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ABSTRACT

TERMS OF ENDEARMENT: THE RELATIOHSHIP BETWEEN
ADLAI E. STEVENSON II AND AMERICAN INTELLECTUALS

By

Cassius Baars Bultman

Despite his two Presidential election losses in 1952 and
1956, Adlai E. Stevenson II remains an interesting figure in
American political and cultural history. One of the reasons
is that he had a remarkably positive relationship with a large
segment of the intellectual community. Why was Stevenson held
in such high regard by a group that is often avowedly apoli-
tical, or, at the very least, suspicious of politicians?

The major source for this study is Stevenson's correspon-
dence. The writer found Walter Johnson's eight volume The

Papers of Adlai E. Stevenson especially helpful but also

consulted seven Stevenson biographies written over the past
thirty years. Since the inquiry includes case studies of
Stevenson's associatioin with Archibald MacLeish and John
Steinbeck, tapping collections of their letters was also
essential. R.H. Winnick's assembly of MacLeish's communica-
tion and Elaine Steinbeck's volume of her husband's letters
were extremely useful. The project cites the correspondence
with and about Stevenson from other writers as well. The
range of sources is extensive and includes references from
this decade as well as from Stevenson's own lifetime.

Two themes emerged from this investigation. On the one

hand, evidence yields criticism of both Stevenson and



intellectuals and of the relationship between the two. On the
other hand, the same record points to a relationship which
reflects credit on both. At the core of the their relatioship
was a case a romantic perceptions on both sides. For Steven-
son, having intellectuals with him seemed to elevate politi-
cal culto a more sophisticated level. Likewise, for intellec-
lectuals to rally behind a politically successful Stevenson
meant carving out a spot for themselves on the national stage.
Stevenson played a significant role in making more serious and

visible the engaged political life of many intellectuals.



Copyright by
CASSIUS BAARS BULTMAN

1995



FOR MARGO

Thank you!



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

My heartfelt gratitude to:

Dr. Lisa Fine for reintroducing me to intellectual rigor and
for launching my coursework.

Dr. Douglas Hoekstra for ensuring a full reconciliation of
disciplines and for making Stevenson "whole."

Dr. Robert Martin for encouraging and for believing, even when
I did not.

Dr. James McClintock for legitimating this project from begin-
ning to end and for commiting to long-term advisement.

Dr. James Seaton for sharing his passion for politics and
literature, and for transferring his contagious energy during

the direction of my research.

And also to Ms. Lorraine Hart for her meticulous procedural
assistance.
And also to my children, Marta and Peter, for their unwavering

understanding and patience.

vi



Introduction

Chapter

Conclusion .

Bibliography

TABLE OF CONTENTS

vii

The Full Measure of Equality .

Adlai Stevenson and John Steinbeck

Adlai Stevenson and Archibald Macleish

American Intellectuals and The Presidency

Adlai Stevenson and American Intellectuals

.30
. 73
. 90
.109

129

143



INTRODUCTION

In Future of The Past, historian C. Vann Woodward, echo-

ing Tolstoy, remarked that history is often written by those
who are "blind and deaf" and who spend a lifetime answering
tions "nobody puts to them" (Woodward 99). This work attempts
to evaluate the nature of the relationship between a prominent
American politician and a cadre of intellectuals who supported
him during the two decades after World War II.

When I was a seventeen year-old high school history stu-
dent in 1965, Mr. Anderson, my teacher, began the year invoking
the name of Adlai Stevenson as '"the smartest man never to be
elected President of the United States." Stevenson had died
just six weeks earlier, and the instructor felt compelled to
ensure that his students knew of him. Until that moment, I
had not thought about Stevenson for years. During the campaign
of 1956, I had jostled with another boy because he was wearing
a "Stevenson for President" button. Since I came from a staunch-
ly Republican family, and one which believed that Dwight Eisen-
hower was, at the very least, a demi-god, my action seemed
warranted at the time. Ike won his battle wﬁile I did not.

The way that Mr. Anderson spoke of Stevenson that day left an
impression, and, more importantly, it sparked an interest in
Stevenson that remains to this day.

"The smartest man never to be elected President." Why

would my teacher say such a thing? Are not all Presidents

intelligent? If Stevenson were so '"smart," why did not the
1
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people elect him? And by what criteria was he deemed intelli-

gent anyway? What kinds of people supported a man like Steven-
son?

Trying to adequately answer such questions has been truly
an intellectual journey. For nearly thirty years I have been
reading about Adlai Stevenson; and now, finally, I write, in
part, to contribute something to Stevenson scholarship. To
pretend that this work is simply objective clinical research
would be less than truthful. My interest in Stevenson as a
subject has taken me to his boyhood home on East Washington
Street in Bloomington, Illinois, and his gravesite at Evergreen
Cemetery across town. I have made the excursion to his farm
in Libertyville, Illinois, where I persuaded Lake County Forest
Preserve employees to allow me to roam at will through the
unoccupied house. I have stood where Stevenson died near
Grosvenor Square in London. I confess that at each location
I have been touched in some way by the mythology that surrounds
his character. §Still, the purpose of this project is not to
elevate, embellish, or idealize Stevenson thirty years after
his death. Adlai Stevenson was a complex figure in American
public life. He remains enigmatic today. Both extollers and
detractors admit as much in finding him at once liberal and
conservative, political machinist and aloof novice, sensitive
to the plight of the dispossessed and social dandy.

The seed of this project, then, has been a lingering
curiosity about a man and his place in American culture. The

study is not about presidential politics in the 1950s and is
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not driven by considerations of any particular economic, poli-
tical or social issues of that decade. It does not deal di-
rectly with the statistical analysis of voter behavior, nor
with questions of why Stevenson did so poorly in the second

of his two battles with Eisenhower, for example; just as it
does not discuss why he decided to run the first time. This
study is not about whether Stevenson would have made a great,
or even a good President; nor is it primarily about whether
Stevenson was an intellectual; it does, however, highlight the
perceptions of intellectuals about Stevenson's capacity on
both counts.

In looking at Stevenson's letters, I did not try to probe
his personal life to find a layer in his relationships to
others that would permit some sort of psychoanalysis. Neither
was my primary task to dissect Stevenson's letters and speech-
es looking for the evolution of his thinking on any number of
national and international dilemmas. All of these areas of
inquiry are interesting and have merit as they stand, but
development of them was not my goal.

Though this study does not focus on political events or
social trends of the 1950s, some historical grounding is nec-
cessary. Eugene McCarthy once said of Adlai Stevenson that
he "was not ahead of his times, or outside of his times, as
some of his critics said. He was a contemporary" (McCarthy
213). Any discussion of Stevenson, then, will place him a-
gainst the backdrop of the era in which he lived. Stevenson's

putative identification as an "intellectual," for example,
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becomes more significant if one accepts the notion that the
decade was essentially anti-intellectual, a period in which
historian Eric Goldman wrote that "people were beginning to
use the word 'intellectual' as if it meant some compound of
evil, stupidity and treason" (Goldman 123). Or, as a Univer-
sity of Utah professor said after the election of 1952: "The
whole era is ended, is totally repudiated, a whole era of
brains and literacy and exciting thinking" (235). Similarly,
Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr.'s historical judgment of Eisenhower
as the symbol and expression of "a national desire for repose"
(Schlesinger, "Politics" 220) helps to understand, in part,
why many voters opted for him instead of Stevenson. Schlesin-
ger suggested that "any activist President would have encoun-
tered difficulty in the 1950s....The Fifties were certainly

a time when the cycle was in a phase of quiescence," adding
that "if Adlai Stevenson had been elected in 1952, he probably
would have encountered frustration.... Eisenhower unquestion-
ably suited the national mood" (270).

Twenty years earlier (1950), and Eisenhower not yet in
the White House, Schlesinger also provided a useful critique
for understanding the decade ahead. He concluded that the
liberalism of the New Deal interventionist state had become
the "vital center" of American political life, "providing a
lighted path between the darkness of left and right philoso-
phies" (Gilbert 235). The liberalism of the "vital center,"
according to Schlesinger, was the antidote for the political

sterility of extremism only if a "new virility" infused it
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(235). Since many of the basic tenets of the "vital center"
were shared by both Democrats and Eisenhower Republicans,
classifying Stevenson as a "liberal" is problematic, especial-
ly because his political virility was sometimes questioned.

This study focuses on a biographical sketch of Stevenson's
alliance with a segment of the intellectual community, with
a primary focus on the years from 1940 to his death in 1965.

At the core of the investigation is an evaluation of the nature
of a relationship that was important both to intellectuals,
particularly literary-intellectuals, and to Adlai Stevenson.
The project will be most useful and relevant to readers who

are curious as to why the relationship was so important.

The opening chapter begins, necessarily, with the problem
of arriving at a suitable working definition of the term "in-
tellectual." Chapter One also reviews the historic dilemmas
which face intellectuals who seek public office and those who
may get "too close'" to it as well. 1In reviewing these dilem-
mas several questions emerge. Why is there less general public
acceptance of intellectuals in politics in the United States
than in many other countries? How can intellectuals use poli-
tics without being used by it? How serious are the dangers
to intellectuals when they subordinate the problems of craft
to matters of public policy? Which is more deleterious for
intellectuals, both individually and as a group: to exercise
no political voice or to sacrifice artistic ambition? All of
this helps to provide the framework for an essential question.

During Stevenson's Presidential campaigns, many intellectuals
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pursued pro-active roles in public political circles and were
willingly distracted from their craft. Wwhy?

Chapter Two reviews in some detail Stevenson's own intel-
lectual development, as well as his relationships within the
the American intellectual community. Chapter Three is devoted
entirely to a key reason for Stevenson's endearment to intel-
lectuals: the co-equal manner in which he treated them. That
ingredient in their relationship has elsewhere been given scant
development. The fourth and fifth chapters serve as a more
explicit representation of intellectuals' affinity for Steven-
son. These are case studies which illumine the alliance through
a close view of Stevenson's relations with American writers
Archibald MacLeish and John Steinbeck.

