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1. Introduction

In the Fall of 1955, the Bulletin of the American Association of University Professors 

published an article arguing for a code of ethics designed to support academic freedom (Apel 

1955). Titled “Academic freedom: the second front”, its focus was on the right of teachers to 

recommend textbooks on purely academic grounds without interference from university 

administrators or people outside the university, the first front of the attack on academic 

freedom having been direct attacks on individuals. It reported on the pressures brought to 

bear on a significant minority of institutions, arguing that though it has so far been possible to 

resist them, there was a need to strengthen the hands of university administrators having to 

deal with requests from outsiders through the adoption of a clear code of ethics.

The author of this article, Hans Apel, has written about the events that led to his writing 

this article in an autobiography published by his grandson (Apel 2012, pp. 133-9) but his role 

is little known. The availability of Apel’s correspondence makes it possible to fill out the 

story, showing how charges of “socialism’, “communism” and being “un-American” were 

used to attack even conservative economists who were committed to teaching their students 

to understand opposing views. The attacks on Economics (Samuelson 1948), by Paul 

Samuelson, an Associate Professor of Economics at MIT are well-known (Tobin 1998), 

Colander, & Landreth 1998, Giraud 2013) but attacks on those who simply used the 

textbooks in less prestigious institutions are less well explored.

This paper helps to fill out the much studied account of the pressures facing academics 

who were perceived to hold left-wing views in the 1950s (see Schrecker 1986). It shows how 

a controversy that started at MIT before the textbook that was the main target of attack was 

even published, came to envelop teachers in a minor university, with the result that an 
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otherwise marginal academic economist became embroiled in a controversy that was much 

wider. Because the surviving correspondence is so complete, the account makes very clear 

the attitudes of those involved attacking textbooks and of the way in which defenders of 

academic freedom organized to defend themselves. The paper begins the story Apel told in 

the autobiography he wrote late in his life. Section 2 then uses the documentary record to 

reconstruct Apel's engagements with the issue of academic freedom before the Bridgeport 

came under attack. After that, the paper covers three stories that unfolded simultaneously. The 

first is that of the report written for the trustees of Bridgeport University and its subsequent 

use, a story that ends when Samuelson's publisher, McGraw Hill, produced its own package 

of materials that could be used by teachers. The second is the story of Apel's engagements 

with the American Association of University Professors, which led to the publication of an 

article on academic freedom in the AAUP Bulletin. The third comprises Apel's attempts to 

engage with Samuelson's critics and to persuade them that their charges were unfounded. 

Conclusions are then drawn.

2. Hans Apel's memories

Hans Apel (1895-1989) was born Hans Appelbaum, in West Prussia.1 Though coming from a 

Jewish family, he developed an antipathy to organised religion: by the age of fourteen was 

refusing to participate in religious ceremonies.  His father was a lawyer, who defended 

someone who, because he was Jewish, was falsely imprisoned for murder. At school in Posen 

and in the army during the First World War, he developed a rebellious spirit, often resisting 

1 This section presents an account based on Apel’s autobiography, dictated to his 
grandson many years later, and subject to the problems created by memory over such a long 
period.
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what he considered unreasonable acts of authority in what were seen as acts of 

insubordination. He studied at the University of Berlin, attending the classes of the economist 

and historian Werner Sombart, but as a left-wing student he became disillusioned, seeing the 

university as a forum for reactionary ideology. Apel left to enter business, working with a 

wine and spirits company for a decade becoming, in 1924, joining its Board. The company 

faced a difficult economic situation and was eventually saved from bankruptcy only because, 

in 1933, Hitler suspended all legal processes.

Apel tells a story of principled resistance to improper requests from the authorities, 

refusing to sack workers on political grounds. This included refusing to sack a worker who 

was a Nazi: he had to explain to other workers who objected to this person that his refusal 

was a matter of principle. Later, when support for the Nazis had grown, he refused to sack 

left-wing and Socialist workers. This included one event when, in 1933, five armed SA 

members came in and confronted him in his office. He refused to sign the papers they put in 

front of him on the grounds that they had no authority to give him orders.

At this point, the SA officer pulled his gun. I responded out of pure instinct, swiveling 

around in my chair and turning away from him. It was a tactic that I had learned in the 

war. If you looked someone directly in the eyes, the other person was  more likely to 

take it as a challenge and act with lessened inhibition,  whereas  if  you  turned  your  

back  to  the person, the chances were he wasn’t going to shoot. “I’ve told you three 

times that I’m not going to sign,” I continued speaking evenly, not looking at him. 

“It’s best that you leave my office.” (Apel 2012, p. 11).2

2 A paragraph break before the penultimate sentence has been removed.
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He recalled being  saved by the foreman who entered at that point, accompanied by six of the 

strongest workers in the factory.

Somehow, he survived in the business till 1935, when he was dismissed. He left 

Germany and, travelling through the Netherlands and Britain, arrived in the United States in 

1937, where his brother, a musicologist and mathematician, taught at Harvard. After a brief 

spell in business, and a year training potential members of post-war occupation forces in 

German language and culture, Apel returned to study economics at Boston University, with a 

thesis showing that Keynesian policies could be implemented by corporations, obviating the 

need for government action. After teaching positions at Boston College and Middlebury, in 

1950 he was appointed Chair of the University of Bridgeport’s economics department, tasked 

with raising its reputation, then very low, through firing incompetent teachers and insisting on 

higher standards from both staff and students.

Apel’s memoir talks of his encounter with the issue of academic freedom as having 

begun one weekend:

One Saturday afternoon [August 4, 1951]3, just when I was going  to  go  home  for  

lunch,  the  University President, Prof. Halsey, came towards me and asked if I would 

see him in his office. When I dropped in just a  little later, the President told  me  that 

a  well-known  Bridgeport  businessman,  prominent  in  the insurance  field,  had  just  

been  in  to  see  him  and asked  him  to  fire  the  entire  Economics  faculty because 

he claimed that the whole department was a nest of subversives. (Apel 2012, p. 134)

3 The first letter requesting materials was written on August 7. Apel remembers the 
Board of Trustees meting as being about two weeks later, but it must have been nearer three 
weeks, because the report that formed the basis for discussion is dated August 24.
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What made this serious was that the University was in the middle of a fundraising 

contribution, campaign and in the previous two days contributions of $200,000, from the 

Singer Corporation and other local companies, had been lost. There were charges against a 

specific teacher, on the basis of students’ notes on lectures on Marxist economics which were 

being circulated in the community. Though he lectured on Marxism, however, the teacher, Dr. 

Kessel, held liberal, free-market views associated with prominent Austrian economists. The 

charge that was to engage Apel, and eventually led to his article in the Bulletin of the AAUP, 

concerned their use of two textbooks, Samuelson’s Economics (Samuelson 1948) and Harold 

Faulkner’s American Economic History (Faulkner 1949).

The accusations were based on a review of Samuelson’s book in a publication called 

the Educational Reviewer (Kraemer 1949). Apel recalls that when he saw the review, he 

reacted strongly.

I looked at it, and told him [the President of Bridgeport University], “I  can  tell  you  

at  a  glance  that  what  this  article  is saying  is  untrue.  I  know  Samuelson’s  work  

well, and he never wrote what this article says he did. In fact, he wrote exactly the 

opposite. This is nothing but  an  attack  on  academic  freedom. You  should have 

thrown that businessman out of your office!” (Apel 2012, p. 135)

A meeting with the Dean ensued when the suggestion was made that a compromise be 

sought, with the books being dropped from the syllabus. Apel threatened to resign should this 

happen, claiming that standing up for academic freedom would be good for a college that 

needed publicity, and that they should respond by taking the story to the press. Instead, it was 

decided that the decision should be taken by the University’s Board of Trustees on the basis 

of a report that Apel and his departmental colleagues would prepare (Halsey JH, August 24, 
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1951, Report to Board of Trustees (University of Bridgeport) on subversion charges, Hans 

Apel Papers, Duke University Box 1  (Report to Board of Trustees)). Forty pages long, it 

contained paragraph-by-paragraph analyses of Samuelson’s text and a list of the hundreds of 

universities (including every military academy) that were using it.

