
this inside ring eventually ought to be smashed.” The professor,
who had introduced Max Eastman in 1916, ﬂatly contradicted
the Times’s interpretation.*

In 1921 events rapidly moved to a crisis. In June the Deline-
ator presented the first of a series of three articles by Vice-
President Calvin Coolidge entitled “Enemies of the Republic.”
In these articles Coolidge discussed radicalism in the colleges
and universities and asserted that the University of Wisconsin
Socialist Club was “said to be the largest” in the country.®
‘The charge was of course noticed by Wisconsin papers.

Whether for this or other reasons, President Birge became
uneasy and the Board of Regents reluctant to have the build-
ings of the University used for certain speakers that the Social
Science Club wanted to bring to Madison. In October, 1921,
the regents refused the request of the Federated Press League
of Madison for use of the gymnasium for an address by Lincoln
Steffens.®® Others, no more inflammatory, were denied the use
of University rooms to make public addresses sponsored by the

% Birge to Morton, January 12, 1921. % Morton to Birge, January 18, 1921.

® Capital Times, June 1, 4, 1921.

*Calvin Coolidge, “Enemies of the Republic,” The Delineator, 98:4, 5 (June,
1921). ® Records of the Board of Regents, K:123, October 12, 1921.
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Social Science Club. No ban was more widely advertised than
that imposed upon Scott Nearing. Nearing had not yet attained
the fame which was to be his after the president of Brown Uni-
versity broke up a Nearing meeting by turning out the lights,
but he did have the distinction of being called a “dangerous
radical.”

The initial decision to refuse the student group the use of
the gymnasium for Nearing had been made by a faculty com-
mittee of which Professor Jastrow was chairman, but the de-
cision had been approved by President Birge, who received both
the credit and the blame. For once the two newspapers in Madi-
son were in agreement. In a front-page story the Capital Times
spoke of the “arrogant spirit” of the institution and announced:
“The university rostrum is still closed to liberals of the country
seeking a hearing at the university.”¢* Naturally the speech was
given full coverage.®* The student paper protested the presi-
dent’s decision in an editorial entitled “Shall We Know the
Truth?’¢ President Birge promptly wrote to the Cardinal
charging that the editorial contained only “a modicum of that
most desirable product.” He explained that University plat-
forms were “affected with a public interest.” Public lectures,
given in University buildings, he wrote, were regarded as a part
of the “educational opportunities” of the University. Under
the regents’ rules, the president had to pass on the men who
appeared on the University platforms. “So long as this is the
situation, the president must use his best judgment in every case
presented to him, and he ought to use it and does use it with the
widest sympathy toward every student organization.” **

The Wisconsin State Journal devoted all of its editorial space
to a discussion of the case. The Journal felt that the University
had managed to give Nearing more advertising than he could
otherwise have gotten. It questioned the wisdom of the Univer-
sity policy, asserting that the students could listen to such men
without being corrupted. It warned, “Offer bibs and sugar teats
to a football-nurtured student body and you are sure to provoke

S Capital Times, October 31, 1921.

¢ Ibid., November 1, 1921.

% Daily Cardinal, November 1, 1921.
¢ Birge to the editor, Daily Cardinal, November 1, 1921.
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an intellectual riot.”> A Milwaukee engineer, while dissociat-
ing himself from the ideas Nearing represented, protested what
he thought was an abridgment of free speech. A teacher in the
New York School of Social Work took a similar position.®
Julius Kiesner, Socialist member of the Wisconsin Assembly,
was incensed that a person in as “high and noble standing as
Scott Nearing” should be denied the right to speak.®” On the
other hand, a Rhinelander businessman wrote to Birge and
Jastrow expressing his “deepest appreciation for the splendid
attitude you have taken in this matter.”** To both the Socialist
and the businessman Birge wrote that whatever he did he was
blamed, and to the former he declared, “I shall have to do the
best I can under such conditions, and . . . the people of the state
will have to appreciate the situation and to bear with me.”

The president’s best was widely questioned. Several days be-
fore the regular December meeting of the regents the Capital
Times reported that members of the Board had received peti-
tions from the Social Science Club asking that the “ban” on
speakers be lifted. The mayor of Madison and the editor of the
Capital Times were among those who had signed the petition.”
Several days later the Wisconsin State Journal ran a long article,
including front-page pictures of prominent members of the So-
cial Science Club, discussing the “contest” between the club and
the Board of Regents. Theodore Kronshage, newly appointed
member of the Board, it was reported, would lead the fight for the
removal of censorship. The opinions of Governor Blaine, Presi-
dent Birge, and a number of others were given. Michael Olbrich,
a prominent Madison attorney closely associated with the Blaine
administration, offered Justice Holmes’s statement from Abrams
vs. United States: “The best test of truth is the power [of the
thought] to get itself accepted in the competition of the market.”
In an editorial which appeared the same day, the State Journal

® Wisconsin State Journal, November 3, 1921, p. 3.

“ Arthur J. Sweet to Birge, November 2, 1921; John A. Fitch to Birge, Novem-
ber 18, 1921.

¢ Julius Kiesner to Birge, November 7, 1921.

*J. W. Jones to Joseph Jastrow and Birge, November 4, 1g21.

® Birge to Kiesner, November 15, 1921; Birge to Jones, November 15, 1921.
* Capital Times, December 1, 1921.
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again discussed the Scott Nearing case and sympathized with the
Social Science Club.™

At the regents’ meeting, President Birge presented two papers
on the problem of outside speakers; the first was largely a report
and the second a discussion of the request of the Social Science
Club. He talked of having permitted William Z. Foster to speak
and of refusing to permit Scott Nearing to use a University plat-
form. He had been condemned for both decisions. Because of
this he wanted his position clearly understood. The student or-
ganizations had not been forbidden to have speakers that they
wanted to hear: those who had been banned had wanted to ad-
dress the general student body. They were speakers who pro-
posed to discuss social and political matters and often they were
representatives of propaganda organizations. When the Univer-
sity authorities did give permission for the use of its platform,
many people assumed that this gave a “sort of quasi-endorse-
ment to the views thus presented to students.” Birge would not
acknowledge the validity of this assumption, but he felt that from
it stemmed the principal difficulties. He drew a distinction be-
tween the speakers who appeared before a general University
assemblage and those in regular lecture rooms where all views
were presented and discussed. The general lectures, he said,
were “devoted rather to advocacy than to discussion and in-
tended primarily to influence those who have made no study of
the subject.” He asserted that “the fundamental principle of
those who present these social speakers to me is that every one
has an equal and complete right to the university platform for
the purpose of urging his views upon the students at large and
that no distinction should be made between speakers whether
bigot, conservative, liberal, radical, revolutionist, or crank, and
whether in the scientific, social, or religious fields.” This posi-
tion he felt differed widely from that long held by the Univer-
sity, which did not approve of “instruction that is partisan in
politics or sectarian in religion.” He felt that his discretionary
power under the regents’ rules should be used not to limit free-
dom of University teaching but to extend it to the widest limits

" Wisconsin State Journal, December 4, 1921, pp. 1, 3.