Access to extensive bound collections provided more than
enough support for my purposes. Indeed, Walter Johnson's eight

volume The Papers of Adlai E. Stevenson, R.H. Winnick's Letters

of Archibald MacLeish 1907-1982, and Elaine Steinbeck and

Robert Wallston's Steinbeck: A Life in Letters, which combine

for approximately sixty-two hundred pages of correspondence,
are significant in their own right.

When the topic of Adlai Stevenson and the Intellectuals
was initially proposed, the stewards of American Studies at
Michigan State University insisted that the project, like all
others under their guidance, must be carried out in a truly
inter-disciplinary fashion. Writing in loyalty to this entente
cordiale among three content areas exacts a different kind of

rigor than that found in many graduate programs. I hope that
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this project casts light on a political figure in American
history, adored by intellectuals, many of them literary. I
also hope that the fusion of American literature, American
history, and American presidential politics, with Adlai Ste-
venson as the principal, will serve as a model of American

Studies scholarship.



CHAPTER 1
AMERICAN INTELLECTUALS AND THE PRESIDENCY
We find you a speaker indeed, but as it were a soliloquizer
on the eternal mountaintops only, in vast solitudes where
men and their affairs lie all hushed in a very dim remoteness.
Carlyle to Emerson
(Brooks 23)

What is it about American intellectuals, including crea-
tive writers which makes their deliberation about becoming
politically active so strained? 1Is it some sort of cultural
dicta peculiar to the United States? 1Is it something in the
personal make-up of intellectuals who live and work in this
country? And finally, is there something unique about those
particular candidates they eventually support? As clear as
these questions may seem, the answers to them are complex.

The complexity is framed by several issues raised in this
chapter. First is the confusion over what "intellectual"
actually means. Second, and closely related, is the problem
of accurately applying any agreed-upon definition. Are intel-
lectuals, for example, defined solely by their political
stance, in many cases Leftist? Or, on the other hand, are
intellectuals more clearly defined by certain qualities of the
mind that go beyond politics? The numerous contributing
sources to this section of the project express that tension.
Third, intellectuals in the United States have frequently
faced suspicion by the generally non-intellectual public, a

suspicion heightened when intellectuals act politically.

8
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Fourth, such suspicions are not universally held. That is,
intellectuals in many other countries are readily accepted in
public positions. And fifth, many American intellectuals ral-
lied around Adlai Stevenson even though they admitted that he
was not, when defined according to some popular uses of the
term, an intellectual.

By virtue of its many uses (and misuses) the very term
"intellectual" can be problematic or, at the very least,
confusing. Adding to the confusion is that the term is both
proudly and perjoratively used in our culture. Dictionaries
seem to be in agreement that an intellectual is an intelligent
or learned person who shows the ability to think, know, and
reason. American historian Richard Hofstadter provides a

distinction between one who possesses intelligence and one who

possesses intellect. "Intelligence," writes Hofstadter "is

excellence of mind, employed within a narrow, immediate, and

predictable range," whereas intellect supposes a '"critical,
creative and contemplative side of the mind" (Hofstadter 25).
Klaus Mehnert, a German political scientist, adds that an
intellectual need not be an "educated person" in the strict

"an intellectual is

sense of being "learned." He writes that
one who is primarily occupied with three principles: the search
for truth, the dedication to humanism, and the struggle for
liberty" (Mehnert 91). What can be appreciated about both
Hofstadter's and Mehnert's definitions is that both men allow

for a fusing of two groups which are often treated as disparate.

The reference here is to the "literary intellectuals" and the
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' or creative writers. This study uses the

"literary artists,'
term "intellectual"” to include both groups. Doing so allows
one to treat figures as diverse as Edmund Wilson and John
Steinbeck, or Irving Howe and Archibald MacLeish, within the
context of political behavior.

To be clearer, the term "intellectual," as used through-
out the project, is not limited to the rather small number of
original thinkers in any society, namely, the professional
scientists, philosophers, theologians and other scholars, but
includes creative literary artists as well. Furthermore, using
the "intellectuals" in reference to supporters of Adlai Ste-
venson does not imply that all intellectuals rallied to his
candidacy; some, of course, did not.

Adlai E. Stevenson II, the principal of this research,
was fond of this more inclusive view of the "educated person,"
accepting the unity of reason and imagination. Speaking to
the 1958 graduates at Michigan State University, Stevenson
exhorted: '"You have the advantage of education; it is there-
fore your right and privilege to sustain the sovereignty of
intelligence and imagination against the assaults of stupidity
and vulgarity" (220). Note that he emphasizes the sovereignty
of intelligence (academic intellectuals) AND imagination
(literary intellectuals or creative writers), in the pursuit
of a truly worthwhile education. When Stevenson received an
honorary degree from Jesus College, Oxford University in May
of 1957, the presenter, Dr. John Traill Christie said, "I

present to you for the degree of Doctor of Civil Law, Adlai
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Stevenson, amid the strains and stresses of national and
international politics, the champion of word and deed" (John-
son 7: 7). Affirmed that day in Oxford was the international
recognition that in championing both acuity in language AND
the importance of action, Stevenson was a distinctive figure
among intellectuals.

Even so, lexical problems persist. A brief look at the
many uses of "intellectual" may help to show the difficulty
in finally arriving at a suitable definition. It seems, for
example, that in the realm of politics no agreed-upon defini-
tion of intellectual exists. In the history of the Soviet
Union it at one time meant "anti-Czarist", largely because of
a section of the university-educated youth who, as "critical

thinkers,"

challenged the established order. At one point in
British society it referred to the "Establishment"; and in
Germany it was used on occasion to mean "anti-Nazi." Thus not
only does it appear to have had different meanings from time
to time in various countries, but it has also meant different
things to people within the same society (Brogan 62).

Some believe the term itself came into current use at the
time of the Dreyfus Affair in France in 1900. The so-called

"intellectuals," also known as the Dreyfusards, were the peo-

Ple who defended Alfred Dreyfus on both moral and intellectual
grounds.

Scientists, historians, and philosophers -- they
were supposed, on the one hand to be above party
battle, and on the other, to be capable, because of
their training, of distinguishing the true from the
false without being blinded by political or religious
passion. (62)
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By many accounts it was the novelist Emile Zola who served as
the inspiration for the acquittal of Captain Dreyfus, conse-
quently playing a major role in the strengthening of the re-
ublic by acting publicly (62).

According to Russell Kirk, "intellectual" is originally
a Marxist word that appeared in Europe in the nineteenth cen-
tury ("Eggheads: Cracking The Enigma" 53). The association
of intellectualism with the ideas of Marx appears to have been
a reason for many Americans to distrust any politicians who
have been labeled as "intellectual." The term, however, con-
trary to popular belief, is certainly not peculiar to recent

history. As noted in the Oxford Dictionary of The English

Language, "intellectual" was used as early as the Fourteenth
Century.

Critics of American intellectuals are likely to refer to
them disparagingly as '"eggheads," "double-domes," and "high-
brows." According to one source, the columnists Joseph and
Stewart Alsop are credited with coining the word "egghead" to
describe Adlai Stevenson and his followers during the Presi-
dential campaign of 1952. At that time there was speculation
that the term was in reference to Stevenson's baldness (Martin
640)! Actually, it was Stewart Alsop who gave birth to the
term when he quoted a Republican from Connecticut as saying,
"Sure, all the eggheads are for Stevenson. But how many egg-
heads do you think there are?" ("Whose Adlai?" 32). The term
quickly worked its way into general circulation. During that

same campaign Dwight Eisenhower offered his own definition.
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"An intellectual,'" said Ike, "is a man who takes more words
than is necessary to say more than he knows" (Manchester 40).
Many critics feel that intellectuals may be characterized
more justly as cultural elitists -- persons who are highly
educated and cultivated, and who believe that conscious
reasoning with intelligence originates only with themselves.

Writing in The Christian Century, in November of 1952, Robert

Fitch claimed that "Representatives of this class may be found
anywhere, but they tend to be numerous among professional peo-
ple, and they are most class-conscious and articulate among
writers and in university faculties" (Fitch 1377).

Many of our founding fathers, such as Hamilton, Jeffer-
son, or Madison, would inevitably be referred to today as
"eggheads." In fact, most of them had a healthy respect for
intellect. "Even Washington, a supreme embodiment of practi-
cal wisdom, could tackle an abstract idea when he chose to do
so, and express himself in clear, well-ordered prose" (Brock
70). The most stubborn political egghead of the early consti-
tutional period was probably John Quincy Adams, President from
1825-1829. Adams had been Professor of Rhetoric at Harvard

where he authored Lectures on Rhetoric and Oratory. He provi-

ded the classic example of the intellectual's alleged inability
to communicate to "the masses." On one occasion when he was
persuaded to stop in Baltimore on a political speech-making
tour, Adams confused the crowd with classical allusions and
trilingual puns ("Eggheads: Cracking The Enigma" 54). On

another occasion he offered a toast quoting Voltaire "that was
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so obscure that it confounded even the most sophisticated of
observers" (Tulis 73).

In the years following John Quincy Adams's Presidency,
participation of intellectuals in American politics declined,
particularly as Presidential candidates. The man of immediate
practical solutions became more influential. Andrew Jackson,
for example, followed Adams to the White House and ushered
in "the age of the common man." Jackson had gained his public
stature as a General, and as a man of the people, rather than
as a well-educated philosopher. Presidential scholar Thomas
Bailey wrote that Jackson was the only President to believe
that the earth was not spherical (Bailey 137).