When he addressed the Board of Trustees, Apel reiterated his suggestion to take the 

matter to the press in order to build the University’s reputation, but the University’s attorney 

thought that this would provoke a negative reaction as people would take the view that 

“Where there’s smoke, there’s fire” (Apel 2012, p. 137) and that it might cost the University 

as much as four million dollars in lost donations. The matter was settled by the Chairman, “an 

arch-Republican who had inherited a small machine factory from his father, had gone to Yale, 

and was known for his reactionary views” and who always spoke in a non-nonsense way, 

cigar in his mouth.

“Ladies  and  gentlemen,”  he  said,  “you know that I seldom interfere with 

discussion, but in this  case  I  want  to  make  an  exception.  My  good friend,  Jack,  

has  just  said  that  we  might  lose  four million  dollars.  That’s  a  lot  of  money  for  

this university. I only  want to say one  thing about  this. Aside  from  the  four  

million  dollars,  there’s  also  a question of honor involved. My position is that the 

honor of this university cannot be bought, even for four million dollars.” (Apel 2012, 

p. 138).

Apel’s report did more than inform the Bridgeport trustees, for it was used as the basis of a 

lawsuit by McGraw Hill against the Educational Reviewer seeking $10 million in damages. 

This was settled out of court because, Apel believed, the defendants realized they did not 

have a case.
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Apel continued to pursue the matter, his activities culminating in his article in the 

Bulletin of the AAUP, but his memoir says little about this beyond the fact that, in order to get 

evidence, he wrote to over 300 academic institutions, and that he successfully blocked the 

admission of the Editor of the Educational Reviewer to membership of the AAUP. He 

recalled received threatening letters warning that if he did not stop, it would provoke 

investigation into his own past (which had, included, in 1919, youthful dalliance with 

Marxism and apparently a very brief membership of the German Communist Party).

3. Namm and academic freedom

The correspondence Apel preserved tells a slightly different story. The reason he was able to 

respond so firmly to the evidence with which President Halsey confronted him that Saturday 

in August was that he had already become involved in discussions with Samuelson’s critics. 

At some time during 1950, at a reception at Middlebury College, he had a conversation with a 

businessman, Benjamin Namm.4 Namm was the Chairman of Namm’s Department Store in 

New York and, in articles he had written for Stores and Collier’s magazines in March and 

April, 1950,5  he had been critical of some un-named textbooks. On October 11, 1950, Apel, 

who had by then moved from Middlebury to Bridgeport, wrote to Weldon Wefling, Chair of 

Economics at Simmons College, that he had heard in conversation that Wefling had provided 

an answer to Namm’s criticisms, and he asked whether he might be provided with a copy.6 

4 Apel H, February 16, 1951, Letter to Benjamin H. Namm, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

5 Namm 1950a; Namm 1950b. It is not clear whether Apel read these articles before or 
after meeting Namm.

6 Apel H, October 11, 1950, Letter to Weldon Welfling, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).
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Wefling replied sending Apel a copy of a letter he had written to Samuelson a fortnight 

earlier.7 In this letter he explained that he had been examining Namm’s articles “for use in the 

Economics Department at Simmons”, though he did not explain the nature of that use other 

than that he was “getting tired of the implication that economists as a group and college 

teachers as a group are dupes and fools”.8 Wefling claimed that,

Mr Namm has created an essentially fallacious impression of the book and he has 

done so by quoting parts of sentences, omitting important words, taking the sentences 

out of context and ignoring nearby sentences without which the meaning is distorted. 

(ibid.)

He concluded that,

For reasons not at all apparent, Mr. Namm apparently misunderstands the nature of 

Samuelson’s book, and therefore overlooks the most comforting fact that both 

textbook writers and classroom teachers generally are much closer to agreement with 

Mr. Namm than he seems to realise.9

Welfling then spent several pages analysing five quotations that appeared in Namm’s articles, 

showing that all of them were misleading. For example, where Namm quoted Samuelson as 

saying “the national debt does not yet constitute a problem of the first magnitude”, Welfling 

argued that it was vital to point out that the sentence continued, “in comparison with the 

7 Welfling W, October 17, 1950, Letter to Paul A. Samuelson, PASP Box 80  (Criticisms 
of Textbook (1)); Welfling W, November 1, 1950, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, 
Duke University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

8 Welfling W, October 17, 1950, Letter to Paul A. Samuelson, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 1.

9 Welfling W, October 17, 1950, Letter to Paul A. Samuelson, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 2.
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problem of the peace, the atomic bomb or unemployment”, which converted it into a much 

less controversial statement.10

In February 1951, Apel followed this up with a letter to Namm, explaining that, whilst 

his department favored using Samuelson’s textbook “on grounds of its professional quality”, 

before he approved or vetoed this choice, he wanted to know whether Welfling’s analysis of 

the articles had caused Namm to modify his views.11 Enclosing a copy of a recent talk,12 

Namm said that he had neither seen Welfling’s comments nor changed his views on 

Samuelson’s book. Two paragraphs in this speech raised the issue of academic freedom, for 

Namm had written:

I yield to no man in my respect for freedom of speech and freedom of thought, and I 

am unalterably opposed to thought-control and the “burning of dangerous books.” I 

also think that there is some place in this great land of ours for schools which honestly 

believe in socialism, for those which believe in communism as well as for those, of 

course, which believe in capitalism. I will even concede, somewhat grudgingly, I 

admit, that there is a place for those universities, colleges, and schools which prefer, 

for reasons of their own, to remain neutral.

My manor premise is that all of these universities, schools, and colleges should 

“stand up and be counted.” I believe that each and every ne of them should have a 

mission. If their mission is to teach socialism, then so be it. Parents who want their 

children reared in that philosophy can then know what to expect. I believe that those 

10 Welfling W, October 17, 1950, Letter to Paul A. Samuelson, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 6.

11 Apel H, February 16, 1951, Letter to Benjamin H. Namm, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

12 No copy of this has been found.
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institutions which prefer to remain neutral and which feel they have no “mission” in 

life, should make this fact known to all of those who are properly concerned.13

Apel responded by pointing out that they disagreed fundamentally on what academic freedom 

meant and he proposed that they should submit a clarification of the issue to the AAUP, “for 

discussion or for a general polling of the sentiment among college teachers and college 

administrators.”14 He contended that if a university accepted Namm’s view of academic 

freedom, it might well face a boycott or blacklisting if the opinions of the majority ran 

counter to the position taken by the institution. Namm responded with enthusiasm to the 

suggestion that the AAUP be asked to resolve the issue.

This was the basis for Apel’s first approach to the AAUP, on April 17, 1951.15 Enclosing 

copies of his correspondence with Namm, a copy of Namm’s speech and its appendix, a 

proposed “Blacklist” of “several hundred colleges that had been using the Samuelson-text”, 

he suggested that the matter of academic freedom be considered either by the President, or by 

its Committee on Academic Freedom.16 He thought that individual teachers needed to know 

how far college teachers as a group supported or opposed Namm’s view of academic 

freedom.

The AAUP secretary and assistant secretary responded that the AAUP’s position was 

already clearly stated, strongly implying that it was not compatible with Namm’s view. 

13 Namm BH, Academic freedom (from Namm's pamphlet), Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

14 Apel H, March 21, 1951, Letter to Benjamin H. Namm, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

15 Apel H, April 17, 1951, Letter to Professor Himstead, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

16 Apel H, April 17, 1951, Letter to Professor Himstead, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).
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Namm and the AAUP appeared to have different views of nature and function of an 

institution of learning.

