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For the third time in five years, the House Committee on Un-American Activities is threatening to come to Michigan. Hearings are scheduled to begin in Detroit February 25th. This unwelcome visit, according to newspaper and radio accounts, will probably extent to Ann Arbor.
The Committee has announced that it is especially interested in ‘Red infiltration’ into defense industries. Representative Charles E. Potter (R., Mich.), a member of the Committee, has taken pains to protest that the group does not intend to interfere in labor affairs or to smash labor unions. In spite of Representative Potter’s pious assurances, the hearings will very nearly coincide with important elections in several unions, notably Ford Local 600 of the UAW, and with an increasingly vocal protest on the part of this and other unions against the cold war unemployment of some 200,000 of their members.*
In view of this impending visit, as a public service, the Ann Arbor Council of the Arts, Sciences and Professions has prepared the following brief account of the Un-American Committee, its history, its methods, and its aims.

Detroit’s First Visit of the ‘Un-Americans’
The first visit of a Committee on Un-American Activities to Michigan took place 14 years ago in October, 1938, when the Dies Committee came to Detroit.
Much of its investigation, coinciding with the organizing of unions in the automobile industry, centered around trade union leaders. Walter Reuther, Victor Reuther, and Emil Mazey were attacked as un-Americans.1 On the eve of a gubernatorial election, Governor Frank Murphy was slandered by witnesses as a traitor for requesting brief postponement of a court injunction against a strike.2 He lost the election.
The Committee also paid considerable attention to intellectuals and professional people. It considered medical aid to Loyalist Spain heinous, and it singled out several prominent professors at the University of Michigan for attack on this score.3 At least 10 teachers in the Detroit area public schools were attacked, not for their behavior in the classroom but for their political activities.4 For example:
‘Hudah Fine - - she is secretary of the Detroit Local 231 of the Federation of Teachers and is a director of the League for

----------
* Walter Reuther, President of the UAW, has recently announced his refusal to cooperate with the Committee on Un-American Activities (Detroit Times, February 10, 1952.)
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Industrial Democracy . . . That is an organization of “pinks” who have a lot of different ideas.’5
Walter Bergman was attacked not only for his support of Sacco and Vanzetti but also because he
‘hides his real “red” color by calling himself a member of the Socialist Party and by being a personal candidate for political office on the Socialist ticket. He is president of the Detroit Federation of Teaches and a member of the executive committee of the League for Industrial Democracy, a strictly Communist organization.’6
Furthermore, in May 1933 he spoke at a ‘demonstration held in protest against the Hitler movement and against the Fascist movement.’7
Religious leaders were not immune from the slander of the Committee. An outstanding Detroit rabbi, Leon Fram, was charged with being a member of the American Civil Liberties Union, favoring the boycott of German goods and supporting medical aid to the Loyalists.8
The kind of witnesses used to impugn the characters of these educators and civic leaders is exemplified by W. S. Reynolds, who testified against the above mentioned rabbi. In another connection, Reynolds stated:
‘New York is the site of the part of the American population which gave communism to the world and imported that doctrine into the American soil through Ellis Island.’
‘It is noteworthy that young Negroes, whatever Communist net they have been caught into, will readily admit that their interest in communism lies in white women . . . The idea of racial equality is preached by the Communists, although unnatural and repugnant to the American Negro in general.’9
‘Communists popularized the idea of racial equality to the point where also in Detroit several mixed marriages have been solemnized.’10
Shortly after the Dies Committee concluded its hearings in Detroit, the Detroit Board of Education ordered an investigation of ‘Communist membership’ or ‘sympathy toward subversive and un-American doctrines’ among school teachers, the Detroit Police Department to be called upon to furnish detailed information.11
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A Decade of ‘Smear’ Tactics
‘But,’ you may say, ‘that was in 1938. How do we know that the Committee has not changed in character and purpose?’
The Record of the Committee’s activities in the past few years indicates that its character has changed in no essential way. Throughout its history the Committee has never concerned itself with acts of force and violence designed to overthrow the government of the United States. It has not questioned people about concealing arms or about organizing groups to commit violent acts against minorities. It has never fulfilled its most basic duty in that it has never operated predominantly as a bona-fide fact-finding body to legislative ends.
On the contrary, the Committee has consistently used its powers to intimidate and silence Americans whose political convictions and associations are different from its own norms. It has tried to obstruct legal political and union activities.
In 1947 and 1951, for example, the Committee investigated the motion picture industry in Hollywood. There was never a charge made of force or violence against the United States. Ideas, not acts, were subjected to scrutiny - - and even then the Committee failed to demonstrate the existence of Communist propaganda in films. The investigation consisted of attacks on individual writers, directors and actors for their personal views and associations. These attacks were often made on the basis of hearsay alone.13
That the Committee has smeared and obstructed union activities is evidenced in the Hollywood hearings: the Committee asked two standard questions of all ‘unfriendly witnesses’ (J. Parnell Thomas’ appellation) - - ‘Are you a member of the Screen Writers’ (or Directors’) Guild?’ and ‘Are you now or have you ever been a member of the Communist Party?’14 Three possible explanations for the Committee’s using this first question are: 1) that the Committee assumes that membership in these unions locates the political convictions of its members, 2) that the Committee assumes that these unions are a priori ‘un-American’, or 3) that the Committee was attempting to associate the names of smeared witnesses with the unions and in this way to smear by implication the unions. In any case, these unions, without any direct investigation, were made to appear suspect in the eyes of the American people.
The committee, unconcerned with the investigation of acts, attempts principally to obtain from its witnesses as many names as possible of those with allegedly suspect political convictions. Moreover, not only the political convictions of those named or subpoenaed are suspect, but
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also any activities in which these people may engage. An example of this attitude is found in the 1951 hearings in Baltimore, where the following exchange took place:
The witness: I teach these various subjects (piano, counterpoint, music literature, score reading) that I mentioned: I hardly believe, gentlemen, that teaching music comes under the category of subversive activities.
Representative Walter: It depends on who the teacher is.
The witness: Really? That is very difficult to see how one can - - 
Representative Walter: Never mind. It is very apparent to me.
The implication is that any of these unfavored people should be barred not only from working on vital defense projects but also from working at all.