Though Abraham Lincoln is viewed as a writer of distinc-
tion, and as a student of great literature, particularly the
works of Shakespeare, Byron and Burns, some who succeeded him
in the presidency are more inclined to be claimed by the in-
tellectual establishment. After Lincoln, the first evidence
that intellectuals were once again striving for high political
office, and the Presidency directly, came early in the twen-
tieth century with the appearance of Theodore Roosevelt and
Woodrow Wilson. Roosevelt's Harvard background, which included
Phi Beta Kappa honors, his authorship of significant histori-

cal works such as The Naval War of 1812 (1882), biographies

of Thomas Hart Benton and Gouverneur Morris, and The Winning

of The West, a four volume tome, written while in his twenties

and thirties, and his connection to the journalistic-literary

world through his friendships with Upton Sinclair and Jacob
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Riis all encouraged his acceptance as an intellectual.

Wilson's Princeton background, his doctorate in political
science from Johns Hopkins, his roles as college professor
(Bryn Mawr and Wesleyan) and university president (Princeton)
placed him in good stead with intellectuals. His books

Congressional Government in 1885, Division and Reunion in 1893,

George Washington in 1895 and A History of the American People,

a five volume work in 1902, surely helped his stature in intel-
lectual circles. The Wilson Presidency, however, may give us
a glimpse of a growing incompatibility between the demands of
high political office and the normal accourtrements of an
intellectual life. By the time he left the Princeton presi-
dency to become Governor of New Jersey in 1910, and through
the years in Washington, Wilson did not continue to read and
write widely, admitting at one point that he had not read a
serious book in fourteen years ('"Eggheads" 54).

Despite the example of Wilson's apparent sacrifice of his
own intellectual pursuits to political realities, both Theo-
dore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson initially elicited the acco-
lades of the American intelligentsia. In 1902 some members
of the the National Institute of Arts and Letters (including
Edmund Clarence Stedman, the poet, Edward MacDowell, the com-
poser, and Robert Underwood, assistant editor of Century maga-
zine) called for a newer, smaller, and more exalted body.
Their suggestion gave birth to the fifty member National Acad-
emy of Arts and Letters, which counted both Roosevelt and

Wilson among its new and very exclusive membership (Cowley,
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Writer's Trade 161).

In the 1930s and 1940s intellectuals rose to great heights
as ranking political figures of Franklin Roosevelt's New Deal.
They were everywhere and everywhere exceedingly visible. The
original "brain trust" included Columbia professors Raymond
Moley, Adolphe Berle, and Rexford Tugwell but grew réther
quickly to encompass creative writers such as Archibald Mac-
Leish, Robert Sherwood and John Steinbeck. These individuals
advanced speedily from positions as memorandum writers to
policy planners and developers. Their direct relationships
with professional politicians, however, were often strained.
Congressman Maury Maverick of Texas recalled the frustration

in dealing with Tugwell:

He used professorial language and said something
about "averting a revolution." I was going blind.
Then, to prove his point, he said: And the workers
and farmers, combining their genius (and another
word I couldn't get), and they shall form a nodule."
I blew up completely.

I said, "Rex, I am sore and insulted, and do

not want to hear anymore."

"why?" he asked.

"What in God's name is a nodule?" I said.

"A nodule is..."began Rex.

"Stop! Stop! I shouted. "Don't tell me. Whenever
you use a word that I don't understand, it makes

me mad. I am an American! The word nodule is

not understood by the American people, nor is
understood by me, which makes it worse....Nodule
my eye! Put your speech in simple language.

I never heard of a nodule before. Besides, it
sounds like sex perversion." (Anderson 33)

Maverick's comments exhibit an opposition to Tugwell's
rhetoric which was cultural rather than ideological. Like
Maverick, Lyndon Baines Johnson would later struggle to connect

with ideological associates who were culturally removed from
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Texas progressivism. The opinion of Maverick and others like
him notwithstanding, such was the general acceptance of the
role played by this new "Washington cognoscenti" in the center
of national power that it was suddenly not inconceivable that
someone with a reputation as an intellectual could someday re-
turn to the Presidency. But the rise in the brain trust was

a mixed blessing for intellectuals. Some of them faced objec-
tions because they were Easterners, some because they were
over-educated elitists, still others because were identified
with left-wing politics. Highly educated scientists accused
of selling atomic secrets to the enemy, and especially the
trial (1949) and retrial (1950) of Alger Hiss did not endear
intellectuals to mainstream Americans. Hiss fit perfectly the
prevailing perception; he was an Eastern, Ivy League elitist
and predictably perfidious. 1In many minds "intellectual" and
communist became synonymous, and an even greater-than-normal
wave of anti-intellectualism swept the country.

In 1952, with McCarthyism intensifying, Lewis Bromfield,
described by William Manchester as an anti-intellectual intel-
lectual, defined an intellectual as

a person of intellectual pretensions, often a pro-
fessor or a protege of a professor, superficial in
approach to any problem, feminine, supercilious,
filled with conceit, a doctrinaire supporter of mid-
dle European socialism, self-righteous and a bleeding
heart.

(Manchester 766)

In the middle of the next decade, President Lyndon B.
Johnson passed similar judgment. "I am not going to have

anything to do with liberals," said Johnson, "They won't have
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-- liberals, intellectuals, communists. They're all the same"
(Goodwin 392). That Johnson really meant what he said is
doubtful. He had had the support of liberals and intellectu-
als on legislative matters important to of all them: Civil
Rights and The Great Society. What is clear from Johnson's
statement is that he had become increasingly aggravated by
intellectuals' rejection of him. He had provided the politi-
cal leadership necessary for the legislative success of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Voting Rights Act of 1965 and
the myriad of anti-poverty programs, actions dear to the hearts
of many intellectuals. After doing much to win them over, he
felt they had turned on him. Adlai Stevenson? Yes. John
Kennedy? Yes. Lyndon Johnson? No. Intellectuals' repudia-
tion of him led Johnson to adopt publicly the belief he had
probably always felt privately, that they were pompous, self-
serving and self-righteous.

So it was that in the late 1940s and beyond that just
about any intellectual politician, and even those who
appeared to be intellectual, were criticized for carrying
an air of self-righteousness that repulsed everyone except
the intellectuals themselves. Three weeks after the
election in 1952, Robert Fitch wrote that the
intellectuals' self-righteousness

is apt to be most virulent in two classes -- the
clergy and the learned professions: in the first,
because it claims to be the guardian of morality;
in the second because it claims to be the guardian

of truth. The intelligentsia, which includes both
of them as subclasses, is therefore, well-freighted
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Twenty-five years after Fitch's comment, John Kenneth Gal-
braith, himself an intellectual, provided a slightly different
slant in offering that "intellectuals have usually thought
themselves disliked because others were jealous of their brains.
More often it is because they make trouble" (Galbraith 197).

Whether the mistrust of intellectuals is the result of
the association of the word "intellectual" with Marxist ideas,
as was especially prevalent during the McCarthy era; the cul-
tural barrier between the general population and the intellec-
ual community, as expressed by the exasperated Maury Maverick;
the flaunted self-righteousness of the intellectual, as viewed
by the disgruntled LBJ; or simply because "they make trouble,"
as indicated by Galbraith, is open to debate.

Without question, such suspicions about intellectuals have
frequently dimmed the chances for "one of their own" to occupy
the White House. This has not meant, however, that American
intellectuals automatically, and with regularity, assume an
apolitical posture. As was noted earlier, intellectuals have
often been advisors to national office holders; Roosevelt's
brain trust in the 1930s and Kennedy's in the early 1960s pro-
vide excellent examples. Some intellectuals have played the
role of "weather makers" (Klaus Meinert's term) who feel and
anticipate political currents and shape the future by writing
analyses and interpretation (Meinert 93). The group of inter-
est here, however, is the intellectuals, especially literary

intellectuals, who actually take positions on political
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issues, and who really seek to directly influence public de-
bate. This group of intellectuals is considerably smaller in
number than those who take indirect approaches. Why so small
a group? Is it because in the United States intellectuals
find it easier to "retire into a protective shell of irony"
(Macdonald 23) than to risk becoming part of the political
establishment? William Brock, professor of history at Glasgow
University, Scotland, seems to support such a conclusion. He
writes:
In many countries intellectuals have a close inter-
est in politics but find it difficult to bring their
influence to bear upon political decisions. This
is particularly true in the United States [emphasis
mine] where intellectuals have often been acutely
sensitive to their exclusion from the centers of
power, while practical politicians are frequently
contemptuous of idealists and exploit the popular
distrust of men who claim superior knowledge. In-
deed, alienated intellectuals and anti-intellectual
public men have become familiar stereotypes. (Brock
69)

Brock is correct on this. 1In other parts of the world
intellectuals are not only accepted as an integral part of
political discourse, but are often entrusted with the highest
public positions. Examples from the first half of this cen-
tury are numerous, but one immediately thinks of Andre Malraux,
who served both as Minister of Cultural Affairs and Minister
of Information in France, and Nikos Kazantzakis, who served
in a variety of official government positions between 1919
and 1947 in Greece. Taking seriously Albert Camus's warning

that silence has dangerous implications, Kazantzakis encour-

aged intellectuals' political involvement, writing that "The
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writer cannot repress his indignation nor shirk his respon-
sibility" (Bien 156).

Gunter Grass, whose political participation is probably
unequaled among German writers, in a 1966 interview for Le
Monde, issued a strong condemnation of "intellectuals who only
publish manifestoes. You don't change anything that way. 1If
you want to change something, you have to work very hard at
specific things" (Yates 215). This presumably meant that
intellectuals ought to move from political literature to
political activism through which they become players rather
than mere chroniclers and ideological theorists.

In our own time, too, direct political involvement
by intellectuals appears more readily accepted abroad than
ere in the United States. 1In Peru, Mario Vargas-Llosa, a
novelist, narrowly missed being elected President in 1990.