This Association conceives of this function as that of facilitating the pursuit and 

promulgation of truth, insofar as truth can be ascertained and set forth by qualified 

specialists by the application of acceptable techniques to available facts. This 

Association would not regard as an institution of higher education an institution 

established for the purpose of teaching socialism or communism or capitalism, or any 

other political or economic dogma.17

Citing both the AAUP’s 1915 declaration of principles and quoting a report that was 

forthcoming in its Bulletin, the letter continued:

Of the various freedoms essential if our society is to preserve itself and to promote the 

interests of the individuals that compose it, perhaps the most nearly absolute is that of 

scholars to direct their search for truth and to report the results of their findings. This 

freedom is immediately applicable only to a limited number of individuals, but it is 

profoundly important for the public at large. It safeguards the methods by which we 

explore the unknown and test the accepted. It may afford a key to open the way to 

remedies for bodily or social ills, or it may confirm our faith in the familiar. Its 

preservation is necessary if there is to be scholarship in any true sense of the word. 

The advantages accrue as much to the public as to the scholars themselves.18 

17 Shannon GP, May 9, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke University 
Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 1. The italicised sentence was underlined in pencil, 
presumably by Apel.

18 Shannon GP, May 9, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke University 
Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 2.
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They concluded that the same principles should apply to textbooks: they should be rejected 

only if they were incompetently written or biased, and that this was a judgement that should 

be made by “competent professional men and women after careful and impartial 

examination” in the same way that a teacher might be assessed by a faculty committee. 

Whilst they were not familiar with Samuelson’s textbook, they thought that the long list of 

adoptions established a presumption in favour of its competence and integrity. For the AAUP, 

academic freedom was inextricable from the search for truth.

4. The Report to the Bridgeport trustees

It is not clear why the pressure on Bridgeport increased causing the meeting with President 

Halsey that Apel recounted in his memoirs. Presumably Halsey had just heard from a 

potential donor threatening to withdraw support from Bridgeport’s fundraising campaign. By 

then, Apel was already familiar with Welfling’s analysis of Samuelson’s book and was armed 

with the AAUP’s position on academic freedom. After the meeting with the Dean, charged 

with producing a report for the Board of Trustees, he wrote to the President of McGraw Hill, 

Samuelson’s publisher, with whom President Halsey had already been in touch, requesting 

copies of all the reviews the book had received “from competent men in the profession”.19 He 

emphasized the need for speed, explaining that it would be sufficient to have them for a few 

days.20 The next day he wrote again to Pope Shannon, at the AAUP, explaining that the 

situation had become more serious since his last letter: “we … have become the victims of a 

19 Apel H, August 7, 1951, Letter to Curtis G. Benjamin, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

20 Note that this was before the days of cheap photocopying.
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much more direct and highly dangerous attempt to undermine academic freedom by 

threatening reprisals for use of certain textbooks of which some self-appointed censors 

disprove”.21 His reason for doing this was to ask whether the AAUP could inform him about 

the the Educational Reviewer  and the “Committee on Education” which stood behind it, for 

he had come to realize that all of the criticisms of Samuelson’s book stemmed from a review 

by Charles Kraemer, of Wagner College, that it had published in October 1949.22 He listed 

those involved, with their addresses, and the names of the academics who served as the 

Educational Reviewer’s consulting staff: William Starr Meyers (Politics, Princeton), Lewis H. 

Haney (Economics, New York University) and O. Glenn Saxon (Business Administration, 

Yale). He noted that,

The tendency of all the reviews is to label as “Un-American” and “Subversive” every 

textbook in which, business, even if only for past sins, is criticised, in which views 

friendly to labor are expressed, or where the slightest concession is made to 

government participation or control of business activities.23

Apel said that he had no doubt that “Mr. Namm and those who spearhead the drive against us 

are directly inspired by this work”. He thus asked whether the AAUP had any further 

information on the organization and whether it code of ethics would preclude members of the 

AAUP from being involved with the Committee on Education if its real purpose was 

interfering with academic freedom. He wondered whether, if the Educational Reviewer did 

21 Apel H, August 8, 1951, Letter to George Pope Shannon, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 1. Though the word “disprove” is used repeatedly, 
the intended meaning is clearly “disapprove”.

22 Kraemer 1949.
23 Apel H, August 8, 1951, Letter to George Pope Shannon, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 

University Box 1  (Academic Freedom). A clear spelling mistake has been corrected.
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not have such a purpose, pressure could be brought upon it to dissociate itself from such 

abuses. On the same day, he wrote to Charles Kraemer, author of the review in the 

Educational Review, asking him to clarify the meaning of three ambiguous passages in his 

review. Given the academics who were involved with the Educational Review, Apel also 

asked McGraw Hill for detailed information on the use of Samuelson’s textbook Princeton, 

Yale and New York University.24 

The report to the trustees, dated August 14, 1951, was under President Halsey’s name, 

though acknowledging the extensive work put into it by Apel, and an Assistant Professor, 

Alfredo Kraessel. It opened by explaining that “a local citizen” had complained to the 

Chairman of the Board of Trustees that three textbooks used in the Department of Economics 

“had been selected ‘by calculated design’ to ‘pervert, undermine, and destroy’ the American 

way of life”.25 It then summarized its unambiguous conclusion:

Every member of the faculty and administrative staff who has had any part in the 

preparation of this report is convinced beyond any doubt that tho charges which wore 

made are completely unfounded. Furthermore, all of us at the University of 

Bridgeport have always taken pride in our strict adherence to the fundamentals of 

Americanism as our record over the past twenty-four years attests. Therefore we are 

somewhat at a loss to understand why we should be accused of un-Americanism at 

this time.26

24 Apel H, August 11, 1951, Letter to Herbert W. Bell, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

25 Halsey JH, August 24, 1951, Report to Board of Trustees (University of Bridgeport) 
on subversion charges, Hans Apel Papers, Duke University Box 1  (Report to Board of 
Trustees), Preface.

26 ibid.
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The report then summarized, in uncompromising terms, its evaluation of the charges. The 

accusation that against one of the textbooks alleged to undermine and destroy the American 

way of life could easily be dismissed: it was the result of confusion between its author, Abba 

P. Lerner, and Max Lerner, a well known journalist, who had nothing in common other than 

their surname. In the case of Faulkner’s American Economic History, the complainant had 

identified the right book, but the charge was absurd. The book had been widely used since 

1924, and was ‘definitely not one of those considered to be ‘progressive’”.27 Among widely 

used textbooks on American history, Faulkner’s book was generally considered to be the one 

that was least supportive of progressivism, but even among the textbooks that did support 

progressivism, there was none that fitted the charges made in the Educational Reviewer. Its 

criticisms must be the result of “negligence or wilful misinterpretation”. These claims were 

then supported by six pages of detailed analysis.

The bulk of the report, twenty-nine pages, was devoted to Samuelson’s textbook. The 

review in the Educational Reviewer was reproduced alongside reviews from Business Week 

and Fortune, hardly publications biased against business. This supported their verdict, that 

the criticisms raised in the review were: “(a) based upon careless misinterpretation, or 

supporting by subterfuge such as incomplete quoting, incorrect quoting, or quoting out of 

context; (b) exactly the opposite of such judgement as can be found in Fortune and Business 

Week, magazines known to represent sound business views”.28 The report then referred, 

quoting Business Week, to Samuelson’s “towering reputation among his contemporaries”, and 

explained that the book’s “prominent treatment of ‘national income’” was as widely accepted 

27 Halsey JH, August 24, 1951, Report to Board of Trustees (University of Bridgeport) 
on subversion charges, Hans Apel Papers, Duke University Box 1  (Report to Board of 
Trustees), p. 1.

28 ibid.
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in economics “as the treatment of atomic physics is in the sciences”. The final evidence was 

the book’s adoption in a vastly higher proportion of colleges, including leading business 

schools and military academies, than would be expected if it were merely of average quality. 

It was not merely an acceptable book, it was acknowledged to be an excellent one.

One of Apel’s main sources was Samuelson’s publisher, McGraw Hill. Though most of 

the information McGraw Hill provided concerned reviews and adoptions, in a letter sent on 

August 20, Herbert Bell, Assistant to the President of McGraw Hill, mentioned that an article 

by Arthur D Morse was to be published in the September issue of McCall’s, a popular 

magazine directed at women. It would appear on newsstands on August 22. Apel clearly got 

hold of an advance copy, because an explanatory note was inserted into the report.