What are ‘Un-American’ Ideas?
Since the evidence indicates that the Committee has been primarily concerned with people because of the ideas they hold, it is well to look into its definition of un-American ideas. Some of the testimony regarding Communist ideology in films, accepted by the Committee in the 1947 Hollywood hearings, is indicative. For example, J. L. Warner, in describing material unacceptable for the film Humoresque, said:
‘John Garfield played the part of the boy and he was mad at Joan Crawford for romantic reasons and said “Your father is a banker.” He was alluding to the fact that she was rich and had all of the money. He said, “My father lives over a grocery store . . .” This is very, very subtle . . .’16
Mrs. Lela Rogers claimed that None But the Lonely Heart was Communistic, basing her contention on a newspaper statement that it was a ‘story pitched in a low key . . . moody and somber throughout in the Russian manner.’ Furthermore Mrs. Rogers claimed that 
‘the mother in the story runs a second-hand store. The son says to her, “You are not going to get me to work here and squeeze pennies out of little people who are poorer than we are”.’
Mrs. Rogers commented ‘We don’t necessarily squeeze pennies out of people poorer than we are. Many people are poorer and many people are richer.’17 Mrs. Rogers was thanked by the Committee for being ‘one of the outstanding experts on Communism in the United States.’18
Thus, the Committee considers that mild social criticism and “the
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Russian manner” are un-American. The Committee also feels very strongly that the ideas on foreign policy which disagree with its own are un-American. In investigating a peace committee in Baltimore, the Committee stated that it was all for peace, BUT, in the words of its counsel, Frank Tavenner, ‘If it is a peace on Communist terms instead of the interests of this country, it is a different proposition.’19 And what is ‘a peace on Communist terms?’ The following question was asked of a witness by Committee member Donald Jackson:
‘What kind of peace do you think we could get on Soviet terms? What do you think it would mean to the average individual in this country to negotiate a peace in light of the consistent record of the Communist Party for aggression outside their own frontiers? . . .’20 (Italics added.)
Apparently any peace resulting from negotiation is a ‘Soviet’ peace. Many Americans will agree with Representative Jackson that the United States should not seek agreements with the Soviet Union. But many will disagree. By what right does the Committee include them in its ‘Communist’ smears? Whether the reader disagrees with Committee member Jackson about the solution of world problems is not at issue. What is important is that, while the essence of democracy is the right to one’s own political convictions, the Committee smears as un-American those convictions with which it disagrees.
Committee members have hardly been notorious for their defense of civil liberties. Seven of nine present members voted to override President Truman’s veto of the McCarran Act;21 and the Committee smeared the National Committee to defeat the Mundt Bill.22 In a question directed to J. L. Warner during the first Hollywood hearings, Representative John McDowell cited a distinguished precedent for a favorite bill of his to outlaw the Communist Party: ‘You know during Hitler’s regime they passed a law in Germany outlawing Communism and the Communists went to jail. Would you advocate the same thing here?’23 In the same hearing the following exchange took palce[sic] between Representative Vail and Eric Johnston. Johnston mentioned a film which ‘showed a colored boy in the picture with some white boys.’
Rep. Vail: He wasn’t in the wood pile?
Mr. Johnston: No, nor under a chip.24
Two of the present members of the Committee are Dixiecrats, Chairman John S. Wood of Georgia and James B. Frazier, Jr. of Tennessee. The Committee is obviously not sensitive to violations of civil liberties in the South. John Pace explained to them that after he left the Communist Party in 1935 he returned to Tennessee, Pace stating proudly: ‘My
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Grandfather was a lieutenant in the Confederate army in Tennessee right where I live.’
Representative Wood: For your information, the gentleman who was interrogating you is also from Tennessee.
Representative Boyle: You see, Mr. Pace, he is trying to get across to you that the climate and atmosphere and high level of citizenship in Tennessee would naturally contribute to your reformation.25
Evidently, the Committee feels that Tennessee is so perfectly democratic that it provides a fine rehabilitation center for an ex-Communist.