In Hungary, Arpad Goncz, also a novelist, as well as a trans-
lator, was elected that country's first President selected
without Soviet interference. Goncz was once condemned to
life imprisonment for his role in the 1956 uprising. 1In
Lithuania, Vytautis Landsburgis, a music professor, serves
as the first president of an independent Baltic republic.
Landsburgis's grandfather was a playwright exiled to Siberia
by the Russian Czar for writing plays in the Lithuanian lan-
guage. Perhaps the most well-known of these intellectual-
presidents, dissident playwright Vaclav Havel of Czechoslo-
vakia, received an enthusiastic reception in the Congress of

the United States. Here, ironically, in the halls of official
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power, we could applaud the political success of an intellec-
tual elsewhere while maintaining long-standing suspicions
toward that same possibility at home.

Like Goncz and Landsbergis, Havel never before held
political office. Like Hungarians, and Lithuanians, Czechs
did not seem to care. Columnist Rushworth Kidder pointed out
at the time (1990) that the notion of Havel as a figure di-
vorced from politics because he is a literary figure is as
lamentably American as it is inaccurate (Kidder 13). He
continues:

In the literature of the English-speaking nations,
to be sure, politics is simply one subject among
many. In many other cultures, however, politics is

the subject, the whetstone upon which every major
writer sharpens his or her greatness. (13)

John Seigenthaler, Chairman Emeritus of The Nashville

Tennessean, returned from a June, 1992, trip to Prague with

the comment that Havel "is gracious and eloquent" and "would
be totally out of place in New York this week" (the week of
the Democratic National Convention, July, 1992) (Lamb, July
22, 1992). 1In his country, Havel could be accepted publicly
while saying he would lead through "the special radioactive
power of the truthful word" (Kidder 13). It is difficult to
imagine hearing such phrasing from any candidate during the
most recent Presidential race in the United States.

Kidder believes that Havel, and surely others as well,
cannot be judged by American standards. Here in the United
States these men would be noted as "just writers," as "mere

writers." Or worse, they would be miscast altogether. Such
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miscasting is rarer in Europe, though Havel, whom fellow
playwright Arthur Miller called "the world's first surrealist

" admitted that some intellectuals in Czechoslova-

president,
kia considered him their "ambassador or spy in the world of
the political establishment." He feared that politicians
would view him "as an alien element" and as "an amateur or
dreamer who forced himself upon their community." What the
would-be philosopher-king and leader of the "Velvet Revolution
of 1989" found instead was just the opposite. Said Havel in
1991: "I get along with politicians very well and they take
my presence as refreshing" (Newsweek 31).

Havel, of course, is no longer the leader of what was
once Czechoslovakia. He resigned on July 20, 1992. A second
revolution, less soft than the one he led, has dissolved the
tenuous unity of Czechs and Slovaks. No one has suggested
that Havel's intellectual nature either spawned or accelerated
these dramatic changes. The current and continuous eruptions
of nationalism in Eastern and Southern Europe have deposed
long-standing politicos just as decisively.

On occasions when someone runs for the American Presi-
dency who is appealing to intellectuals, or when intellectuals
adopt an issue of the day, the debate over the extent to which
they should participate politically intensifies. 1In the 1960s,
when many intellectuals felt pressed to respond to civil rights
issues and the war in Vietnam, W.H. Auden, an American citizen
since 1939, could not imagine why anyone would seek the opinion

of writers on controversial political issues.
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He remarked:
Their views have no more authority than those of any
reasonably well-educated citizen. Indeed, when read
in bulk, the statements made by writers, including
the greatest, would seem to indicate that literary
talent and political common sense are rarely found
together. (Gass 16)
In his eulogy for William Butler Yeats, who once actually held
political office, Auden lamented that "poetry makes nothing
happen" (Kidder 13).

Auden, of course, had not always felt so strongly about
the division of literature and politics. During the 1930s,
he was influenced by a preoccupation with Marx and Freud and
an association with left-wing writers such as Stephen Spender
and Christopher Isherwood, a preoccupation and association
hat compelled Auden to serve in the Spanish Civil War as a
stretcherbearer for the Republicans.

Auden was not the only important writer identified with
causes to eventually feel a necessary gap between art and
politics. Katherine Anne Porter argued that

All working, practical political systems, even
those professing to originate in moral grandeur,
are based upon and operate by contempt of human
life and individual fate; in accepting any one
of them and shaping his mind and work to that
mold, the artist dehumanizes, unfits himself
for the practice of any art. (Aldrich xiii)

American-born T.S. Eliot carried this attitude with him
to the shores of Britain, arguing against "the meddling of
en of letters in practical affairs" (Panichas xxx). Like

Auden and Porter, Eliot feared such meddling would impose

political ideology on art. Numerous, indeed, are the voices
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who find a natural enmity between political values and liter-
ary values.

Some American intellectuals, however, have neither as-
sumed nor accepted the divorce of art and politics. Malcolm
Cowley, for example, was '"convinced that literature and poli-
tics, art, science, and education, all are departments of 1life,
and no artist or writer can divest himself of his role in life"
(Cowley, "Revolutionary Critic" 202). He emphasized this point
in a letter to critic and philosopher, Kenneth Burke: '"We are
not critics or short-story writers; we are poets: in other
words, we are interested in every form of human activity"
("Exile's Return" 221).

But even Cowley was at least suspicious of intellectuals
in power. In a 1940 letter to Edmund Wilson he wondered "what
the world would be like if it were run by intellectuals. Some
of them we know are admirable people, humble and conscientious,
but intellectuals in the mass are not like that. A world run

by them would be a very unpleasant place" (Writer's Trade 156).

Later on in the letter Cowley tried to clarify his view for
Burke, and probably for himself as well. He continued:

Note that nothing I said about the intellectuals is
to be construed as an attack on the intelligence,
which remains our best and almost our only tool for
making this country a better place to live in. I

am thinking of the intellectuals as a class--which
compare pretty unfavorably with the folkways of coal
miners and dairy farmers. (156)

Inherent in Cowley's comments is a pervasive paradox.
American intellectuals seem unable to reconcile their art with

activist politics. The intellectual wants to be influential
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and accepted, but not too influential and not too accepted.

Writing for the New Republic in the early thirties, Benjamin

Ginzburg saw it this way:
In no other country of the world is there such a
remendous gap between the values recognized by
intellectuals and the values that actually govern
political and economic realities. And yet, in no
other country is the intellectual so preoccupied
with affecting the course of politics to the exclu-
sion of his intellectual interests. The less power
he has of determining conditions, the more passion-
ate, it would seem, is his will-o-the-wisp quest for
political influence. (Ginzburg, 16)

Here again is the paradox. By carrying his values, pri-
marily the value of self as a disinterested searcher for truth,
into the political arena, the intellectual stands to gain
respectability, but at the same time he loses the legitimacy
of his craft. Van Wyck Brooks observed that the American
tradition of '"getting things done, of definite accomplishment"
really forces intellectuals into this trap. 1In his view, "the
natural temper of the country is horribly evangelical" and
that the intellectual feels that he has achieved respectabil-
ity "only when he is trying to get some new idea across"”
(Brooks 54). 1In other words, the culture of the United States
mandates that to be worthwhile one needs to show results. It
is not enough to be contemplative, reflective, and thoughtful.
What really matters in such a culture is the willingness of
the intellectuals to sacrifice artistic ambition for the good
of humanity.

Thus, "a certain amount of schizophrenia among intellec-

tuals is understandable" (Berman 21). How can intellectuals
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"confirm their status without eroding their function? How

an they acquire prestige and status in the eyes of the public
without being converted into technicians pinned by the vice
of process and bureaucracy?" (13).

Cultural critic Robert Brustein's answer is that in Amer-
ica they cannot. Brustein, angered at the government for
using the artist and his art for political purposes, argues
that the greatest threat to intellectuals

is the temptation to power and influence and I have
no faith whatever in the artist-politician. For a
while the artist may bring a sense of style to
politics. He brings, I am afraid, no superior wis-
dom. Quite the contrary, his politics is often a
frightening blend of lunacy and demagoguery, while
his art--and this is worse--becomes an instrument
of his power drive rather than of his imagination.
(Brustein 161)

Philip Rahv expressed a slightly more tolerant, yet
troubled, view than Brustein in writing that politics was nei-
ther good nor bad for the writer. But like so many others,
Rahv was intentional in focusing on the specific questions of

what the artist is actually doing in politics, asking in The

Partisan Review in 1939: "What is he doing with it [politics]

and what is it doing to him? How does his political faith
affect him as a craftsman, what influence does it exercise on
the moral quaiities and on the sensibility of his work" (Aaron
392)? These questions are not new. They were visited by the
ancients and have been raised as a matter of intellectual
discourse ever since.

Despite the suspicions and warnings of many in their

ranks, intellectuals have occasionally "joined the clamor
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below"; sometimes as candidates for public office themselves,

but more often as supporters of politicians who are deemed

' and one who received

acceptable. One of those "acceptable,'
an inordinate number of endorsements from the intelligentsia,
was Adlai Ewing Stevenson, one term Governor of Illinois and
the Democratic presidential nominee in 1952 and 1956. Why
Stevenson? And why not Dwight Eisenhower instead? After all,
at the time (1948-1952), Eisenhower was an apolitical presi-
dent of an Ivy League university (Columbia), while Stevenson
had become Governor of Illinois largely as a result of skill-
fully playing the game designed by machine politicians. 1In
fact, one Stevenson biographer points out that according to
the standards of the intelligentsia "he [Stevenson] was not
bookish or learned enough" more political than theoretical,
"never an innocent among wolves" (Muller 3).