The Educational Reviewer. A leading article in the September 1951 issue of McCall’s 

magazine reveals this periodical as the mouthpiece of a group whose present head, 

one Allen Zoll, had been closely associated in the past with extremist groups now 

branded “subversive” by the Attorney General, owns a most doubtful Ph.D. degree, 

has a multiple criminal record and, in true fashion, told the interviewing reporters "If 

you smear me, I’ll cut your throat."29

When she found out about the report (in October 1951) Lucille Crain, editor of the 

Educational Reviewer  to Halsey, that their lawyers and McCall’s were discussing the 

29 Halsey JH, August 24, 1951, Report to Board of Trustees (University of Bridgeport) 
on subversion charges, Hans Apel Papers, Duke University Box 1  (Report to Board of 
Trustees), p. 2.
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“wholly malicious, false, damaging and therefore libelous, statement” about the journal.30 As 

the Report compounded the falsehood, the demanded that a complete retraction and redress 

be made to everyone to whom the Report had been sent.

In the meantime, Apel had written to Morse on September 9, to thank him for his 

“courageous” article, explaining its importance to academics at Bridgeport who had come 

under “particularly vicious” attacks linked to threats against individuals and the institution as 

a whole.31 The time had come, he argued, for a counter-attack. The fact that “clear headed 

businessmen” had “interpreted academic freedom to be reconcilable with ‘true Americanism’ 

gives our case an importance similar to the test that was made in Scarsdale”.32 He told Morse 

about the survey he was undertaking, and the article he was preparing and noted the 

importance of preparing a counter-attack in a way that was “most suitable for institutions who 

depend upon the support of business-minded board[s] of trustees”. Offering to help Morse 

with future journalism, he asked whether he had further information on colleges that had 

come under attack for “subversive” teaching and cases where economics textbooks had been 

attacked.33

30 Crain LC, October 11, 1951, Letter to James H. Halsey, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom). The route through which she heard about the report 
is not known.

31 Apel H, September 9, 1951, Letter to Arthur D. Morse, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

32 The quotation marks round “true Americanism” makes it clear that he is using the 
term to allude to the way support for unfettered free markets was being described as 
“American”. The allusion to Scarsdale (NY) presumably refers to the attempt by a group 
calling itself the Scarsdale Citizens Committee to challenge what was alleged to be 
Communist influence in Scarsdale public schools Anonymous 1949. The Scarsdale Town 
Club eventually supported its teachers, finding no evidence of Communist infiltration 
(Anonymous 1953).

33 He cited campaigns by Namm, and an article by Mr. H. G. Moore in the Saturday 
Evening Post.
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Morse responded that Apel’s material was extremely helpful, requesting a second copy, 

and said that the pattern of attack at Bridgeport took exactly the same form as at other 

institutions, including elementary and secondary schools. The distortions in the review of 

Samuelson occurred in “virtually every other product of the Educational Reviewer”.34 The 

key part of any defense, he argued, was to get the support of elements of the community 

respected by everyone. He advised Apel to get hold of a copy of a House of Representatives 

report, which though not analyzing individual cases, stated, “the review of textbooks by self-

appointed experts, especially when undertaken under the aegis of an organization having a 

distinct legislative axe to grind, smacks too much of the book-burning orgies of Nuremberg to 

be accepted by thoughtful Americans without foreboding and alarm”.35 Given his 

background, Apel will not have needed any reminder of this. He alerted Apel to another 

exposé in Look Magazine, forthcoming in November. Apel noted that the Report written for 

the Board of Trustees had elicited strong support—exactly the effect that Morse had 

described.36

It was at this point that Apel had direct contact with Samuelson. They met at the annual 

meeting of the American Economic Association (AEA), in December 1951, when Samuelson 

told Apel that the AEA was establishing a Committee for Academic Freedom which was 

going to take up the issue of unjustified attacks on teachers and textbooks. It was going to do 

this through making available material that demonstrated the abusive nature of the criticisms 

that were being made of certain books. Realizing that there was a need for this material, but 

34 Morse A, September 18, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

35 Morse A, September 18, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), pp. 1-2.

36 Apel H, September 20, 1951, Letter to Mr. Morse, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).
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not wanting to circulate the report prepared for the Board of Trustees, Apel decided to make a 

critical analysis of the review available to McGraw Hill.37 John Taylor, at McGraw Hill, 

responded that they had decided against circulating the Report, but had prepared a package 

containing Kraemer’s review, an edited version of the analysis of this review, “eliminating all 

references of a personal nature and all statements that might possibly be considered libelous”, 

the positive reviews from Business Week, Fortune and the American Economic Review, and 

an adoption list, and they were circulating this to institutions that requested information.38

However, word of the Report prepared for the Bridgeport trustees had got around. On 

February 5, 1952,  a political science student at Williams College wrote to Apel asking to see 

a copy in connection with an honors thesis he was writing as well as any information Apel 

could provide on Lucille Crain’s role. Apel explained that as it was an internal report, he 

could not send it, but he enclosed a copy of his own defense of Samuelson (presumably the 

one prepared for McGraw Hill). Apel’s analysis was also provided to John Perry Miller at 

Yale, “for use locally”, presumably in response to William Buckley’s God and Man at Yale 

(1951), for in response Apel inquired what courses Buckley had taken at Yale and how he had 

got on with them.39 Miller told him Buckley had taken the Introductory course as well as a 

course covering comparative economic systems and labor law, and that he had performed 

well.40

37 Miller JP, February 14, 1952, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

38 Taylor JW, February 21, 1952, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

39 Apel H, February 17, 1952, Letter to John Percy Miller, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom); Miller JP, March 4, 1952, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans 
Apel Papers, Duke University Box 1  (Academic Freedom)

40 Nowadays, of course, such information could not be provided.
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5. The AAUP and Apel's survey

On August 22, 1951, the day that the McCall’s article was published, the AAUP replied to 

Apel’s questions about the Educational Reviewer and the organization behind it, saying that 

though they had no information on the Educational Reviewer, an article in the Washington 

Post (on April 29, 1951), reporting on events in the Pasadena school system, had commented 

on its parent body, the Conference of American Small Business Associations, quoting the 

same words from the House of Representatives report as Morse:

This last group was condemned by the House Select Committee on Lobbying 

Committees as a “pressure group, ambitious to control public opinion,” whose 

ignorant criticism of text books “smells too much of the book-burning orgies of 

Nuernberg to be accepted by thoughtful Americans.” None of these national 

propaganda organizations is directed by people respected in the educational world.41

Shannon directed Apel to work that had been done for other bodies. He then went on to 

explain that, whilst he would not expect a teacher to join the AAUP unless he were in 

sympathy with its aims, he did not think anyone would be expelled for being associated with 

the Educational Reviewer. Action would be taken against individuals only on the basis of 

their individual actions, “professional or civic”, not on the basis of their “associations and 

affiliations, or the philosophy which they may be thought to embrace concerning religious, 

political, social, educational or other questions”. He did, however, point out that no one 

41 Shannon GP, August 22, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 1.
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named in Apel’s letter was a member of the AAUP. They would, however, investigate any 

case in which an organization’s activity threatened the academic freedom of an individual 

teacher. Shannon concluded that the AAUP would welcome submission of a carefully written 

and well researched article that they could consider for publication in the Bulletin.