148 University of Wisconsin

consistent with maintenance of that freedom. If that power was
exercised, criticism from both sides was bound to follow and
“since ‘actions will necessarily concern ‘marginal cases’ in my
own judgment it may well be that both criticisms will be right.”
Such decisions, he said, “will represent my best judgment, and
... I should welcome any rule or statement of principles by the
regents which may direct my decision and so relieve me of the
duty of exercising that judgment.”??

Birge made a longer, somewhat similar statement in connec-
tion with the request from a representative of the Social Science
Club for a definite statement of policy from the regents by
which a speaker would be approved or refused, and for the
establishment of an open forum committee on which the stu-
dents would be represented.” Birge doubted that the propa-
ganda which Calvin Coolidge deplored had much ill effect—
after all students for a thousand years had had “such ideas pre-
sented to them and much ferment has thereby been caused.” He
thought that the students would go to hear propagandists
whatever the University did. Nor did he think that the question
of free speech was involved: “Any agitator can find a place to
speak without let or hindrance.” The real question was which
persons ought to be permitted to speak before University stu-
dents from a University platform. This was a question of ad-
ministration rather than of constitutional principle. He re-
iterated his belief that a speaker who appeared on the Univer-
sity platforms was considered to have been approved by the
University; and he said that there were many propagandists who
wanted to speak to students. On the other hand, parents had en-
trusted their children to the University to be educated. “The
question which I have constantly asked myself as any concrete
case arises is ‘What would the wise parent of a boy or girl who
is here want me to do in this case?’ " If the open forum was per-
mitted, he said, “every propagandist of every sort of doctrine—
religious, scientific, or social—is to be given full and free oppor-
tunity by the regents to use the facilities of the university to
teach his doctrines and to secure proselytes from among the

™ Birge to the regents, n.d., Presidents’ Papers, filed under Social Science Club.
" Records of the Board of Regents, K:134-135, December %, 1921.
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youth committed to us by their parents.” This he did not think
parents would condone. At the same time he recognized that
not all could be satisfied. Students must come in contact with
the movements of thought in the world. “I believe that while
people may and do differ with regard to the wisdom of our de-
cision in a given case, they have confidence in our general
policy and the motives which determine it. But I do not believe
that they wish this matter of lecturers determined by propa-
gandist societies outside of the university or by students affili-
ated with such societies or sympathetic with their work. The
responsibility of deciding on lecturers belongs in large measure
to me.” On the other hand he felt that parents did not expect
their children to be “kept in a sort of intellectual cotton wool.
They are to be trained to face the problems of the day as they
will meet them in after life.” Yet he felt that the University
could enjoy a large freedom within the rules proscribing instruc-
tion “sectarian in religion or partisan in politics.” He concluded
with the question, “Is it at all clear that the operation of the
‘open forum,” converting the university lectures into a ‘free for
all’ among contending propagandists and proselyters, would
seem to the people of the state so much a ‘forward movement’
to be hailed with delight, as an intolerable nuisance to be
abated?” " ,

Against this view the student petitioners had but little chance
of winning approval for establishment of an open forum. After
discussion by the Board, it was recommended that the repre-
sentative of the Social Science Club bring the matter before
other student groups to work out a plan acceptable to all stu-
dents. The plan could then be presented to the regents.”

This decision apparently satisfied no one. The Capital Times
announced that the student petition had been smothered by the
regents and denounced the action in an editorial.”® The State
Journal, although more temperate, was also unsatisfied.”” At
the January regents’ meeting, the student representatives were
again present, this time with a proposal of a constitution, already

™ Birge to the regents, in Papers of the Board of Regents, December #, 1g21.

" Records of the Board of Regents, K:185, December 7, 1g921.

* Capital Times, December 8, 1921, pp. 1, 12; December 10, 1921, p. 1.
" Wisconsin State Journal, December 11, 1921, pp. 1, 8.



150 University of Wisconsin

approved by the Student Senate, for a student forum board. It
provided for a forum board consisting of six students and a
member of the faculty who would be appointed by the Student
Senate. This board would pass on all speakers brought to the
University by student organizations. The decisions of the forum
board would in turn be controlled by a set of guiding principles,
one of which was that the speaker should be known “to present
material of educational value as opposed to an emotional or
similar appeal.”™ The regents also received at this meeting
a petition from the University of Wisconsin Club of Duluth
which opposed giving “propagandists” the right to use Uni-
versity buildings.” The regents followed President Birge’s rea-
soning in disposing of the student request. They adopted a reso-
lution declaring that the regents had the “ultimate control of
university buildings and a measure of responsibility for the
speakers who speak from a university platform. The regents can-
not, consistently with their duty, divest themselves of this con-
trol and responsibility.” *® They then turned the student request
over to the regent committee on student life and interests.**

Birge in the meantime had begun to doubt whether the So-
cial Science Club wanted both sides of a question represented.
In response to the proposal from Regent Florence Buckstaft,
member of the regent committee on student life and interests,
that the plan of the Student Senate be given a trial, Birge de-
clared that the club had always been a “definitely propagandist
organization for socialistic doctrines. ... They are now trying
to get their organization into a position where it will be recog-
nized by the Regents as substantially the official purveyor of
extracurricular instruction in matters relating to economics
and society.” This he thought was unwise. He felt a solution to
the problem might be found either by continuing the present
situation, under which he would exercise the final control,
by establishing a student-faculty committee with faculty out-
numbering the student representatives, or by permitting a stu-

™ Papers of the Board of Regents, January 18, 1922; Records of the Board of
Regents, K:148, January 18, 1922.