Why risk further schizophrenia? Was he worth the risk
because they thought that he was one of them? Numerous rea-
sons have been offered for the intellectuals' affinity for
Stevenson, a posture often described as being "madly for
Adlai." He was seen as a "highly literate man, at home in the
world of ideas, at ease in the company of intellectuals...he
talked like one" (3). He also revealed a literary quality
through eloquent speeches and wonderfully crafted prose.

As frequently cited is the view that Stevenson was "just
like them": ambivalent, reluctant, witty, cultured, cynical,
yet idealistic. Another claim puts their heightened enthusi-

asm for Stevenson as a reaction to their lack of political
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vitality; he was able to do what they themselves could not

justify, nor legitimize. Intellectuals knew, as surely as
Stevenson did, that he could never be fully "one of them."
At the same time, he did carry many of their qualities into
the political arena and if, in the end, no definition of
intellectual is broad enough to include Stevenson, at the
very least he became the symbol of one.

It would be a mistake to attribute the intellectuals'
attachment to one particular Stevenson characteristic. On
the contrary, a serious study will show that the political
and intellectual support for his candidacies is laced with
the kind of ambiguity that exists in the way that the general
population feels about intellectuals and how intellectuals
feel about themselves. 1Intellectuals often criticize those
they view as anti-intellectuals for not tolerating ambiguity,
but when it comes to political action they seem to have little
toleration for it themselves.

Interest in the case of Adlai Stevenson and American
intellectuals is fueled by such complexities. The relation-
ship shows, however, that for whatever assemblage of reasons,
Stevenson brought the affairs of men and women, returning to
Carlyle's admonition of Emerson, from a "hushed" and "very dim
remoteness" to a point where intellectuals left their '"vast
solitudes" on "eternal mountaintops" to participate in presi-

dential politics.



CHAPTER 2
ADLAI STEVENSON AND AMERICAN INTELLECTUALS
And "wWhen the prince has gathered about him
All the savants and artists, his riches will
be fully employed.”
Ezra Pound Canto XIII

The literary and cultural critic Edmund Wilson recalled
making passionate love to his wife, Elena, as they listened
to an Adlai Stevenson speech on the radio. "I said afterward,"
wrote Wilson in his memoir on the fifties, '"that this had been
an ideal way to listen to a campaign speech, and she said that
if everyone could have heard Stevenson like that, he would be
overwhelmingly elected" (Wilson 397).

Although the Wilsons apparently would never forget him,
Adlai E. Stevenson II is already removed by time from common
and quick identification by millions of Americans. Most who
recall his quests for the Presidency in 1952 and 1956 recognize
that despite losing the elections, and in the case of 1960,
the nomination, he was respected even by many of those who voted
against him. Among those who voted for him there were partic-
ular groups whose attitudes toward him went beyond admiration
to reverence, and perhaps even to canonization. Certainly,
many of the literary intellectuals of his day developed an
affinity for Stevenson which has not been equaled by any presi-
dential candidate since. He had widespread support among the
intelligentsia generally, but the special relationship he forged

with those in the literary world is the focus of this chapter.
30
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The evidence will show that this relationship was not the

"dark and bloody crossroads where literature and politics meet"
(Trilling 22). Rather, it will show that despite differences
between the literary-intellectual world and the political world,
they were, for one brief, shining (as the principals saw it)
moment, woven together by the the thread that was Adlai Steven-
son,

Although Van Wyck Brooks obviously did not have Adlai

Stevenson in mind when writing America's Coming of Age in 1915,

his terminology works gquite well in describing Stevenson's role
in bringing many intellectuals into the political arena. Brooks
identified "highbrow" and "lowbrow" as authentically American
terms representing "two currents in the American mind running
side by side but never mingling" (Brooks 19). One, the "high-
brow," describes a "superior person" of the "desiccated culture;"
the other, "the lowbrow," describes "a good fellow" of "stark
utility" (18,22). It can be argued that Stevenson, as a poli-
tician with intellectual leanings, emerged somewhere between

the two. In so doing, he ushered in an occasion on which the
"irreconcilable planes" of stark intellectuality and stark
business, the planes of "highbrow" and "lowbrow" moved closer.
It was one of those rare times when, in Brooks' phrase, there
was a "harnessing of thought and action together" (Brooks 31).
Incidentally, Brooks actually describes Woodrow Wilson, the
recognized intellectual President, as a "permutation and combi-
nation" of these two currents (20), a condition which Brooks

found to be natural and not altogether unacceptable.
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H.L. Mencken reportedly once said to the novelist James
T. Farrell that the three traps for a writer were alcohol, wo-
men, and politics (Martine 311). This chapter opens with the
question of why so many writers and critics fell into the '"trap
of politics" by becoming publicly active in Stevenson's presi-
dential campaigns, and is developed by suggesting several pos-
sible answers.

The range of feasible reasons for the intellectuals' sup-
port of Adlai Stevenson is wide. Stevenson's perceived liberal-
ism, for example, attracted some intellectuais. So did his
cultural and literary heritage. Others were mainly lured by
Stevenson's eloquence and wit. Many were fond of his reluc-
tance to assume political power, especially since they rejected
his contemporaries for wanting it too much, or for exercising
it badly. They appreciated, too, his internationalist-humanist
tenor, his emphasis on reason, and his idealism. For many
intellectuals the composite Stevenson, that is, a man who was
thought to possess all of the preceding qualities, was simply
irresistible.

In the overview of these many qualities, political ideol-
ogy appears to be the weakest bond between intellectuals and
the Stevenson candidacies. If one assumes the left-of-center
posture for most intellectuals of Stevenson's day, would it
not follow that, on the whole, they would have demanded that
he fall into their own ideological niche? On the surface, the
argument of ideological compatibility is credible. The army

of intellectuals who supported Stevenson shared many of his
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liberal notions about the nature and purpose of government.
There seems to have been, for example, a unanimity against the
right-wing irrationality of the late 1940s and early 1950s.
When Stevenson asked Archibald MacLeish to offer ideas for a
speech to be delivered at the 1952 American Legion convention
in New York City, MacLeish replied:

Patriotism is the ideal which holds the Legion

together. But it is also the mask behind which

some of the most dangerous and evil influences

of our day conceal themselves -- in the Legion

and outside it. The McCarthys and the Jenners:

the blacklisters and subverters of free education.
(Winnick 360)

And an article in the Saturday Review proclaimed: '"Nothing

in the Fifties damaged the image of the United States more than
the excesses of Senator McCarthy; nothing restored it more than
the public expressions of Stevenson" (Natwar-Singh 35).

Although MacLeish and the Saturday Review do not represent

all the intellectuals who supported Stevenson, they do remind
us that Stevenson was viewed by many of them as the proper
antidote to the kind of intellectual martial law which they
thought existed in the in the late 1940s and early 1950s. He
had dared, after all, to go ahead with the Hiss deposition when
it was clear that no general political gain was likely. 1In
response to a series of questions from the "Direct Interroga-

tories in Behalf of Defendant Alger Hiss," Stevenson had simply
attested by "Yes" or "No" and "Good" or "Bad" answers to Hiss's
reputation for integrity, loyalty, and veracity. During the
campaign of 1952, Stevenson would be described by Republican

vice-presidential candidate Richard Nixon in a nationally
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televised speech as '"going down the line for the arch-traitor
of our generation" (Weinstein 511). Hiss's guilt or innocence
aside, intellectuals found appealing Stevenson's willingness
to stand up against a witch hunt in which they were often the
prey.

At about the same time as the Hiss deposition (1949), then
Governor of Illinois, Stevenson courageously vetoed the Broyles
Bill, which would have made it a felony to belong to any sub-
versive organization and required that all public employees,
as well as candidates for public office, submit to a loyalty
oath. His veto message appealed to intellectuals.

The whole notion of loyalty inquisitions is a natu-
ral characteristic of a police state, not of a
democracy....The vast majority of our people are
intensely loyal, as they have amply demonstrated.

To question, even by implication, the loyalty and
devotion of a large group of citizens is to create

an atmosphere of suspicion and distrust....In conclu-
sion, while I respect the motives and patriotism of
the proponents of this bill, I think there is in it
more of a danger to the liberties we seek to protect
than of security for the Republic. (Martin, Illinois
450)

Liberal intellectuals were favorably impressed, too, by
Stevenson's support for ending both the draft and hydrogen bomb
testing, and for his undying advocacy of the United Nations
as a tool to mediate peace, particularly in the Middle East
(Davis 345). His progressive views on public service, aid to
education, health care, and programs for the elderly also scored
points with liberal intellectuals. They paid close attention
when Stevenson pointed out that the Eisenhower administration

had forty thousand employees working on the problems concerning

businesses, but only nine in the entire Department of Health,
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Education and Welfare dealing with the difficulties of fourteen

million senior citizens (Muller 183).

Still, if one searches for a purely liberal ideologue of
the New Deal-Fair Deal traditions, Adlai Stevenson cannot always
be found. Recent Stevenson biographer Rodney Sievers has point-
ed out a pervasive ambiguity: "Like the liberals, he believed
that the country should be constantly engaged in reform; like
the conservatives, he thought reform should be gradual" (Sievers
114).

Both Leftist and Rightist critiques deny that he was liber-

al at all. I.F. Stones's The Haunted Fifties (1963) and Paul

Carter's Another Part of The Fifties (1984), are good examples.