Apel’s reply to Shannon shows that he was becoming much clearer that the attacks 

were deliberate and that action needed to be taken.42 After apologized for giving the mistaken 

impression  that he had wanted the AAUP to take action against supporters of the Educational 

Review merely on account of their association with the organization: he wanted the AAUP to 

act against this associated with the Educational Reviewer on the basis of the positive actions 

he believed them to have taken in endorsing the review. He went on to state that that his 

opinion had hardened: his previous letter had allowed for the possibility that the Educational 

Review might have been used in ways that the editors had not intended; he was now 

convinced that the opposite was true—that the review was intended to be used to attack those 

who used certain textbooks, attacking academic freedom.43 A few days later, when he learned 

that the review’s author, Charles Kraemer, had applied for membership of the AAUP, he 

wrote again to Shannon, arguing that Kraemer  had “acted in a way which must necessarily 

exclude him from being acceptable as a member of the Association”. “I feel therefore,” he 

continued, “that it is my duty to protest against such acceptance unless  Dr. Kraemer can 

prove that the writing of his review was in line with the generally accepted professional 

standards of conduct.”44

42 Apel H, August 25, 1951, Letter to George Pope Shannon, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

43 Apel H, August 25, 1951, Letter to George Pope Shannon, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

44 Apel H, August 30, 1951, Letter to George Pope Shannon, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).
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On September 12, Apel sent out a survey to over 230 colleges. Referring to criticisms 

made by private citizens of certain textbooks, he posed questions:

(1) Have you ever received any extra-mural criticisms of textbooks? (2) Which 

specific textbooks were involved? (3)Were personal charges made against instructors? 

(4) Do you feel that a threat to academic freedom was implied? (5) Do you know of 

any other institution where such criticism has been made? (6) Do you wish to be 

informed about the results of this survey?45

The original letter was followed up with another, and he obtained a 62% response rate (144 

replies) (Apel 1955, p. 519). Of these, 48 indicated that there had been some attempt at 

interference. To check that the responses might be biased by the 38% who had not replied, he 

selected a stratified random sample of 24 colleges, containing a range of large and small 

institutions from different regions and obtained a complete set of responses. In this sample, 

11 reported interference.

Though the proportion reporting interference was high, it turned out that most were 

very mild, and only 37 were judged to pose a threat to academic freedom (ibid., p. 520). With 

a one exception, involving racial prejudice, every complaint was about “progressive” 

tendencies in textbooks: 16 charged that textbooks were “too radical”, 12 that they were “un-

American”, 7 cited “subversive tendencies” and 2 a “pro-labor” view. The survey also 

established that the attacks were apparently unsuccessful, as no one admitted that any 

textbook had been dropped, or that any teacher had been pressured to drop the books.

45 Apel H, September 12, 1951, Circular letter, Hans Apel Papers, Duke University Box 
1  (Academic Freedom). Respondents were provided with space to check “Yes” or “No” and 
to list specific textbooks.
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These findings were reported in “Academic freedom: its second front”, published in the 

AAUP Bulletin (Apel 1955). In it, he concluded that, though there was a threat to academic 

freedom, “the traditional defenses” had up to that point been a match for them. The article 

then described in detail the attack at Bridgeport, though without naming the university and 

without identifying himself as the central figure (of course, readers may have inferred this). 

Apel noted that the Report had been sent both to the attacker, and to everyone he was known 

to have approached, including those who were intending to contribute to Bridgeport’s fund-

raising drive. The result was that “all contributions which, on first alarm, had been withdrawn 

or withheld, were immediately released by the donors” (Apel 1955, p. 523). He noted that, 

though conservative, the Trustees (and presumably donors) could immediately per persuaded 

that the charges were absurd. After that, the article discussed the review written by a “Dr. X”, 

though naming the Educational Reviewer, citing examples of the misquotation involved and 

contrasting the review with ones in Business Week and Fortune. He compared the method of 

the attack with that of Buckley’s God and Man at Yale, though conceding that Buckley’s 

attack was less crude.

Apel’s message was that progress was being made in defending academic freedom 

against attacks on both individuals and textbooks, but that further defenses were needed. To 

this end he proposed a detailed code of ethics, that described “what is already the accepted 

practice of enlightened trustees and administrative officers throughout the country” (Apel 

1955, p. 528), as well as steps that the AAUP might take to implement it. It was shortly 

followed by an even more detailed article on academic freedom, by Fritz Machlup, at Johns 

Hopkins, that was endorsed by the local Chapter of the AAUP (Machlup 1955). In 
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correspondence, Apel described this as “by far the best and most inclusive interpretation of 

‘academic freedom’ as far as its ‘Second’ front is concerned.46

One of the readers of the AAUP article was Robert Iversen, at Drake University, who 

was writing a volume for a series on “Communism in America” and had often encountered to 

the Educational Reviewer and the books it labelled “red”. When he expressed interest in the 

study mentioned in his article,47  Apel responded by sending a substantial folder, that included 

much of the correspondence discussed in this paper.48 Iversen’s assessment of it was blunt.

I was very glad you let me see the file of correspondence with Namm, Haney, Moore, 

and Buckley. Of course, the single note from Buckley was somewhat deceptive, i.e., 

he sounded quite civilized in comparison with the others. I was appalled at the other 

three for their complete imperviousness  to your calm and judicious presentation. In 

every case, the argument closed with some form of name-calling. It was a very 

revealing demonstration.49

Though his textbook was central to the whole episode and they had met at the AEA in 

1951, Apel apparently had no correspondence with directly with Samuelson until after his 

46 Apel H, January 12, 1956, Letter to R. W. Iversen, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

47 Iversen RW, November 30, 1955, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

48 Apel H, December 4, 1955, Letter to Robert W. Iversen, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Report to Board of Trustees).

49 Iversen RW, January 2, 1956, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).
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article had appeared.50 When they did correspond, in March 1956, the topic was not academic 

freedom but was the making of demonstrably incorrect statements by politicians about 

economic matters.51 Citing a long series of incorrect factual statements by U.S. Presidents and 

presidential candidates, Apel argued, in a paper eventually published in the American Journal 

of Economics and Sociology, that, since economists were responsible for the creation of the 

data used by politicians, they should share responsibility for their proper use. He drew an 

analogy with the atomic physicists who had insisted that they shared responsibility for the 

way the atomic bomb was used (Apel 1962, p. 79). This was, he claimed, the broader context 

into which the activities of the Educational Reviewer should be viewed. Samuelson’s 

response to the draft was that he had repeatedly noted the “repeated slantings of statistical 

data on the part of the Eisenhower administration” and in the press, but he was comparatively 

resigned to the fact.52 A few months later, after expressing doubt about whether such studies 

would achieve their purpose, he wrote, “I would not want my skepticism to discourage your 

attempts to study the problem of economic misrepresentation”.53

6. Engaging Samuelson's critics

Shortly after the meeting of the Board of Trustees, to substantiate his belief that the 

Educational Reviewer’s advisers had played an active role in the Kraemer’s review, on 

50 If there was earlier correspondence, none appears to have been preserved. Apel and 
Samuelson had, of course, been in contact.

51 Apel H, March 22, 1956, Letter to Paul A. Samuelson, PASP Box 09  (A 
(1945-1968)).

52 Samuelson PA, November 19, 1956, Letter to Hans Apel, PASP Box 09  (A 
(1945-1968)).

53 Samuelson PA, March 28, 1957, Letter to Hans Apel, PASP Box 09  (A (1945-1968))
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September 8, 1951, Apel wrote to the economist, Lewis Haney, at New York University. 

Observing that analysis of the review raised serious doubts about the intellectual honesty of 

its author, and citing evidence from Morse’s article to the effect that all reviews were 

approved by the three academic advisers, Apel gave Haney an opportunity to say that he had 

not been involved in approving the review.54 Possibly the practice of submitting all reviews to 

the advisers was not then in place, or perhaps it had simply not been followed in this 

particular case. When Haney’s reply came, he said that he considered Kraemer to be “a very 

intelligent and well-trained economist … honest and clear-headed”.55 He accused Apel of 

resorting to “smear technique” by attacking peoples’ motives and background. His only 

concession was to say that if Apel were to mention anything inaccurate or dishonest in the 

review, he would be happy to comment on it.