" Papers of the Board of Regents, January 18, 1922.
% Records of the Board of Regents, K:150, January 18, 1922. 81 Ibid., p. 151,
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dent committee to pass on speakers. Although asserting that he
had no strong feeling as to which policy should be adopted, he
felt that if a student committee was to be named, care must be
taken to have the committee representative.®?

When the regents met on March 1, they received a communi-
cation from the Student Senate with a new plan for an open
forum and an acknowledgment that final authority rested with
the regents.ss Action on the communication and on the report of
the committee on student life and interests was postponed to the
next meeting.8* But if the regents felt that postponement of a de-
cision would lessen interest in the question, they were to be
disappointed. Several related and unrelated incidents served to
give the next meeting of the regents exceptional prominence.
Early in February, Thomas A. Edison had circulated a question-
naire on money and banking to leading authorities for the pur-
pose, he said, of collecting authoritative opinions on problems
of finance. Professor William A. Scott was among the experts to
whom he had appealed. At the end of February, Scott, thinking,
as he later told President Birge, that Edison was collecting this
information to “supply material for Henry Ford’s propaganda
of monetary heresy,” wrote Edison a very frank note saying that
nothing short of a “treatise on the subject of Money and Bank-
ing” would answer his questions. He went on to say that he
could not understand how a man who had seriously studied the
subject could ask such questions. “They betray to me an utter
lack of comprehension of even the ABC of the subject....I
doubt very much whether at your age and in what seems to be
your present state of mind it would be worth anyone’s while to
attempt to teach you those elements.” Edison reported the mat-
ter to President Birge, the members of the Board of Regents,
and the Board of Visitors. Scott immediately apologized and
Edison accepted his apology and pronounced the end of the
incident.®® Less than a week later the Capital Times obtained

82 Birge to Florence Buckstaff, February 24, 1922.

8 Papers of the Board of Regents, March 1, 1922.

8 Records of the Board of Regents, K: 167-168, March 1, 1922.

% William A. Scott to Thomas A. Edison, February 27, 1922; Scott to Birge,
March 8, 1922; Edison to Birge, March 3, 1922; Edison to Scott, March 16, 1922.
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copies of the letters and published them. A storm broke.® It was
predicted that the regents at their next meeting would accept
Scott’s request for a year’s leave of absence.

Then in April, William Jennings Bryan returned to his at-
tack on Birge for religious unorthodoxy. His letter was given
full space in one of the Madison papers.®” The Social Science
Club, far from subdued, had come to the president with a list
of speakers to ask informally which of them he would approve.
He would not approve Mrs. Kate Richards O’Hare, Socialist
candidate for the vice-presidency in 1920, if application were
made, and he would not approve Upton Sinclair unless a
speaker were found to present the other side of the question.®
Accordingly the Social Science Club did not ask permission
for Mrs. O’Hare. Instead, arrangements were made to have her
give her address in the capitol.*®® State officials, rather than Presi-
dent Birge, were attacked in this instance.®® One other incident
focused attention on the regents’ meeting. Two University stu-
dents had married secretly. Dean Goodnight discovered it and
asked them to withdraw from the University because they had
violated University rules. The students, both of legal age, car-
ried the matter to the Board of Regents.®

Five days before the regents met, Upton Sinclair had arrived
in Madison to visit his son, then a student at the University, and
to give a public address under the auspices of the Social Science
Club.”? It was already reported that Birge had refused to give
him permission to speak in a University building.** Sinclair an-
nounced that he intended to discuss the matter with the presi-

8 Capital Times, March 22, 1922.

8" Ibid., April 7, 1922.

% Birge to Benjamin Faast, March 29, 1922.

8 Capital Times, March 28, 31, 1922.

% The accompanying uproar amused President Birge. “When I look at the row
in Clark University over Scott Nearing and consider the difficulties which the
officials at the Capitol are finding in the matter of Mrs. O’Hare, I must own that
I feel that I guessed right in keeping the University out of those situations. I can-
not suppose however, that Mr. Sygman [president of the Social Science Club] will
agree with me.” Birge to Faast, March 29, 1922.

% Capital Times, April 28, 1922.

# Ibid. Upton Sinclair later stated that it was Birge’s unwillingness to allow
him the use of a University platform which induced him to stop off at Madison.

Upton Sinclair, The Goose-Step: A Study of American Education (Pasadena,
1922), 223. % Capital Times, April 28, 1922.
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dent.** At the meeting, Birge suggested that Sinclair write a
letter and he would answer. This Sinclair did, giving his reasons
for wanting to speak from a University platform. He invited
Birge or any member of the faculty or the students to question
him.* Birge however had made up his mind. He felt the matter
of deciding the question of public speakers was in the hands of
the regents, and he would not change his first decision.? Sinclair
then gave copies of the letters and an interview to the Capital
Times. The superintendent of public schools offered the use
of the high school for the address Sinclair proposed to deliver.”
But it was not just a hall that Sinclair and his friends wanted.
It was a room in a University building. The Capital Times came
up with an editorial attack on Regent Horlick;® the State Jour-
nal published the notice that the Madison council of the Fed-
erated Press League, which had entertained Sinclair at a dinner,
was petitioning the regents to permit Sinclair to make his speech
in a University building.®® Sinclair himself announced his deci-
sion to carry his request in person to the regents.

It was in the midst of this turmoil that the regents came to-
gether on May 2 to dispose of the vexatious problem of control
of outside lecturers. University authorities had meanwhile
sought advice from other institutions'® and much advice had
been offered gratuitously. The Gun and Blade Club, an organ-
ization of two hundred disabled veterans of the World War,

* Ibid. Sinclair’s account of the interview appears in The Goose-Step, 223—226.

% Sinclair to Birge, April 28, 1922, Presidents’ Papers, filed under Social Science
Club.

% Birge to Sinclair, April 29, 1922, Presidents’ Papers, filed under Social Science
Club.

¥ Capital Times, Wisconsin State Journal, April 29, 1922.

% Capital Times, May 1, 1922. ® Wisconsin State Journal, April 30, 1922.