Who has Been Attacked by the Committee?
What kinds of people have been attacked by the Committee? The lists of persons charged by the Committee with un-American affiliations and thoughts include labor leaders; famous scientists, including Dr. E. H. Condon and Professor Frank Oppenheimer; outstanding artists; and professional people. Even an outstanding member of so respected a party as the Republican Party was recently smeared by a member of the Committee, Representative Potter of Michigan. Newbold Morris, liberal Republican and former President of the New York City Council, was declared by Potter unfit for heading the Administration’s inquiry into corruption in government because he had been associated with allegedly Communist front organizations.26
Among those cited for contempt of Congress by the Committee are some of the most creative artists in the film industry - - men whose names may be less familiar than their works: The Best Years of Our Lives, None but the Lonely Heart, Crossfire, The House I Live In, Home of the Brave, The Brotherhood of Man, Destination Tokyo, and many others. A number of these same movies, especially those dealing with the evils of anti-Semitic and anti-Negro bigotry, were used as official training films by the Armed Forces during the Second World War.
But the list of people cited by the Committee for contempt only suggests the extent of the punishment meted out by the Committee. In its publications the Committee has listed the names of scores of respected persons whom it considers disloyal because of their ideas and convictions. These people, whose jobs are endangered and whose reputations are impugned, are usually never even called before the Committee or given the opportunity of defending their beliefs. The Committee decides what are subversive organizations and by association alone brands as subversive those people who belong to such groups.
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Among those whose names have thus been smeared are many illustrious academic, religious, and professional leaders. To name only a fraction of those listed: Professor Clifford Morgan, Johns Hopkins; Professors Kermit Eby, Robert J. Havighurst, Anton J. Carlson, Anatol Rapaport, and Rudolph Carnap, University of Chicago; Professor Kenneth Cameron, University of Indiana; Professor Edwin Bart, Cornell University; Professors Goodwin Watson and Dorothy Brewster, Columbia University; Professor Edgar S. Brightman, Boston University; Professor Dorothy W. Douglas, Smith College; Professor John De Boer, University of Illinois; Professor E. Franklin Frazier, Howard University; Professor Linus Pauling, California Institute of Technology; Professor Pitirim Sorokin, Harvard University; Professor Oswald Veblen, Institute of Advanced Studies, Princeton; Thomas Mann, Artur Schnabel, Howard Fast, and Rockwell Kent. The list of Pulitzer and Nobel Prize winners among the Committee’s targets in[sic] impressive. Bishops, ministers, and rabbis are among the most commonly listed occupations.27
Among the organizations whose members are disloyal, a priori, the Committee has listed the Book Find Club and Consumers Union.28 The Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee Committee, the National Committee to Defeat the Mundt Bill,29 and, more recently, a peace committee in Baltimore30 were attacked, not on the basis of overt criminal acts, but on the basis of their ideas, which the Committee claimed to be Communistic or supported by Communists.
The practice of listing organizations as subversive without a hearing has been declared illegal by the Supreme Court in the case of the Attorney General’s list.31 The Court stated that it was not in accord with democratic principles to judge a group before a hearing had been held. If this is true of the Attorney General’s list, is it any less true in the case of the Un-American Activities Committee’s list - - more extensive and extreme in principle than that of the Attorney General?