On the Left, Stone rails against Stevenson's "soft" positions

in foreign and domestic affairs, accusing him of "double talk"
(Stone 107, 112). On the Right, Carter agrees with Stone's
analysis and adds that Stevenson was noticeably conservative

on questions of federal authority. "Americans who had listened
for two decades to the New Deal-Fair Deal argument that a humane
national government's social activity could bring blessings

to all," writes Carter, '"were startled" when Stevenson, in his
very first campaign speech, condemned "'the increasing centrali-
zation of our lives in Washington'" (Carter 14). Although Stev-
enson was more inclined to talk about states' responsibilities
than states' rights, his rhetoric must have given conservatives
some comfort. Harry Truman, ever suspicious of Stevenson, said
that he [Stevenson] "has always been a conservative, I think

he was born that way" (Sievers 113). Stevenson, indeed, was
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leery of radical changes that went too far, too fast, and when

in speeches he used the word "moderation,' more liberal friends
like Averell Harriman, Hubert Humphrey, and Herbert Lehman
vehemently objected (Johnson 6:9).

Stevenson's reluctance to take the lead on civil rights
probably frustrated liberal intellectuals as much as any issue
by which he was judged. In 1956 Stevenson spoke in favor of
a Democratic Party platform that rejected "all proposals for
the use of force to interfere with the orderly determination
of these matters by the courts" (Stone 112). He did, in fact,
oppose using federal troops to accelerate desegregation. He
also publicly opposed an amendment to school aid legislation
which would have denied federal aid to segregated schools.

Taylor Branch's massive, Pulitzer Prize winning study of
civil rights from 1954 to 1963 is especially critical of
Stevenson's 'gradualism." 1In it Branch recounts the denuncia-
tion of Stevenson by most major civil rights leaders because
of his "blithe vagueness" on issues of race (Branch 191).
Stevenson is described as uncomfortable among blacks, even
refusing to talk with Coretta Scott King during negotiations
for her husband's release from prison because "it was not pro-
per as he had not been introduced to her" (360). When Eisen-
hower received about sixty percent of black votes in 1956,
Stevenson lamented: "I am quite bewildered about the Negroes"
(191). As far as civil rights were concerned, liberal intel-
lectuals were among those who were more than a little bewil-

dered about Stevenson.
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Some intellectuals could appreciate Stevenson's commitment
to "reason" on civil rights: "We must recognize that it is
reason alone that will determine our rate of progress" (191).
Eric Sevareid, for one, was prepared to defend his [Stevenson's]
perspective, writing that sometimes "the moderate position
requires more courage than the extreme position" (Johnson 6:
64). On this issue, Sevareid and Stevenson seemed to fuel the
adage that "a wise man does not try to hurry history."

The point here is that Stevenson's commitment to the pro-
gressive liberalism of the post-Roosevelt-Truman era was sus-
pect at times and thus could not have been among the strongest
of appeals to many of the intellectuals who supported him. If
liberalism was the key attraction to a Presidential candidate,
they could have rallied behind a number of others whose liberal
credentials were more ideologically salient than Stevenson's.
Henry Wallace, Hubert Humphrey, Estes Kefauver and Averell
Harriman, who V.O. Key described as the "darling of the liber-

als"

(Key 400), would have been more likely choices. As recent-
ly as April of 1994, Garry Wills, while conceding that Stevenson
was progressive, labels him as a moderate reformer, at most
(Wills 80).

Though they may have preferred that Stevenson identify
more intensely with liberal causes, his intellectual friends
found in Stevenson something that transcended ideology. John
Steinbeck, in a letter written from Mexico a dozen years before

his infatuation with Adlai Stevenson, remarked that "from the

simple good Indians on the shore to the invertebrates there
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is a truer thing than ideologies'" (Steinbeck, Letters 201).

In the case of the relationship between Stevenson and intellec-
tuals, there was indeed a "truer thing." The intellectuals'
allegiance clearly was not to a candidate espousing specific
ideological tenets.

Even Stevenson's mostly friendly biographers recognized
that his conservative streak was not only political, but cul-
tural as well. John Bartlow Martin points out that when
Stevenson joined the national Democratic establishment in 1952,
"he had to abandon conservative ideas he had picked up in
Bloomington and Lake Forest. He abandoned them reluctantly"
(Martin 643).

Stevenson, for instance, carried with him into adulthood
and on to public life, a long-harbored suspicion of Jews. He
would win their votes even as he championed a homeland in
Palestine, but his rearing in the Midwest and his education
at Eastern schools attended chiefly by wealthy Protestants
established notions that were hard to shake. Comments he made
while in his twenties and thirties, in particular, illustrate
the conservative side of his upbringing and background. While
on a weekend trip from Princeton to New York City, he described
to his sister a Jew he had met who was "like most of his race"
(Martin, Illinois 70). Similarly, during his year at the
Agricultural Adjustment Administration, Stevenson disclosed
to his wife that "many of them [Jews] are autocratic," but that
"Frank [General Counsel Jerome N. Frank] has none of the racial

characteristics" himself, even though he "brought several other
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Jews down who...are more racial" (105). Just because these
kinds of comments were private, rather than public, Stevenson
cannot be excused from the moral blame associated with racial
or ethnic prejudice.

A retrospective cultural critique would also fault Steven-
son for his less-than-progressive view regarding the "proper"
role for women. In his 1955 commencement speech at Smith Col-
lege entitled "Women, Husbands, and History," Stevenson's
rhetoric was filled with admonitions which hardly fit the view
that he was a man ahead of his times. Opening the message about
a world in crisis, Stevenson said, "I want merely to tell you
young ladies that I think there is much you can do about that
crisis in the humble role of housewife -- which, statistically,
is what most of you are going to be whether you like the idea
or not...and you'll like it!" (Johnson 4: 495), Later in the
address, Stevenson assigned the worth of college education for
the women of Smith consistent with a culturally conservative
viewpoint. He said that "far from the vocation of marriage
and motherhood leading you away from the great issues of the
day, it brings you back to their very center and places upon
you an infinitely deeper and more intimate responsibility than
that borne by...those who hit the headlines and make the news"
(501).

Both of the preceding examples, one reflecting sheer preju-
dice, the other revealing a rather narrow view of the public
role to be played by women, strongly suggest that while Steven-

son may have grown up valuing high culture, he also exhibited
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common biases of both that culture and the times in which he
lived.

Stevenson biographers have noted the cultivated environ-
ment in which he was raised. Bloomington was a town surpris-
ingly sophisticated for a down-state Illinois agricultural
community. Some of Stevenson's ancestors had given academic
and intellectual pursuits a high priority. His great-grandfa-
ther, Lewis Warner Green, was President of Centre College in
Danville, Kentucky, in the 1850s. Lewis Green had also been
President of Presbyterian Theological Seminary, Hampden-Sydney
College in Virginia, and Transylvania College, which later be-
came part of the state university system in Kentucky. Steven-
son's great-grandmother, Mary Peachy Fry, was a direct descen-
dent of Joshua Fry, an Oxford University graduate and professor
of mathematics at the College of William and Mary (Davis 23)

Jesse Fell, Stevenson's grandfather, donated land for the
State Normal School in what was originally North Bloomington,
now Normal Illinois, and led the fundraising drive to support
the new college (23). Fell also helped to organize the Free
Congregational Society, forerunner of the Unitarian Church in
Bloomington. The society was based on a rational faith in which
the honest use of one's mind was "an act of devotion to the
Supreme Intelligence" (30). Grandfather Fell's attitudes, in
large measure, were transmitted to his grandson. Later on,
the candidate Stevenson's liberal theology, no doubt, would
impress the intellectuals as an expression of toleration and

a reflection of their own resistance to narrow-mindedness.
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The generational link espousing respect for the nurture
and cultivation of the mind rested with Stevenson's mother,
Helen Davis Stevenson. The Stevenson home on East Washington
Street, as large as it was, had no true living room. Rather,
the spacious front room was a library where Helen Stevenson
encouraged young Adlai's respect for culture. She "believed
in the custom of reading to the children from Greek mythology,
the English classics, Hugo, Hawthorne, Emerson, Cooper, and
the King James version of the Bible" (Ives 14). His appetite
for literature and poetry was formed with Thackery, Dickens,
Scott, the Brontes, and George Eliot among his childhood
favorites (Johnson 1: 4). As her children's self-appointed
literary guide, Helen Stevenson was an intellectual and cultur-
al protectionist of sorts. On one occasion when her husband

brought a copy of Cosmopolitan into the home, she insisted that

he take it to the bedroom, out of sight of the children, so
that they would not be exposed to "such trash" (Dick 282).
Not surprisingly, when Stevenson later became Governor and
found no library at the Governor's Mansion in Springfield, he
converted the sunporch into one and began forming a permanent
collection (Severn 98).

Despite such a background, Adlai Stevenson "manifested

no artistic or literary genius,"

notes biographer Kenneth
Davis. "He was not a brilliant scholar....Far from being
intellectually precocious, he seemed to lag behind most of his
contemporaries at school in his mental development" (Davis 42).

Stevenson's grades at University High School in Bloomington,
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indeed, were not outstanding. A sampling of his performance
in his freshman and sophomore years shows mediocre grades,
though by the following year he was a much-improved student
(52).

Even with encouraging academic progress, Stevenson's plan
to attend Princeton University had to be put on hold. 1In 1916,
he took the three college entrance examinations required by
Princeton and failed them all. Still determined to make it
at a reputable university, he enrolled at the Choate prepara-
tory school, but only after making up a French language defi-
ciency (55).

Stevenson admitted later that at Princeton, his '"greatest
preoccupation was with extracurricular activities'" and that
he was "content with we generally called a 'gentleman's third
group'" (71). Stevenson biographers agree that his academic
achievements were minimal. Herbert Muller writes that Stevenson
"was no little egghead and displayed no exceptional interests
or abilities" (Muller 18).

Even though Stevenson exhibited no passion for scholar-
ship throughout his academic training at superior institutions
(Choate, Princeton, Harvard Law, Northwestern Law), he continued
to grow intellectually and received the kind of training that
would foster relationships with the learned and the creative.
Because his principal interests were the humanities, and because
of his liberal religious instruction, he was spared much intol-
erance.