@ PDean Sellery canvassed his former colleagues, William L. Westermann at
Cornell, Dana Carleton Munro at Princeton, Frederick Jackson Turner at Har-
vard, and Thomas Sewall Adams at Yale. He explained the difficulties which the
University was experiencing and asked each whether something comparable to
the proposed open forum existed at his university and what type of control the
university exercised. (Sellery to Westermann, and others, April 19, 1922.) All an-
swered, but none described a situation which Wisconsin could very well imitate.
Adams wrote: “I should lean always in the direction of the open forum; and
would refuse the use of University rooms and halls only if it were reasonably
certain that the people of Wisconsin, through their represenatives, objected to
the ‘open forum’ in this sense.” Adams to Sellery, April 27, 1922, Papers of the
Dean of the College of Letters and Science. Earlier Sellery had consulted with
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presented a resolution condemning the Social Science Club
“without reserve, as a group of un-American radicals and ex-
tremists, who are continuously inciting unrest among the Stu-
dent Body” and requesting that the regents abolish the organiza-
tion and “go on record as strongly opposing the uncensored right
of irresponsible groups or clubs to bring any and all speakers
to the University.” In transmitting the resolution the president
of the club came suspiciously close to threatening violence by
saying that a repetition of the Kate Richards O’Hare incident
“would precipitate a crisis which the heads of Service Organiza-
tions here could not prevent, and cause a probable riot in which
some would be sure to be hurt.” 1%

The Madison newspapers seemed more interested in Upton
Sinclair than in the settlement of the general problem. The
Wisconsin State Journal announced in a banner headline that
the Sinclair case was taken up by the regents.*** In the Capital
Times of May 2 love interest competed with Upton Sinclair. The
newspaper gave one headline to the reinstatement of the married
students, another to Upton Sinclair. In an editorial the Capital
Times denounced the regents for violating the law by conducting
closed meetings.**® The Cardinal exhibited a discreet interest in
the regents’ decision, although the opening games of the baseball
schedule and a campaign to get freshmen to wear green caps
occupied more space.2%*

Upton Sinclair formally presented three communications to
the regents: a request for an opportunity to explain to the Board
his reasons for wanting to use a University hall to address the
students; a protest against the regents’ “violation of the law by
discussing the question of academic control of speakers secretly,
when the public wishes to know what is going on”; and, last, a

deans of the colleges of liberal arts of the state universities of the South and
Middle West and found in almost all cases approval of outside speakers rested
with the dean and the president. “It was the general opinion in conversation
with these men that their institutions could not tolerate a situation in which
the president would not be able to exclude an objectionable speaker. One of the
men remarked that it would be preposterous to think that the admission of
speakers to a university platform could be transferred by the regents and their
chief official, the president of the university, to any student organization or com-
mittee.” Sellery to Birge, April 24, 1922.

% Papers of the Board of Regents, May 2, 1922.

% Wisconsin State Journal, May 2, 1922.

% Capital Times, May 2, 1922. 1 Daily Cardinal, May 2, 1922.
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statement that if the use of the gymnasium were granted, “I
shall not make use of the occasion to refer to any controversy
concerning this matter.”® Sinclair was given ten minutes to
present his case to the regents. He took thirty-five. Then, on
motion of Theodore Kronshage, the regents voted informally
to express approval of the request. The motion was carried by
a vote of # to 4.1 This was notice to Birge to give Sinclair and
the Social Science Club permission to use the gymnasium. The
Madison papers announced the “victory” in headlines.**"

There was, however, one unexpected result. Professor Ross
had agreed to introduce Sinclair. But Sinclair in an interview
declared: “It is a class struggle and President Birge is on the
side of special privilege.” Whereupon Professor Ross indignantly
refused to introduce the speaker. He resented, he declared in a
public statement, the attack on Birge, “I have been here six-
teen years and I have never experienced from Dr. Birge as dean
or president, the least pressure to say or not to say, do or not do,
anything my conscience prompted.” Nor, so far as he knew, had
anyone else.*%

More significant was the action of the regents on the matter
of the open forum constitution. Birge had opposed granting to
a student group the authority to approve outside speakers. His
desire was respected. Regent Elizabeth Waters reported for the
committee on student life and interests, recommending that the
students’ request for approval of an open forum constitution be
refused. Instead the committee proposed the following addition
to the bylaws: “The action of the Board of Regents in 1894,
‘whatever may be the limitations which trammel inquiry else-
where, we believe that the Great State of Wisconsin should ever
encourage that continual and fearless sifting and winnowing by
which alone the truth'can be found,” shall be applicable to teach-
ing in the classroom and to the use of university halls for public
addresses, under the control of the President of the University
with appeal to the Regents.” This proposal was adopted by the
Board.1® Its action largely escaped the notice of the press, but

15 Upton Sinclair to the Board of Regents, Papers of the Board of Regents,
May 2, 1922. 1% papers of the Board of Regents, May 2, 1922.

w Capital Times, and Wisconsin State Journal, May 3, 1922.

18 Capital Times, May 3, 1922.
1 Records of the Board of Regents, K:180-181, May 2, 1922.
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it was significant in affording the president another and perhaps
better touchstone than the one he had hitherto employed in
making his judgments. Upton Sinclair in his own account of the
incident made no mention of this decision of the regents, al-
though he gave space to various details of the meeting.*

But the decision seemed to have broken the tension. There-
after, criticisms of the University became fewer, and President
Birge even managed to add a jovial touch in some of his re-
joinders to complaints.’* Only once thereafter did the presi-
dent appeal to the regents for a decision on an outside speaker.
In the spring of 1923 the Social Science Club asked for per-
mission to use the gymnasium for an address by Eugene Debs.
Birge wrote to all members of the Board asking their opinions.
Regent Kohler replied that if it were a matter of personal
preference he would oppose it, but that if the room were
denied there would be “an engineered storm of public protest
by a few.”112 Only one regent opposed. Unfortunately, some-
body managed to turn out the lights in the gymnasium after
the audience gathered to hear Debs, so the meeting did not
escape wide notice. In fact, some irresponsible people even
attempted to hold President Birge personally accountable. Al-
though the president continued to receive objections about
outside speakers, no excitement comparable to that engendered
during 1921 and 1922 developed during the remainder of his
term. It had been demonstrated that the great statement of 1894
was a shield as well as a weapon.

7

PrESIDENT Birge reached his seventieth year in 1921 and be-
gan his forty-sixth year of service in the University, but there
was no open discussion of his retirement.’** As he approached

1 Sinclair, The Goose-Step, 227—-228.

"1n 1923 George Banta wrote objecting to something said by an assistant in
economics. Birge pointed out that even if the person had made the remark as
charged, it was in a personal conversation. “The university professor,” he wrote,
“has the same right to make a fool of himself in conversation that belongs to
every free-born American citizen.” Birge to Banta, March 8, 1923.