The Committee’s Contribution to American Life: Thought Purge and Inquisition
What has been the effect of the Committee’s hearings? In Hollywood soon after the hearings the film industry, the Association of Motion Picture Producers instituted a blacklist. The Association publicly stated that it would not rehire any of the persons cited for contempt by the Committee, and that it would ‘forthwith discharge or suspend without compensation those in our employ . . . until such time as he is acquitted, or has purged himself of contempt, and declared under oath that he is not a Communist.’ The Association deplored the absence of stronger laws to aid them in this work of purging subversive elements from private
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industry. ‘The absence of a national policy, established by Congress, with respect to the employment of Communists in private industry makes our task difficult. Ours is a nation of laws. We request Congress to enact legislation to assist American industry to rid itself of subversive, disloyal elements.’32
Many people, attacked by the Committee without the benefit of a hearing, have lost their jobs and professional standing. ‘Unfriendly’ witnesses have suffered similarly. To cite only one example, Dr. Murray Abowitz, arthritis specialist for 14 years, was recently fired without warning, charges, or a hearing. Hospital spokesmen admitted in private that the firing was ‘political.’ Dr. Abowitz had been uncooperative when called before the Committee on Un-American Activities last September.33
Lawrence Duggan committed suicide after being smeared by the Committee. Harry Dexter White, suffering a heart attack in the course being questioned by the Committee, died soon after his testimony. Actor J. Edward Bromberg, with a very serious heart condition, obtained a promise from the Committee that he would not be called until a Committee-appointed physician had examined him. The Committee failed to keep its promise, and Mr. Bromberg was compelled to testify in June, 1951.  He was so visibly ill that the Committee chairman commented on it.34 Six months after his trying appearance, he died of a heart attack. (It is not without significance for the visit of the Committee to Michigan that Mr. Bromberg was subpoenaed while he was rehearsing for a stage role in Ann Arbor. Representative Potter, herald of the present visitation, made a point of having the subpoena served in Ann Arbor, and went to the trouble of attempting to arouse local veterans’ groups to protest, under the erroneous notion that the University had officially engaged Mr. Bromberg.)
Perhaps the most serious indictment against the Committee, however, is that it has fostered the notion that Americanism is to be equated with conformity. As Professor Henry Steele Commager stated in his article on the Committee on Un-American Activities:
‘What is the new loyalty? Is it, above all, conformity. It is the uncritical and unquestioning acceptance of America as it is - - the political institutions, the social relationships, the economic practices.
‘Who among American heroes could meet their tests, who could be cleared by their committees? Not Washington, who was a rebel. Not Jefferson, who wrote that all men are created equal, and whose motto was “rebellion to tyrants is obedience to God”.


[p. 10]

. . . Or Justice Holmes, who said that our Constitution is an experiment and that while that experiment is being made “we should be eternally vigilant against attempts to check the expression of opinions that we loathe and believe to be fraught with death.”’35

The Committee’s Plans for Ann Arbor
If the Committee should hold ‘investigations’ at Michigan State and the University of Michigan, these will be their first direct attempts to judge and exert control over the institutions of higher learning in this country. What can we expect from such hearings?
First, we can expect that the Committee will use the same tactics which they have employed elsewhere, and which Representative Eberharter (D., Penn.) described to Congress as follows, in the course of arguing against the contempt citations of the Hollywood Ten: ‘These witnesses were placed on trial and denied the right to counsel. They were confronted by witnesses who were permitted to smear them with innuendo, suspicion, prejudice, and hearsay three or four times removed, and were not granted the right to cross-examine. Charges made against them carried full legal immunity to those making them; they were given national publicity. Yet the persons charged were not permitted to testify when they wanted to do so . . .’36
Second, we may expect that the Committee will pursue the ugliest and most dangerous of its more recent trends: the muddying of the distinction between political non-conformity and espionage. A good deal of secret work is done at the University; at the same time there are in Ann Arbor a good many people whose views do not coincide with those of the Committee. The Committee will certainly do what it can to show that the two phenomena are related, since according to the Committee’s allegations
‘It’s every Communist’s duty, even as a mechanic or office worker, to pick up any information around the plant he can lay hands on. Though he may not act under an organized spy ring, he can often turn up information which Moscow wants. This applies to Communists in the Government and anywhere else, too.’37
It should not be necessary to point out that the Committee will not be particularly scrupulous in determining whether its victims are or have ever been Communist Party members, since ‘ the Party uses what it calls “Fellow Travelers” and “Front Organizations” in some of its most
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effective work.’38
Third, we can expect that many innocent people will be smeared and that the reputation of the University will suffer. As has been clearly demonstrated in the case of the University of California loyalty oaths, when university professors are judged not on the basis of competence but on the basis of toeing the line of orthodoxy in their personal beliefs, education suffers. There is no area of human endeavor which needs more the assurance of freedom from fear and intimidation than the instruction of young people in the pursuit of knowledge. Our universities must, if they are to produce sound thinkers able to judge values for themselves, be in fact as well as in theory free market places of ideas.

Here is What You Can Do
to Prevent Thought Control in America
Urge any organization, living unit, or group to which you may belong to make public its opposition to the Committee’s presence in this area. Write your Congressmen similarly.
Promptness is important. The Committee is scheduled to open hearings in Detroit on February 25.
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