On September 26, Apel replied to Haney, defending himself against the charge that he 

was smearing anyone, explaining that his criticism arose from “an analysis made in 

preparation for a professional contribution” and that he had nowhere referred to background 

or motives. He noted that Haney had given the answer he expected, namely that he was not 

aware of anything wrong with the review. He, therefore, enclosed his detailed analysis of the 

review.56 He then responded to Haney’s remark that he had not heard of Apel by not only 

outlining his career, but explaining that he was no Keynesian. Enclosing reprints of his own 

54 Apel H, September 9, 1951, Letter to Lewis H. Haney, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

55 Haney LH, September 18, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

56 Apel H, September 26, 1951, Letter to Lewis H. Haney, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom). The analysis will have been a version of that 
contained in the Report of August 24.
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publications, he argued that they showed he was no supporter of the Keynesian ideas 

endorsed in Samuelson’s book.57

In the one I have argued that, if central direction be necessary along Keynesian lines 

to combat threats of severe business fluctuations, this task could be performed 

theoretically by business as well if not better than by government. In the other which 

is a part of the famous “cost-curve controversy”, I have expressed especially severe 

criticism of Professor Hansen’s recent argument in favor of a “full-employment 

policy.

He claimed that his disagreement with Keynes and Hansen demonstrated that his only 

concern was for truth and intellectual honesty.

Haney was not persuaded. He found Kraemer guilty of nothing worse than “careless 

omission of essentially unimportant words” and that he was prepared to stand by everything 

in the review. Even more critically, he noted that Apel showed “such apparently complete 

ignorance of certain connections of Samuelson’s thought with radical tendencies here and 

abroad” that he was “not sufficiently well versed in the history and current position of 

economic thought” to be able to support the position he was taking. Those “radical 

tendencies” were, however, not specified. He warned Apel that his actions might “react 

unfavourably” on himself or his university. It may not have been a veiled threat, but it came 

close.

Not surprisingly, Apel responded at length to this letter, denying that he was attacking 

anyone. Rather, he was engaged on a defense forced upon him and his colleagues by the 

57 These will have included Apel 1948.
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“almost unbelievable attack” on their “honor and existence”.58 The threat arose because on 

the stength of two reviews, they were labelled “communists and subversives”—slanderous 

accusations that interfered with the institution’s fundraising activities. His one concession 

was that Dr. Krooss, a colleague of Haney’s at NYU, whose review of Faulkner’s textbook on 

American economic history had been considered alongside Kraemer’s review of Samuelson, 

may not have been guilty of “wilful” mis-representation. Aside from using that one word in 

respect of Krooss, he stood by everything else he had said. Responding point-by-point to 

Haney’s letter, he explained that the “one-sided nature” of his criticism arose simply because 

he was, of necessity, rebutting the false accusations contained in the review: he had no choice 

but to follow what the review said, for his aim was to demonstrate that they did not teach the 

things it imputed to Samuelson. “Would you earnestly suggest,” Apel asked, “that, under the 

given conditions, I had a moral obligation to stress the possible merits of Dr. Kraemer’s 

review?”59 He denied absolutely that he was bringing discredit on himself or his institution, 

insisting that he was standing for “academic freedom and scholarly integrity”. Contacts he 

had established with “hundreds” of colleagues left him in no doubt that they would support 

him.

He then took up the charge of Samuelson’s association with “radical tendencies”.

You refer to my apparently complete ignorance of certain connections of Samuelson’s 

thought with radical tendencies here and abroad. I wish to assure you that I am not 

ignorant of the fact that such interpretations exist. They are based on the assumption 

that such economic adjustments as Samuelson may advocate, are steps toward the 

58 Apel H, October 20, 1951, Letter to Lewis H. Haney, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 1.

59 Apel H, October 20, 1951, Letter to Lewis H. Haney, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 2.
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destruction of our free enterprise system, and therefore lead to the goals of the 

“radicals”. But many others assert with the same justification that such adjustments 

are the only way by which we can essentially “conserve” our present system, and I 

have not the slightest doubt that Samuelson is guided by this latter objective.

This, however, was not relevant to their discussion, for “The question to which extent 

Samuelson is “radical” or follows radical goals is a political one involving careful 

examination of how the discussion-partners define the terms”.60 Haney’s judgement that 

Samuelson’s text deserved the criticism brought upon it, Apel contended, involved a political 

judgement.

Obviously this judgement is again reached against the background of your political 

convictions and, in this sense, fully understandable to me. Once you consider the 

Samuelson text a dangerous link to radical theories, as you admittedly do, you must 

necessary condemn it as a whole and thus side with criticism directed against it.61

Apel explained that he was not concerned with whether Samuelson’s text merited criticism on 

the basis of “its entire economic and political philosophy” but whether Kraemer had properly 

represented Samuelson on certain very specific points. He explained, going through all the 

quotations under discussion, why he could not see how they could possibly be considered to 

involve no more than the omission of inconsequential words, for the words omitted 

dramatically changed the meaning of the text. 

60 Apel H, October 20, 1951, Letter to Lewis H. Haney, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), pp. 2-3.

61 Apel H, October 20, 1951, Letter to Lewis H. Haney, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 3.
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In conclusion, he explained that he was not questioning Kraemer’s intentions (though 

be believed that there were grounds for this) for he thought that his political preoccupations 

had “brought him into conflict with his scholarly duties”. If Haney was to continue to stand 

behind Kraemer, Apel argued, he needed to take up his specific charges in detail.

Haney’s reply made it clear that he and Apel were arguing on very different grounds. 

Haney was alleging that their differences resulted from different philosophies of “the 

individual, society, and of economics as a science”. He would not accept Apel’s claim that he 

was not concerned with this, merely with the specific question of whether Kraemer’s mis-

quotations changed Samuelson’s meaning, a question he refused to address. At no point in his 

correspondence did he discuss any specific quotation. He then adduced the changes 

Samuelson had made in his second edition as vindicating Kraemer’s criticisms, a remark that 

possibly went against his suggestion that Apel exaggerated the significance of the reviews. 

Again he closed with what to Apel, given youthful associations with communism (though 

there is no reason to believe that Haney knew of this), might legitimately have considered a 

veiled threat: “if you persist in your violent attacks you will merely drive your critics to look 

deeper for the reasons that underlie your excitement”.62 He seems to have been unaware that 

he was engaging in precisely the tactics that Apel was charging others with.

Though Haney tried to close the discussion by saying that he did not think it fruitful to 

continue, Apel wrote one final letter.63 In this he explained that he was not concerned about 

the merits of Samuelson’s text, which meant that the second edition was irrelevant. All he 

was concerned about was the question of professional ethics and honesty in relation to 

62 Haney LH, October 29, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

63 Apel H, November, 1951, Letter to Lewis H. Haney, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).
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Kraemer’s review, for Kraemer’s charges were “erroneous as a matter of indisputable fact. 

This rebounded on the economists at Bridgeport because the only evidence brought against 

them was reviews in the Educational Reviewer. In view of this, he could possibly exaggerate 

the importance of these reviews. He reiterated that he was defending himself from violent 

attacks, not engaging in them. However, when he said that he saw no reason why he should 

not welcome further investigation into his work at Bridgeport and his activities in general, he 

must surely have been aware that investigation into his political activities, as a student in 

Weimar Germany in 1919, if it were possible, could have unearthed evidence that his critics 

would have taken to condemn him, irrespective of what had happened in the intervening two 

decades.

Another critic with whom Apel approached was H. G. Moore, author of an editorial that 

had appeared in the Saturday Evening Post. Writing on  September 9, claiming that he was 

concerned solely with the question of whether charges against Samuelson were “fair and 

truthful”, Apel suggested that the Moore had, in good faith, repeated charges that were 

untrue. He started by noting that Moore had questioned some statements that were obviously 

correct, such as that disaster would ensue if government confined itself solely to national 

defense and the courts. Given the level of the national debt, result would be immediate 

bankruptcy. He noted that a quotation misrepresented Samuelson through changing “civil 

liberties” to “liberties”, completely changing his meaning. He also pointed out that it was 

demonstrably wrong to claim that Samuelson did not refer to the achievements of “our 

system”.