12 Kohler to Birge, March 29, 1923; Birge to S. H. Goodnight, April 2, 1923,
both in the Presidents’ Papers, filed under Debs.

" The Wisconsin Alumnus, 44:17 (November, 1942).
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his fiftieth year in service, the decision could no longer be
postponed. The conservative forces in the state politics had
given way to the La Follette Progressives in 1920, and in the
ensuing years, as had been the case during Birge’s earlier period
of service as acting president, the complexion of the Board
changed. By 1924 appointees of Governor Blaine were begin-
ning to predominate; a year later, they did. In 1924, the Board
again created a committee to search for a new president. The
elder Senator La Follette interested himself in helping to find
an incumbent. It was an open secret that he sought to have
Professor Robert Morss Lovett named to the position.”** But
apparently neither the Board of Regents nor Lovett was much
interested.’*® Lincoln Steffens intimated to La Follette his wil-
lingness to be considered for the position, but nothing came
of it.16

The nominating committee at length proposed Dean Roscoe
Pound of the Harvard Law School, and the selection was ap-
proved unanimously by the regents. A committee went east
to talk with Pound, and Birge wrote cordially to him expressing
his satisfaction with the choice. Pound, however, declined the
offer, because, he explained to Birge, “There are great things
to be done in legal scholarship, and on full consideration my
life’s task seemed to be there. Likewise, Mrs. Pound shrank
from assuming the duties necessarily devolving upon the wife
of the President of a great University.”**” Having failed to at-
tract Dean Pound, the nominating committee delayed briefly
in the East. One of the members, generally supposed to be
Regent Zona Gale, proposed Glenn Frank, then the editor of
the Century Magazine. The proposal attracted attention; Frank

1 Based on memoranda and letters in the Olbrich Papers, State Historical So-
ciety of Wisconsin.

15 Milton Mayer ascribed Lovett’s lack of interest to a message from John R.
Commons: “A Christian like you wouldn’t last a week.” Milton Mayer, “Por-
trait of a Dangerous Man,” Harper’s (July, 1946), 63.

16 The Letters of Lincoln Steffens (2 vols., New York, 1938), 2:696-697.

 Birge to Roscoe Pound, January 23, 1925; Pound to Birge, February 9, 1925.
There were numerous other explanations for Pound’s refusal. As is often the case
in such matters, candor is not expected, and the real reason and the stated reason
are often mixed in the conveying. Thus one regent wrote Birge to say that one of
the reasons that Dean Pound refused the offer was his dislike “for some of Wis-

consin’s politics.” Alexander Horlick to Birge, February 19, 1925. The Wisconsin
State Journal reported that he refused because of the poor financial condition
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himself showed interest. At a special meeting on May 29, the re-
gents formally approved the appointment of Glenn Frank as
president. At the regular meeting in June the Board ratified an
agreement made with the new president, who was to enter office
September 1, 1925. At the same meeting the Board accepted
President Birge’s resignation and elected him president
emeritus.'*®

For the first time in twenty-five years the presidency of the
University was entrusted to a man unfamiliar with the institu-
tion; for the second time in history the regents selected a man
for president whose experience lay largely outside of univer-
sity life. On the first occasion, perhaps unknown by the Board
of 1925, the president’s uneasy tenure of office had been termi-
nated awkwardly by the regents.

of the University and because he feared that politics would hamper his work if
he accepted. The Wisconsin State Journal, February 4, 1925. Walter J. Kohler
sent Birge a clipping from the New York World quoting Felix Frankfurter as
saying that “if Roscoe Pound should leave his job here to become President,
even of Harvard, it would be one of the most crying wastes in our history. It
would be a piece of unwisdom reaching the height of a calamity....If the law
is to continue to be made for men and not men for law the job must have the
utmost abilities of men like Dean Pound.” Kohler to Birge, February 12, 1925.
18 Records of the Board of Regents, L:%8,79, June 22, 1925.



5.
Getting and Spending: 1903-1914

URING the first decades of the twentieth century the Uni-
versity moved: rapidly from its position as a medium-
sized business venture into that of a large-scale agency.

In the fiscal year 1goo—1go1 the total receipts of the University
from all sources amounted to $502,341.01. Twenty-five years
later the total receipts of the University amounted to
$6,951,340.7%7. This rate of increase did not continue over the
next ten years. During the fiscal year of 1936 total receipts
amounted to $7,717,814.25. Five years later they exceeded ten
million.

As late as 1910 the contribution of the state amounted to
more than three-quarters of the whole amount, but ten years
later it had decreased to a little more than half of it. In part
this showed the reluctance of the state to continue increasing its
contribution; in part it indicated the increased contribution
from the federal government and from private gifts, but in
large measure it reflected the widening business activity of the
University, which involved management of dormitories, dining
rooms, the Memorial Union, the hospital, athletic contests,
sale of farm prodilcts, and numerous other enterprises. On the
whole these receipts shown each year in the official report merely
represented collections by the University for bedding, feeding,
and entertaining students; the disbursements canceled out the
receipts. Although these activities were necessary in the aca-
demic community, they represented essentially noneducational

159
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functions. The law required an annual report showing all re-
ceipts and expenditures. The careless reader of these reports
often derived a wholly distorted impression of the prosperity
of the University. But this bookkeeping should not obscure
the large part the state’s contribution had played and must play
in maintaining educational activities of the University.

Like all other growing organizations the University had to
accommodate itself to its enlarged business activities by adding
new officers with new duties. In 1906, partly as a result of legis-
lative criticism, the University accounting system was reor-
ganized and the office of University auditor established. Up to
then general supervision of the University accounts had been in
the hands of the secretary of the Board of Regents, and auditing
had been done by a committee of the Board. The new system,
with an auditor to make a daily check on receipts and disburse-
ments, went into operation on July 1, 1906.* Five years later
the regents created the office of business manager.2 In this office
was lodged responsibility for supervising all business affairs of
the University. Certain members of the Board, in making the
business manager responsible to the regents, had hoped to divest
the president of some of his power. Their attempt was not
wholly successful. The creation of this office was probably ines-
capable in view of the large sums of money handled by the
University and the wide variety of business activities in which
it engaged. Similar offices were created in other institutions.
The development was not looked upon with favor by all uni-
versity presidents or by others who saw in the rise of business
managers a genuine threat to the faculty and to presidential
control of educational policies. In 1922 President David Kinley
of the University of Illinois wrote to President Birge: “I am
strongly, indeed bitterly, opposed to having our educational
policy formulated, modified or determined by the business

* Regents’ Biennial Report, 19g05-06, pp. 19-20.