If there was no passion for scholarship, then in its place
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was an immense respect for books and the people who wrote them.
Clearly, the magnitude of this respect was grounded in the view
that writers were very much the caretakers of language and in
his equally great respect for ideas, even if they were not his
own. The respect for wisdom as expressed in words that began
in the family library in Bloomington continued throughout his
life. Lest he forget his roots in this regard, there was always
the cultivated mother, Helen Stevenson, to remind him. 1In a
1923 letter to Adlai at Harvard, she continued to emphasize

the importance of nurturing relationships with the learned,
writing that she was '"glad indeed to know you are well and
enjoying a rare opportunity -- that of really learning. As
much as possible, seek the association of wise people....Don't
waste much time on the mediocres. Better to be alone, thinking
for yourself" (Ives 169).

A fair extension of Mrs. Stevenson's remarks may be
"better to be alone, writing for yourself." Stevenson's critics
claim that he has been given far too much credit for writing
his own speeches. Biographer John Bartlow Martin suggests that
Stevenson was so adamant about writing his own speeches, and
spent so much time doing just that, that he left precious few
moments for creative thinking (Martin, World 26), and was not
really an intellectual "if one considers an intellectual to
be one given to creative thinking and interested in ideas for
their own sake" (21).

Martin's judgment notwithstanding, Stevenson valued read-

ing, writing, a liberal education, and people with ideas. 1In
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one of his three Godkin Lectures in 1954, he voiced, as he would
elsewhere, the importance of rigorous thought in shaping a
civilized world. He commented:

The ordeal of our times....is a challenge to American
maturity and American responsibility. Nowhere is this
testing more fundamental than in the field of the
free mind. For never has external threat required
more clear-headed analysis, more hard and sober
thought and more bold and unterrified vision than
the threat we confront today. And yet the very
existence of that threat has created strains and
tensions, anguish and anxiety, which beat upon the
free mind, surround it, torment it, and threaten to
smother it....Antireason is the spirit of the shout-
ing, chanting crowds we remember so well in Hitler's
Germany....In recent years we have seen the contagion
of unreason and anti-intellectualism spreading among
ourselves.... America's greatest contribution to human
society has not come from her wealth or weapons or
ambitions, but from her ideas. (112)

That same year Stevenson was the invited speaker at the
senior class banquet at Princeton University. Though largely
filled with reminiscences about his days as a Princeton under-
graduate and the perfunctory challenges to the soon-to-be
graduates, his speech is laced with the recurring theme of the
critical need for intellectual growth. "We have bet all our
chips, if you please, on the intellectual improvement of our

people," said Stevenson. He went on to call this "a magnifi-
cent gamble" because it calls into question whether in the
United States we have "sufficiently elevated our national mind
to lead the world wisely." Continuing, he remarked that "only
the educated man entertains doubts, and doubt is the beginning
of wisdom; but doubt is not wisdom's fulfillment, and in a time

of crisis the man who doubts may fall prey to the strong dumb

brute" (Johnson 4: 342).
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His concern for the development of the mind, not only for
its own sake, but for its use in the betterment of humankind,
would be seen as an alluring attribute by many intellectuals.

The high-brow London Economist wrote that Stevenson was intel-

lectually "the most brilliant Governor" Illinois had had in
fifty years (Martin, Illinois 382). Presumably, John Peter
Altgeld, who was immortalized by Stevenson family friend and
poet Vachel Lindsay, was the most recent Illinois governor to
receive such praise. Like Stevenson, Altgeld displayed certain
intellectual qualities while serving as a social reform-minded
state executive. Some intellectuals, however, would be dis-
appointed by Stevenson's mix of intellect and action, perceiv-
ing an eventual and inevitable bastardization of critical and
creative talent. This latter tension is reflected throughout
this study.

Suspicion by some intellectuals aside, Stevenson's academic
and cultural heritage helped to create the impression that he
was an oasis in a national political desert. Raised in the
world of books, liberally educated, accustomed to the company
of writers, yet bred and born into a family of political action,
he seemed destined to be a rare link between two worlds.

Stevenson relished the role, rarely shunning the label
"intellectual" and often promoting it. 1In 1961 he even commer-
cially encouraged it. While searching for a post-1960 election
article about intellectuals' reaction to the young Kennedy
presidency, I noticed Stevenson's photograph on the inside cover

of the Saturday Review. He was pictured in an advertisement
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for the "Great Books of The Western World" series, and was
uoted affirming that the books were "essentials in the library

of any thinking person'" (Saturday Review, May 13, 1961). The

self-perception that he was cultured, literate, "a thinking

' and quite willing to be prominently portrayed as such

person, '
in a respected national magazine of literature and the arts
must have contributed to the role he relished. Equally pre-
dictable, however, was the possibility that some intellectuals
(Dwight Macdonald comes to mind) would wince at Stevenson fall-
ing prey to the commercialism of a "middle brow" publication.
The view that Adlai Stevenson respected the power of words,

both spoken and written, was assuredly not imaginary. Dr. Eugene

Rabinowitch's eulogy of Stevenson in the Bulletin of the American

Scientist is driven by recollections of a distinctively literate
style. He wrote that Stevenson '"caught the imagination of
intellectuals in America and abroad as a tolerant, rational,
humble, and utterly civilized statesman." And after pointing
out that the power of words can be used for dishonesty and
deceit, Rabinowitch added that "sincere and well-chosen words
are the only paths by which ideas can be spread from man to
man and from nation to nation....Men everywhere in the world
heard the ring of honesty, intelligence, and good will in the
words of Adlai Stevenson" (Rabinowitch 3).

Even at the beginning of his national political career
Stevenson's reputation for word-crafting was widespread.

James Reston, in reviewing the Major Campaign Speeches of Adlai

Stevenson in 1953, wrote that among other notable descriptions,
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"He is first and foremost a philosopher and a writer" (Johnson
5: 202). Perhaps a writer was what he had hoped to be all along.
While Stevenson was at Princeton, he was intensely interested
in journalism, but hoped that preparation for the business of
reporting would eventually lead to a career in creative writing.

' writes Kenneth Davis, '"that what

"He was never quite sure,'
he really wanted to be was a writer" (Davis 78).

In his mid-sixties cultural critique, Against The American

Grain, Dwight Macdonald laments that "our politicians are still
men of narrow culture...whose antipathy to reading is well-known"

(Macdonald, American Grain 396). As was pointed out earlier,

Stevenson's reverence for language was well-rooted. In a letter

to Davis he recalled: "As long as I can remember I have read,

read, read -- anything and everything -- at every waking instant
-~ streetcars, taxis, trains, planes, -- even elevators and
toilets," (Johnson 6: 492). The rigor with which Stevenson

pursued clarity of language is also noteworthy. Biographer
Davis again: "Something in him -- a stubborn integrity, a
literary craftsman's respect for words -- rebelled against

the whole system of ghost-writing and public relations engineer-
ing" (Davis 189).

His adherence to high standards in the writing of his own
speeches is well known. Stevenson not only wanted sound poli-
tical rhetoric, he demanded that the speeches read and sound
like first rate literary pieces. 1In fact, Stevenson was at
his best when preparing texts to be read or heard by others.

His personal writing seemed of little importance. When his
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numerous travel experiences invited writing in a diary, for
example, he would begin, only to discontinue after a few days.
Among his letters to friends, on the other hand, even the most
informal communication sustained his interest and represented

a high literary quality. He simply could not write for himself
alone.

Stevenson's obsession with his own writing often sparked
contentious moments in his political life. Campaign staffers,
though immensely respectful of Stevenson the candidate, were
often impatient with Stevenson the writer. Aide James Finnegan:
"Sometimes we'd have to keep our plane in the air -- with impor-
tant local politicians waiting on the ground -- while we circled
and circled in the sky, while Adlai edited on and on" (Muller
180). Confidant George Ball attested to similar anxiety, not
only about Stevenson finishing the writing of speeches on time,
but about his seeming inability to complete the delivery of
them on time as well. Part of the problem, recalled Ball, was
that he "insisted upon inserting additional words, phrases,
whole paragraphs at the last minute." On more than one occasion
Ball told Stevenson, "You are a fine poet but a lousy architect.
You say the right things and say them eloquently, but you don't
let the structure of your speeches show through. Consequently,
your listeners cannot recall what you've said or that you re-
commended anything" (Ball 150).

Ball and other advisors would point out that in contrast,
General Eisenhower's speeches were organized by the clear and

orderly enumeration of points. Such advice was acknowledged



49

by Stevenson with irritation and resentment. Wrote Ball: '"He

had a contempt for the pronouncement of obvious points as though

a list were a concept, or a litany a program. That was, he

felt, a cheap political device and he would have none of it.

Besides, it offended his sensibilities as a writer" (150).

Even opponent Eisenhower said that he recognized Stevenson's

facility for words, but if that were the qualification for the

Presidency "we ought to elect Ernest Hemingway" (Larson 15).
Sometimes Stevenson's literary possessiveness stretched

the limits of his obvious civility. William Attwood, with whom

Stevenson had a sporadic editorial relationship, in and out

of actual presidential campaigns, incurred his wrath over, of

all things, words. 1In the spring of 1960 Stevenson returned

to New York City from a tour of Latin America, and almost as

an addendum to remarks about the trip itself, he was found

defending the origin of his speeches. Attwood would later

dmit to Stevenson's greatness as a writer, even claiming that

he himself had become a better writer for having worked with

Stevenson; but he had insisted that he had worked to modify

' and had even

Stevenson's "lyrical flashes" and "fine prose,'
done complete rewrites of some Stevenson pieces (Johnson 5:
319). Fearful that Attwood's public statements would be taken
to mean that he (Stevenson) employed "a staff of wordsmiths,"
Stevenson bristled. As accounts of this appeared in the press,
Stevenson at first, with characteristic wit, said, "As for re-

cent newspaper stories about hiring ghost writers, I have suf-

fered from the do-it-yourself habit too long to look or hope
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for relief now" (7: 450). (Incidentally, ghost writers were
hardly new to presidential speech making. Presidential scholar
Jeffrey Tulis has reminded students of the office that both
James Madison and Alexander Hamilton wrote for George Washing-
ton, but that there is a significant difference between that
and employing a staff of wordsmiths [Tulis 184].)