Moore’s response noted that, like the Bible and legal documents, textbooks were 

subject to different interpretations, and however carefully they are phrased, statements can be 
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twisted to support any desired opinion.  Presumably because he doubted that textual analysis 

could prove anything, he chose, like Haney, to focus on Samuelson’s economic philosophy, 

ignoring the detailed points Apel was trying to make about mis-representation and academic 

freedom.64 He remarked that Apel’s letter had not changed his opinion of Samuelson or his 

economic theories. Of course it was possible to present quotations in which Samuelson 

appeared to support the free-enterprise system,

But that would be a wrong interpretation. Because Mr. Samuelson does not believe in 

the free enterprise system, not as I and millions of Americans understand it. … I feel 

that I have interpreted his economic philosophy correctly, and letters, which I have 

received, support me in this by about ten to one.65 

He then quoted at length from Kraemer’s review, pointing out that the review had been 

endorsed by Haney, and by E. B. Gallagher, President of the Clover Manufacturing Company, 

before expressing the view that,

I, for one, do not propose to let Samuelson and men of his school of thought scrap all 

this by turning it over to the political drones and misfits, as well as the “mink coat-

deep freeze” racketeers who will always infest government.66

After recommending William Buckley’s God and Man at Yale (1951),67 Moore concluded,

64 The letter implies that the piece in question was an editorial.
65 Moore HG, September 13, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 

University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 1.
66 Moore HG, September 13, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 

University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 2.
67 God and Man at Yale. *** get citation.
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I hope you will read this letter in the spirit in which it is written. A difference of 

opinion is natural, and I always enjoy hearing the other fellow’s side. But you will 

pardon me if I view with alarm the trend I have noticed here since I took off my 

uniform in 1945. And much of the blame, I believe, rests on the teaching in our 

colleges, teaching which is creating doubts in the minds of our young people, teaching 

which has produced a William Remington, an Alger Hiss, a Judith Coplon, and all the 

others of their ilk.68

Though there were no threats, Moore left it very clear that he believed there were serious 

problems in higher education that needed to be confronted.

Ever polite, complimenting Moore on having read Kraemer’s review rather than 

Namm’s second-hand interpretation of it, Apel responded that Moore was being misled, and 

he was confident that on reading the Report to the Bridgeport Trustees, that he was mailing to 

him, he would change his mind. He could not imagine, he said, that Moore or anyone who 

was concerned with “leftist tendencies in our colleges” could “identify true Americanism 

with the subterfuge and perversion of truth characteristic of Dr. Kraemer’s review.”69 Yet 

Moore’s position had been stated very clearly. Merely to use the ideas of Keynes was 

sufficient to identify Samuelson’s political philosophy, rendering detailed analysis of his text 

unnecessary. He had specifically accusing Apel of being a socialist and accusing Samuelson 

of writing about a utopia in Socialist Britain.

68 Moore HG, September 13, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom), p. 3.

69 Apel H, September 18, 1951, Letter to Herbert G. Moore, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).
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You apparently are a Socialist, which is about what one would expect at an institution 

in Bridgeport. But, fortunately, most Americans still believe in the American Way or 

so I hope. In any case, I am happy to note that the British Socialists, who, according 

to you and Samuelson, had created a paradise for the British people, have finally been 

tossed out by the British people. Maybe the people of Bridgeport will do the same 

sometime. … These are critical times, Mr. Apel, and we all must stand up and be 

counted. The threats to our free way of life are today so serious that we cannot afford 

to compromise.70

Moore was a graduate of Princeton, and he intended to follow Buckley at Yale, who was 

withholding all financial support until “college authorities have weeded out the Socialists and 

pro-Communists from the faculty and purged all subversive textbooks. With that he 

suggested that there was no point in further correspondence. He elaborated on this in a later 

letter,71

Apel had already been in touch with Benjamin Namm, when he had tried to ascertain 

whether Wefling’s analysis of his claims would persuade him that he was mistaken. After the 

meeting the Bridgeport trustees, he wrote to Namm again on September 30, adopting a 

different strategy. Having decided decided, on the basis of more detailed analysis of the 

reviews, that Namm’s article had been based on Kraemer’s review, he suggested to Namm 

that he might have been unaware that Kraemer’s review violated professional ethics, 

70 Moore HG, November 9, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

71 On November 3, Apel had said that if he had received any response from Kraemer 
about his review, he would be happy to hear it, because Kraemer had not replied to him (Apel 
H, November 3, 1951, Letter to Herbert G. Moore, Hans Apel Papers, Duke University Box 1  
(Academic Freedom)).



36

providing him with a copy of his correspondence with the AAUP. He noted that though he 

was profoundly shocked by the revelations contained in Morse’s article, he should not have 

been surprised by it. In reply, Namm conceded that quoting the statements in full would have 

been better, but claimed that the average reader would not take the time to read long ones.72 

Like Haney, Namm claimed that Samuelson’s subsequent revisions had vindicated Kraemer’s 

criticisms and Namm continued to associate himself with all that Kraemer had said. Since he 

had a store to run, he was unable to continuing the correspondence, but to show Apel “the 

kind of indoctrination job that is being done to our college students in the name of education” 

he enclosed some paragraphs from a textbook by John Ise (1946). These passages contained 

statements that under the factory system, laborers were generally tied to their jobs by 

economic necessity, and that the “social intelligence” revealed by organizations such as the 

National Association of Manufacturers or the US Chamber of Commerce “is probably lower 

than that of many labor union members”. Unlike Samuelson, Ise suggested measures such as 

the government buying blocks of corporate stock and having directors on company boards. 

Such recommendations might be seen as socialist, especially when taken together with the 

argument that government should provide social insurance for all workers and the claim that 

Communism, unlike Fascism, followed “the pacific principles of socialism”.73

These were points on which Apel agreed completely with Namm. Ise’s book, he 

pointed out, was written mostly during the years of the Great Depression, when its author 

“had in many instances lost sound judgment and tended towards sweeping conclusions not 

borne out either by facts or even by his own presentation.” “The passages which you quote,” 

Apel wrote, “are good examples of this tendency of which I certainly disapprove”. However, 

72 Namm BH, October 9, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke University 
Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

73 These are remarks that are highlighted in pencil, presumably by Apel.
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he felt that the example of Ise’s textbook showed very clearly the contrast with Samuelson’s, 

which had been completely misrepresented. To make this point he sent Namm his detailed 

analysis of the Kraemer review, arguing that Kraemer’s misrepresentations were very 

serious.74 Namm replied that he welcomed Apel’s letter, appreciating the detail in which he 

had written.75 He was silent on the points where Apel had criticized Kraemer.

Apel also approached William Buckley whose God and Man at Yale (1951), had 

described Kraemer’s review as “excellent”. Enclosing a copy of his analysis of the review, 

Apel expressed the view that the review lacked professional honesty and merited censure 

rather than praise. Apel contended that Buckley should be willing to accept this point 

because, though he praised the book, his own arguments made no use at all of the distortions 

it contained. Apel even praised Buckley for raising the tone of the argument, given that most 

criticisms of “modern” economics were supported by falsehoods.76 However, having said that, 

his view was that Buckley had grossly misinterpreted “modern” economics, and he expressed 

the hope that Buckley would extend his economic education beyond undergraduate level, 

thereby understanding the theory that he criticized.

Buckley did not argue against Apel’s analysis, simply pointing out that he had cited 

Kraemer’s review because it had drawn attention to passages that had been useful to him.77 

74 Apel H, October 19, 1951, Letter to Benjamin H. Namm, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

75 Namm BH, October 23, 1951, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

76 Apel H, December 6, 1951, Letter to William F. Buckley, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

77 Buckley WF, January 16, 1952, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).
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He defended his interpretation of Samuelson by saying that all of the charges he had made 

had been made by Hayek, von Mises and Roepke, all of whom be considered to offer “a 

highly presentable and sophisticated alternative to the quasi statism of the modernists”.78 He 

thanked Apel for his fine letter. Despite this appreciation for his work, Apel was not satisfied. 

He responded that the theories of Hayek and von Mises, whilst “sophisticated and sometimes 

even highly rarified, are in fact no practical alternatives to the solutions and approaches that 

modern economics offers”.79 The point on which he wished to press Buckley, however, was 

that someone with his sense of responsibility ought to feel obliged “to lay a more secure 

foundation for [his] judgments” before fighting for them.80 This secure foundation clearly 

meant being willing to take a stand on Kraemer’s falsehoods rather than just ignoring them.