?Ibid., 1911-12, p. 6. In 1911 Hermon Carey Bumpus, formerly director of
the American Museum of Natural History, was appointed business manager.
Three years later, when Bumpus resigned to accept the presidency of Tufts
College, Halsten J. Thorkelson was appointed. Thorkelson had graduated from
the University in 1898 and after several years in business had returned as a
member of the engineering faculty. When he resigned in the early 1920’s to

accept an appointment with the General Education Board, another member of
the faculty, Professor James David Phillips, was made business manager.
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agents of the Universities. From what I have seen of the reports
of the meetings of these business agents, they have been, whether
conscious of the fact or not, undertaking to do that very thing
in a large way and in important matters.”?® Supervision of the
accounts whether by business managers or budget directors ap-
peared to encourage the supervisor to venture into the creation
_and control of academic policy.

Behind the tall columns of figures of the annual report of
the business manager there lay the University’s biennial appeal
to the legislature for funds. In the academic community,
particularly in the more sequestered portions of it, the biennial
joust with the legislature was often misunderstood. The func-
tion of the sound and fury was to vote money for the Univer-
sity, but beyond that the political and personal needs of the
legislators had to be satisfied. In the tradition of American
politics, requests for appropriations are often accompanied by
oration. The oratory, whether in the legislative chamber or in
the newspapers, very often becomes intemperate, inflamma-
tory, even abusive, depending on the political necessities to be
served. Politicians have a biennial if not perennial capacity for
shocked surprise and pained indignation upon learning pub-
licly what the professors are doing or what they are not doing.*
The legislature during this period, however, always gave funds
to the University, but its support was less generous after the
first World War.

In 189y, it will be recalled, the University, having been
granted a tax of 17/40 of a mill for each dollar of assessed
valuation of property in the state, enjoyed perhaps the largest
millage tax of any university in the Middle West. In 1899 the
mill tax was repealed and in its place a fixed money appropria-
tion was made. University authorities sought to recover the mill

*David Kinley to Edward A. Birge, January 27, 1922, Presidents’ Papers.

* Fitzpatrick tells of a hearing when University officials were being grilled by
a legislator on the subject of how much time the professors worked. Upon
learning that some taught only seven hours of classes a week, he was preparing
to object but was cut short by McCarthy, watchdog of University interests:
“Mr. Chairman, you’re all wrong in your kind of question. If you are asking
the value of a bore [sic] pig or a stud horse, you wouldn’t ask him how many
hours he works, you’d ask what his product is. That’s what you ought to ask
about University Professors.” Edward A. Fitzpatrick, McCarthy of Wisconsin
(New York, 1944), 238.
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tax but failed in 19o1 and again in 1903. It became Van Hise’s
first great objective to win back and increase the mill tax for
University support and, in addition, to reduce if possible the
number of specific appropriations made by the legislature. This
practice of specified appropriation had reduced the discretion-
ary power of the Board.

In getting money from the legislature Van Hise enjoyed a
large measure of success, but it must be observed that the pro-
portion of state taxes given to the University decreased. One
investigator has reported that “in 1910 the citizen of Wiscon-
sin contributed to the support of his University five cents out
of every dollar of tax money which he paid out for all purposes.
In 1920 he paid two and seven tenths cents.”® This decrease
was partly the result of less generous support of the University
by the state and partly the result of the many new and increas-
ingly expensive activities which the state had launched. The
new state boards and commissions, the state-supported high-
way construction program, and even the slowly increasing state
aids for public schools, all demanded increasing amounts of
money. Indeed, less than thirty-five years after the state highway-
building program was launched, more money was being de-
voted annually for highway construction and maintenance than
had been given to the University for buildings and land during
ninety-odd years of its existence. Although there was a decrease
in the percentage of the total tax collections of the state that
went to the University, it must be recognized that many new
and valuable governmental functions had been added and the
total amount of money collected by the state increased with al-
most terrifying rapidity—so rapidly in fact that before 1915 sev-
eral prominent groups had argued that the tax burden had be-
come intolerable. And in a sense the complaint was justified. The
new expensive agencies of the state, attributes of an urban indus-
trial society rather than an agricultural one, were being largely
maintained by a tax system based chiefly upon land and physical
property. And Wisconsin’s wealth was less in her soil than in
her industry and commerce.

sRichard Rees Price, The Financial Support of State Universities (Cambridge,
1924), 126.
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The struggle of the University officials for greater amounts of
money and the reaction of the legislature to these demands
constitute the central part of the story of University finances.
The interest of the legislature in what the University did in-
creased with the amounts of money it appropriated. This inter-
est was reflected in periodic investigations of one aspect or
another of University activity, in the movement to reduce the
power of the regents and president by specifying exactly how
money was to be spent, in the attempt on the part of the legisla-
ture to control the expenditure of University income not de-
rived from the state, in the determination by law of tuition fees
for out-of-state students, and in various attempts of the legisla-
ture to influence educational policy, to investigate and advise
on matters of student conduct and even of professorial behavior.
Often, even though the legislature failed to pass a certain law,
the consideration of it caused the regents or the faculty to make
changes to meet the criticism implicit in the proposed legisla-
tion. Thus the legislature not only provided money and de-
termined larger matters of policy, but it influenced, directly
and indirectly, such matters as University entrance requirements,
the prerequisites for a degree, and the courses of study.

It is, of course, impracticable to attempt a discussion of all
legislation bearing on the University. The number of bills
relating to some aspect of the University increased each session;
in 1915 forty-two bills were introduced relating to the institu-
tion; in 1923 eighty-two such bills and resolutions were intro-
duced. Most of them did not pass but, because they had influ-
ence, some attention must be given to these measures.

Long before the legislature of 19op came into session, Van
Hise gave notice of his intention to press for larger and more
secure support from the state. In his report to the Board, he
pointed out that rising costs of living required an increase in
faculty salaries, and that the great increase in the number of
students required additional appointments to the faculty and
an extensive building program. He complained that in terms of
income the University of Wisconsin, in comparison with neigh-
boring institutions, was losing ground. The states of California,
Michigan, Illinois, Iowa, Nebraska, Colorado, and North Da-
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kota were all relatively more generous in the support of their
institutions of higher education than was Wisconsin. Under
the present system of support, the regents could not plan ahead,
could only do what each successive legislature provided for.
Van Hise asked for support of a program under which the in-
come of the University would not only be assured but would
expand with the prosperity of the state. This meant, of course,
a mill tax.®

Governor La Follette reiterated Van Hise’s requests. He
pleaded for additional funds and pointed out the valuable
contributions made by the University to the economy of the
state. There were other contributions, La Follette said: “The
true and constantly growing spirit of democracy fostered by the
state university is by no means one of its least valuable returns
to the commonwealth. This spirit is essential to and insures per-
manency of popular government in its best form.”?

Identical bills providing support for the University on a
mill-tax basis and appropriating other funds to the University
were introduced in the Assembly and the Senate on February
14, 1905.° The one in the Assembly, presented by Herman L.
Ekern, was permitted to die; the Senate bill, presented by Wil-
liam H. Hatton, was the one on which action was taken.

Even before the bills were introduced, Van Hise and other
University officials were busily engaged in winning popular
support. Copies of the Jubilee volume, containing Van Hise’s
inaugural address and many other speeches, had been widely
distributed along with the biennial report of the Board. A cir-
cular letter, prepared by Van Hise, outlining the needs of the
University, had been sent to political leaders, University alum-
ni, and prominent citizens. Van Hise and others wrote numer-
ous letters asking for support of the bill. They received a sym-
pathetic hearing and many promises of help. Emil Baensch,
president of the Wisconsin Press Association, wrote: “You know
the views I have held for many years, that the institution should
be put on a firm basis, that its representatives and friends ought
not to be biennially and eternally forced in[to] the disagree-

® Regents’ Biennial Report, 190g3—04; pp. 42-44.

"Senate Journal, 1gos, pp. 102-103.
* Assembly Journal, 1905, p. 359; Senate Journal, 190y, p. 329.
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able ranks of lobbyists.”? Malcolm C. Douglas, managing editor
of the Milwaukee Sentinel, wanted to promote the best interests
of the University and promised that the columns of the news-
paper would always be open to Van Hise to make public the
work of the University.* So carefully did Van Hise select people
to assist, and so persuasive were his letters, that in the large col-
lection of letters and answers in his legislative file of that year,
only one letter registered a clear-cut refusal to help.**

Most of the work on the appropriation bill was done in the
Senate. The Hatton Bill, which had provided a levy of 2/5 of
a mill for the support of the University, and other appropria-
tion measures were referred first to the Committee on Edu-
cation. Van Hise’s correspondence files show that, in addition to
his extensive campaign to win popular support for the bill, he
had collected pertinent information as to the way in which
other universities were supported. For the committee hearings
he tabulated the data from other states on the use of mill taxes
for university support. For the Committee on Education he pre-
pared a long statement again showing the needs of the Univer-
sity and advantages of the steady but elastic support offered by
a mill tax. He lamented that the tax of 17 /40 of a mill which
had existed until 1899 had been repealed. He appealed to the
state pride of the members of the committee by pointing out
that through the generous and stable support of the University
given in the 189o’s under a mill tax, the prevalent distrust of
state universities had been allayed, and that the University had
been able to attract good men to the faculty. The system of
biennial appropriations was undermining the confidence which
had been created.'

In April the committee was ready to report with a bill which

?Emil Baensch to Charles R. Van Hise, March 25, 1905, Presidents’ Papers,
filed under Legislative. All letters to and from Van Hise in this chapter are
in the Presidents’ Papers filed under Legislative, unless otherwise indicated.

© Malcolm C. Douglas to Van Hise, March 25, 1905.

1 This man had been “grieved by the expensive mode of living of the average
student there [at the University], caused largely as I believe by the fraternities,
which I deem an abomination, and so long as I view the situation as I do now,
I am not disposed to render the assistance you desire.” Clarence C. Coe to Van
Hise, January 14, 1905.

2 Syllabus for education committee, 190y, Presidents’ Papers, filed under Legis-
lative,
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had reduced the millage tax from 2/ to 2/7 of a mill; changed
a provision granting specified sums for repair, construction,
and support to a general provision granting $200,000 a year for
building and improvements in the order of greatest need as
determined by the regents; and included a section, not in the
original bill, providing that no new school or college was to
be established without the authorization of the legislature.’®
On the recommendation of the Committee on Education the
bill was referred to the Committee on Claims.** For the Com-
mittee on Claims, Van Hise prepared another long statement
setting forth the needs of the University, arguing the wisdom of
a steady and growing support of the University to match its
greater needs and increasing student body. He sought to win
back a part of the support lost when the education committee
reduced the sum from 2/5 to 2/%7 of a mill by asking for 3/10
of a mill. In his pleas to the committee he said, as he had said
before and would say again, that he held the view “that a Uni-
versity in a democracy may be as high grade as a University
under a monarchy.” To hold the opposite view “would be the
most fundamental charge which was ever made against a democ-
racy.”*® To the provision which had been added, directing that
no new colleges be established without the consent of the legis-
lature, Van Hise had no objection.*

The Committee on Claims, like the Committee on Educa-
tion, was friendly. In May the bill was reported to the Senate
for passage.’” It came up for debate on May 26. Senator John
M. Whitehead of Janesville proposed an amendment to substi-
tute a specific money appropriation instead of the mill tax.**
The amendment found little support. Senator Hatton argued
that the University should have a steady and dependable income.
Senator Julius E. Roehr echoed Van Hise in declaring that the

B Senate Bills, 4595, 19o5; Senate Journal, 1905, p. 870. Hereafter the bills
and joint resolutions will be cited by number only, the S signifying that the
bill was introduced in the Senate and the A, in the Assembly. Printed copies of
these bills are bound serially for each legislature and are preserved in the
Document Room of the State Historical Society of Wisconsin.

" Senate Journal, 1905, p. 870.

% Syllabus for claims committee, 19oy, Presidents’ Papers, filed under Legisla-

tive.
* Ibid.
" Senate Journal, 1905, p. 1085. ® Ibid., 1234—1235.
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University should not be required to live from hand to mouth
and upon the favor of the legislature. Senator Andrew L.
Kreutzer thought that it would be a good thing for the Uni-
versity to show the legislature around the campus and explain
to members the need for the money asked, but he would bow
to the will of the Committee on Claims.”* When the amend-
ment came to a vote, it lost by a vote of 20 to 7.2° The next day
the bill passed the Senate by a unanimous vote.** In the As-
sembly the bill was read a first and second time and ordered to a
third and final reading without going to committee. On June 2,
it was passed by a vote of #7 to 2, with 21 assemblymen not
voting.*?