The other critic with whom Apel entered into correspondence was James S. Westbrook. 

This correspondence is significant because it reveals that Westbrook, of James S. Westbrook 

Investment Securities, Bridgeport, may have been the complainant who provoked the incident 

in the University. On February 20, 1953 Westbrook wrote to Apel, prefacing his remarks by 

noting his “partisanship for the capitalistic, laissez faire, competitive free enterprise system, 

traditional in the American way of life [and professing] serious interest in preservation of 

high standards in education”, and a statement about academic freedom. Westbrook said that 

in the summer of 1951 he had presented evidence to the University that it had used a textbook 

by Samuelson, “an advocate of the collectivist-totalitarian doctrines of government espoused 

78 Ibid.
79 Apel H, February 9, 1952, Letter to William F. Buckley, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 

University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).
80 Ibid.
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and promulgated by Keynes”.81 He claimed that the textbook had been dropped in the Spring 

of 1952, and then interrogated Apel about his role: Was Apel involved in the choice of 

textbook, and, if not, why was he not involved? Would Apel comment on whether there was 

any restraint on his academic freedom? And would he comment on a number of statements 

concerning whether teaching in the University of Bridgeport  was “entirely in accord with our 

American Free Enterprise system”. He was clearly challenging Apel’s claims that academic 

freedom was at stake, arguing that the general public had no way of implementing its interest 

other than by asking such questions.82 It appears from the reply eventually sent to Westbrook, 

that similar letters were sent to several other professors. Apel drafted a long reply, explaining 

that Samuelson’s text was not dropped as a result of Westbrook’s letter, and that none of the 

instructors involved believed the text subversive or capable of being read as subversive by 

“any group of informed and impartial men”.83 However, the letter appears not to have been 

sent and, instead, the Dean, Professor Read, replied on behalf of all those who had received 

such letters.84 Rather than Apel’s detailed response, the letter simply asserted that there was 

complete academic freedom and that decisions about textbooks were made after free 

discussion between all instructors with an interest in the matter.

6. Conclusions

Apel’s autobiography, dictated to his grandson around fifty hears after many of the events 

they described, no doubt presented accounts that he had rehearsed, if only in his own mind, 

81 Westbrook JS, February 20, 1953, Letter to Hans Apel, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

82 There were nine questions in total, including the one asking him to comment on three 
statements.

83 Apel H, March, 1953, Draft of letter to Westbrook, Hans Apel Papers, Duke 
University Box 1  (Academic Freedom).

84 Apel, DiLeo and Fenner are mentioned.
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many times. The story will inevitably have been simplified, offering a more consistent and 

coherent story than may have been the case. Whilst it is natural to wonder what factors other 

than principled resistance enabled him to retain his management position till 1935, there is, 

however, no reason to doubt the claim that he had a rebellious temperament, refusing to to 

compromise on things he considered to be matters of principle, and that he had stood up to 

the Nazis in 1933. His response, first to Namm’s article and then to the accusations 

Westbrook made to the University of Bridgeport’s Board of Trustees, was thus entirely in 

character. Very quickly he came to present the key issue as being not Samuelson’s textbook 

itself, but the questions raised concerning academic freedom. 

In Berlin, as a student of Sombart, he was close to the centre of German economics, a 

position that contrasted with the position he obtained in the United States, in a minor 

university on the outskirts of New York. He had obtained an American PhD, and managed to 

publish in the American Economic Review, but his output was low and lacked the potential to 

establish him as a major economist. His views on policy echoed an unfashionable corporatist 

perspective. This controversy into which he was drawn gave him the opportunity to make his 

mark on the profession by arguing that issues that went beyond a single textbook were at 

stake.

In contrast, Samuelson, already recognized by the American Economic Association as 

the leading figure of the rising generation of economists, and a full professor at MIT, could 

take a more relaxed attitude. With the unquestioning support of MIT’s President Killian, 

attacks on his textbook, made by businessmen on MIT’s Corporation before the it had even 

been published, had been decisively rebuffed and the book’s rapid adoption meant its position 

as the dominant introduction to the subject was beyond question. Having no red skeletons in 

his cupboard, Samuelson could well afford to take a relaxed attitude to those who alleged 
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socialist tendencies in his work. For Apel, on the other hand, it was important to emphasize 

the larger issues at stake and,  to distance himself from any suggestion that he was tainted 

with socialism. He repeatedly denied that his objections to the treatment of Samuelson’s book 

had anything to do with ideological differences, arguing that he was as strong a supporter of 

American capitalism as were the book’s critics. However, whilst he was no doubt sincere in 

believing that, there were nonetheless real ideological differences—for Samuelson’s critics, 

any acknowledgement that capitalism might be imperfect, needing to be sustained by 

appropriate government policies, did imply socialist leanings—and it seems naive to think 

that these differences had no influence on the position Apel took.

An unstated dimension of this controversy is the role of Jews in American economics. 

Given his experience in Germany, it is very likely that Apel will have been conscious of his 

Jewish identity, his first encounter being with the prominent Jewish New York businessman, 

Benjamin Namm. Samuelson also had Jewish roots but, being born as a mid-Westerner with 

no religious upbringing, was thoroughly assimilated and as a young academic was less aware 

of the problem than he became in later life. Anti-semitism was still a feature of academia and 

Buckley’s book bracketed the socialist tendencies in Yale’s economics teaching with  its 

failure to teach traditional Christian doctrine. Samuelson’s department at MIT had been able 

to turn that into an asset, taking advantage of Harvard’s resistance to hiring Jews to recruit 

economists who would transform a department that had traditionally provided service 

teaching for engineers into one of the strongest economics departments in the country (see 

2014).

Samuelson, MIT and McGraw Hill were clearly the focus of debates over the textbook, 

but this paper makes it clear that Apel and other lesser known economists, located in minor 

universities, played an important role in both working out the relationship between the 
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different attacks, and in linking various people who needed to understand what was going on. 

Apel persisted in these activities, despite receiving letters that, even if written politely, 

contained thinly veiled threats to look into his past—a past that contained political activities 

that might have incriminated him for youthful views that he no longer held.

Apel’s correspondence with Samuelson’s critics serves to clarify the thinking of 

Samuelson’s attackers. The unconvincing replies by Haney (an academic economist), Moore 

(a journalist,) Namm (a businessman), and Westbrook (a broker)  made it clear that they knew 

that the laissez-faire and unqualified support for business was the American way, and that 

those who, like Samuelson, saw a role for government in overcoming limitations of the free-

market system, were socialists and subversives. In order to persuade others, they might claim 

that this followed from the evidence they adduced, but it was a belief they held for other 

reasons. When challenged, they stuck to the main point, consistently refused to admit any but 

the most trivial of mistakes or to engage with arguments over detail. Buckley, whilst not 

admitting mistakes, stood out in neither relying on Kraemer’s distortions nor defending them. 

The accusations discussed in this paper were part of a larger campaign, supported by a 

small group of businessmen, that used charges of socialism and sympathies with Communism 

to attack New Deal liberalism (see Phillips-Fein 2009). The conventional view is that this 

campaign undermined one textbook (that of Lorie Tarshis: see Colander, & Landreth 

1998,Samuelson 1998), and caused Samuelson to exercise extreme caution in the way he 

wrote his (Samuelson et al 1999), Apel’s story makes it clear that the success of the campaign 

should not be exaggerated. Once the issues were explained, even conservatives, such as the 

Chairman of Bridgeport’s Board of Trustees, and the administrations in all of the 48 

universities in Apel’s survey where outside interference had been attempted. Teachers were 

also supported by the AAUP, who barred Kraemer from membership, and who supported 
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Apel by providing information and encouraging him to write an article for its Bulletin. 

Despite looking for evidence, Apel failed to uncover cases where teachers had been 

persuaded by outsiders to use textbooks different from the ones they favored. This raises the 

question that Tarshis’s book might have been sunk not by conservative attacks but by the 

availability of Samuelson’s.85 
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