The bill, which thus became law upon the governor’s signa-
ture, was brief. It provided for the levy and collection of a state
tax of 2/7 of a mill for each dollar of assessed valuation of the
taxable general property in the state. This money was appropri-
ated to the University Fund income to be used for current
and administrative expenditures and for additions and im-
provements in the facilities of the University. The regents were
restricted only to the extent of being required to apportion
funds to the various colleges as stipulated in the Statutes of
1898. Since property taxes would not be collected in time to
provide for the first half of the fiscal year, the law provided
that the regents might borrow money from state trust funds.
The money was to be repaid with interest after taxes were
collected. The law also provided $200,000 a year for three years
for construction and equipment. Although release of these
funds from the state treasury required the approval of the
governor, and the general purpose of the fund was stipulated
by the legislature, the regents were given wide latitude in de-
termining how the funds were to be used. Lastly the law con-
tained the provision that no new schools or colleges were to be
established unless authorized by the legislature.?® Because there

»® Wisconsin State Journal, May 26, 1905. » Senate Journal, 1905, p. 1235.

2 Ibid., 1252. 2 Assembly Journal, 1905, pp- 1683, 1730, 1773.

» Laws of Wisconsin, 1905, pp. 491-493. The 2/7 mill tax of 1gos was, to be
sure, smaller than the 17/40 of ten years before, but the tax rate alone does not
tell the story. In 1go1 the state assessment had been increased from $630,000,000

to $1,436,284,000. Nils P. Haugen, “Pioneer and Political Reminiscences,” The
Wisconsin Magazine of History, 12:180 (December, 1928).
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was little money available in the state trust funds a supple-
mental law was passed authorizing the secretary of state, upon
approval of the governor, to transfer from the general fund to
the University Fund income such money as might be necessary
to meet current expenses of the University. As soon as taxes
were collected, the money was to be returned by a transfer.?*

A number of other laws were adopted in the same session,
mostly noncontroversial, providing funds for cranberry and
tobacco experiments by the College of Agriculture, permitting
the regents to establish branch experiment stations, providing
funds for the state hygienic laboratory which had been estab-
lished two years before, establishing a state forestry board on
which the president of the University and the dean of the Col-
lege of Agriculture were to be members, and making provision
for the preparation of a history of Wisconsin soldiers in the
Civil War in which the “head professor of American history
in the state University” was to have a part.?

Van Hise was pleased with the results of the session. In an
address before the representatives of the Association of State
Universities in November, 19os, he spoke of the important
steps which had been taken. He described the mill tax and
declared: “The amount derived from this tax is placed almost
without restriction in the hands of the Regents to be distributed
between the various needs of the University as seems most
desirable. The legislature held that this continuous body was
the one that could wisely decide as to the distribution of the
income among the various departments.”’2¢

Van Hise’s elation was premature. The legislature came into
special session late in 19oy. Several things brought the Univer-
sity to its attention. A professor in the agricultural college had
been dismissed and had publicly charged that there were ir-

# Laws of Wisconsin, 1goy, pp. 804—805.

% Ibid., 760—761, 620, 109, 809, 383, 456.

*®The quotation was taken from a manuscript copy of the address. Dean
Henry, it might be added, had opposed this legislation, fearing that the agri-
cultural college would suffer. In a long and agitated letter to Van Hise he
reviewed the history of the agricultural college, declaring that only the legisla-
tive safeguards placed on the funds, the alertness of several members of the
regents, his own vigilant efforts, and the occasional intervention of the governor

had kept the Board from diverting the agricultural funds to the other colleges.
William A. Henry to Van Hise, February 22, 19o5, Presidents’ Papers.
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regularities in the management of the college. Moreover, a
wide discrepancy apparently existed between the amount of
the University funds in the records of the secretary of state and
in those of the regents, and charges were made that the Univer-
sity had been guilty of extravagance. The charges were based on
a misunderstanding of University finances. From 1899 until
the end of the fiscal year of 19o4—19o5, University appropria-
tions had been made from the general fund and were available
at the beginning of each period as needed. Under the reinsti-
tuted mill tax no funds could be claimed until taxes were col-
lected. The fiscal year of the University began on July 1, 1905.
Mill taxes were not collected until the first quarter of 1906.
This left a period of over six months during which the Uni-
versity had to be financed but had no money. To cover this
period, it will be recalled, the legislature had authorized the
University to borrow from the state trust funds and from the
general fund on condition that the borrowed money be re-
turned as soon as funds collected under the mill tax became
available. Another element in the financial misunderstanding
may have been that political opponents of La Follette were
willing to use any opportunity to embarrass or discredit the
~ governor. The plain facts of the law and bookkeeping should
have been simple enough for almost anyone to understand.
La Follette himself had suggested that the mill-tax law be
amended to provide more fully for the temporary transfer of
funds from the general fund to the University Fund income.*”

On December 4, Assemblyman P. A. Cleary introduced a
joint resolution providing for an investigation of the Univer-
sity. “It is reported,” ran Cleary’s resolution, ‘‘and rumored that
extravagance and waste in the financial affairs of the University
of Wisconsin exist, and that, notwithstanding the liberal ap-
propriations made by the legislature from year to year for the
maintenance of that institution, there now exists a large defi-
ciency.”? Van Hise promptly prepared a statement for the
legislature and for publication denying the charges and explain-
ing the financial condition of the University.* He made it

7 Assembly Journal, Special Session, 1905, p. 41.

# Ibid., pp. 66-67.
» Wisconsin State Journal, December 8, 1g905.
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clear, however, that officials of the University would welcome an
investigation of its finances. The Wisconsin State Journal re-
ported that the legislative committee would also look into Pro-
fessor Knapp’s charges of irregularities in the agricultural col-
lege. Though asserting its impartiality, the Journal remarked
that the excitement over University finances served to emphasize
a point. The state administration, while claiming to reduce
taxes, had been the most expensive in history. “The important
facts are that the money has been spent, and that in the face of
increasing burdens to the tax payers, the administration 