Five days after his public comment, Stevenson wrote to
Attwood to sever their "editorial relationship because I have
two reports...of audible remarks: 'I [Attwood] wrote half the
speech; Boyd the other half....' Frankly, I've never had any
experience of this kind before and, even if these reliably
reported statements were true, they grossly violate the
convention I assumed you knew" (Johnson 7: 462). Eleven days
later Stevenson was still troubled by the incident, writing
to his dear friend Agnes Meyer that "any such rumors both
contradict my political policy and also my literary policy"
(474).

A politician with a literary policy? The friendly judg-
ment in the Attwood episode is that Stevenson simply had far
too much respect for literary quality, particularly his own,
to have others write his speeches. Attwood later admitted as
much after Stevenson's death, writing: "I doubt if I ever wrote
a paragraph for Stevenson that he did not manage to make his
own by penciling in some fresh sentence or phrase.... He had
such pride of authorship" (Attwood 154). Shortly after Steven-
son's death in 1965, a young Illinois Assemblyman and later

United States Senator, Paul Simon, wrote that Stevenson
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"usually won the struggle to make words march to his command"
(Simon 136).

Eric Sevareid claimed that the best speech he heard
Stevenson give was one delivered on the spur of the moment.
In the spring of 1949, Stevenson's neighbor, historian, and
friend, Lloyd Lewis died. He began his impromptu remarks at
the funeral, saying that

It is April now and all life is being renewed on the
bank of the river he loved so well. We will all be
happy that it happened on this day, here by the river
with the spring sky so clear and the west wind so
warm and fresh. I think we will all be better for
this day and this meeting together. (Johnson 3: 72)

He concluded with the thought that

it will always be April in our memory of him. It
will always be a bright, fresh day full of infinite
variety and the promise of a new life. Perhaps noth-
ing has gone at all -- perhaps only embodiment of

the thing -- tender, precious to all of us -- a
friendship that is immortal and does not pass along.
It will be renewed for me, much as I know it will

for all of you, each spring. (72)

Still, it was the public Stevenson whose elogquence enam-
ored so many. His acceptance speech at the Democratic National
Convention at Chicago's International Amphitheatre in 1952,
was for a great number of intellectuals the event through which
they would call him their own. The following excerpt is from
that speech:

I would not seek your nomination for the Presidency
because the burdens of that office stagger the
imagination. 1Its potential for good or evil now and
in the years of our lives smothers exultation and
converts vanity to prayer....Let's tell them [the
American people] that the victory to be won in the
twentieth century, this portal to the golden age of
man, mocks the pretensions of individual acumen and
ingenuity. For it is a citadel guarded by thick walls
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of ignorance and mistrust which do not fail before
the trumpets' blast or the politicians' imprecations.
(4: 16 and 19)
The response to the speech by those who wrote for a living
was overwhelmingly positive. Journalist Mary McGrory, who
acclaimed Stevenson's contribution to ideas, language and
courtliness, recalled feeling that "politically speaking, it
was the Christmas morning of our lives. Boston born, we [the
McGrory family] had never known a poet in politics" (McGrory
170).
Another speech worth noting was one Stevenson delivered
in January of 1959. Four thousand people gathered in Constitu-
tion Hall to hear him memorialize the liberal Unitarian mini-
ster, A. Powell Davies of All Souls Unitarian Church in Wash-
ington, D.C. The speech induced commentary in numerous maga-

ines and the Saturday Review published a condensed version the

following month. That same month the speech dominated Life
magazine's editorial under the title "The Cost of Easy Options'
(Life, February 9, 1959, 31). Stevenson biographer Stuart Gary
Brown even devoted an entire chapter to the address in Conscience

in Politics (1961). 1In the speech Stevenson quoted Albert

Schweitzer, Goethe, La Bruyere (in French), Shakespeare, Matthew
Arnold and Lincoln. His references to them were not thrown in
as an indication that he somewhere had a book of famous quota-
tioins. Rather, their words and his were woven in a tapestry

of moral challenge to his listeners. The following excerpts
from "The Political Relevance of Moral Principle" demonstrate

the power of the speech.
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Today, when the threat and challenge to a free society
seem more total and powerful than ever before, it

is not a political luxury or fruitless pedantry to
re-examine our fundamental principles. I think it
more likely to be the condition of survival.

No country on earth owes the sense of community more
explicitly to the fact that it is united not by race
or nationality but by fidelity to an idea. We were
born "dedicated to a proposition" and our greatest
leaders -- the Jeffersons, the Lincolns, the Woodrow
Wilsons -- were not great because they achieved purely
American purposes, but because they were able to speak
for humanity at large and extend their vision to the
whole family of man.

He who offers this thing we call freedom as the soft
option is a deceiver or himself deceived. He who
sells it cheap or offers it as the by product of this
or that economic system is knave or fool. For freedom
demands infinitely more care and devotion than any
other political system. It puts consent and personal
initiative in the place of command and obedience.

By relying upon the devotion and initiative of its
citizens, it gives up the harsh but effective
disciplines that underpin all the tyrannies which
over the millennia have stunted the full stature of
man.

Vacuity and indifference are not redeemed by the fact
that everyone can share in them. They merely restrict
the circle from which regeneration can come.

It has been the view of great philosophers and great
statesmen that our system of free government depends
in the first instance upon the virtue of its citizens.
Montesquieu made virtue the condition of republican
government; Washington declared that it could not
survive without it....I believe they are right. For
no democratic system can survive without at least

a large and active leaven of citizens in whom
dedication selflessness are not confined to private
life but are the fundamental principles of their activ-
ity in the public sphere. (Johnson 7: 321-332)

Stevenson's '"Moral Principle" speech was one of his best
and it seems an injustice not to reprint it in its entirety.

Even so, these half dozen selections are illustrative of Steven-

son's attention to literary craft.
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Stevenson's eloquence with pen and voice as reflected in
such speeches was widely recognized. Writing for the St. Louis

Post Dispatch after Stevenson's second Presidential defeat,

Irving Dillard summed it this way: '"Here was a man who brought
to politics fresh ideas, moving eloquence, boldness of spirit,
and breadth of vision. Intellectually, he was the best prepared
candidate since Wilson" (6: 459). His way of saying something
was as important as what he said. Carl Sandburg called Steven-
son "a moving and eloquent spokesman for the hopes and dreams
of the American people" (Sandburg, October 25, 1952). Further,
Sandburg recorded in the same speech:

I like it that my friend, John Steinbeck...comes

out for Stevenson, saying, "As a writer I love the

clear, clean writing of Stevenson. As a man I like

the intelligent, humorous, logical, civilized mind."

It is more than a compliment, it is an award when

a man of Steinbeck's curiosity and insight says an-

other man has an intelligent, humorous, logical, and

civilized mind. (October 25, 1952)

Eric Sevareid, one of the most literate and articulate

journalists of this century, said that Stevenson

injected humor and happiness and sophistication into

American political life, and you have to have spent

half your life listening to the normal run of American

politicians to really understand what a fantastic
accomplishment that was. (Johnson 1: xvi)

' since

The key word from Sevareid's account is "sophistication,'
it accentuates the writers' judgment of Stevenson's speaking
and writing style as being unusually eloquent and articulate.
The key concept is that Stevenson's sophistication (articula-

tions, eloquence, urbanity) was not found in the normal run

of American politicians.
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Among other writers who recognized Stevenson's stylistic
uniqueness were the novelist John Hersey, who chaired the
Volunteers for Stevenson in Connecticut, and Robert Sherwood,
the playwright, who wrote to Stevenson after the 1952 nominating
convention describing Stevenson's acceptance speech as "a very
great document, intellectually and artistically, as well as
politically" (Sherwood, July 26, 1952). And later, in 1958,
John Steinbeck would write to William Blair, a mutual friend,
"Mr. Stevenson is one of the best writers in the country"
(Steinbeck, June 22, 1958). Writers respected the thoughtful-
ness, enerqgy, and time that Stevenson put into his writing,
even if his political advisors did not. George Ball remembered:
"We used to tell him that he would rather write than be Presi-
dent" (Fairlie 30). That Stevenson, in fact, may have agreed,
appealed to intellectuals.

Stevenson chose to wind his way down the national political
road armed with "the shield of reason in one hand, the bow of
language in the other, and a quiver full of gags and puns and
aphorisms slung across his back" (Morgan 53). Intellectuals
adored this posture. They appreciated the articulations and
the frequently accompanying levity in Stevenson as much as much
as they enjoyed it in themselves. For them he was truly le
homme d'esprit among politicos.

William Adler, chronicler of candidate witticisms, has

provided ample evidence of Adlai Stevenson's wit (The Wit and

Wisdom of Adlai Stevenson 1966), but samples abound wherever

Stevenson is the subject. Walter Johnson recounts the
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foliowing episode in which Stevenson met tragedy with his abid-

ing sense of humor.

One evening in January, 1938, their home on St. Mary's
Road near Libertyville caught on fire. A dispute
between local fire companies as to which had jurisdic-
tion and confusion between the crews when they did
arrive ended any hope of saving the new home. By
the time Adlai and Ellen Stevenson had driven forty
miles from Chicago, flames were bursting through the
windows and the roof. As a neighbor expressed his
sympathy to Stevenson, some burning debris floated
through the air and landed at Adlai's feet. He
picked it up, lit a cigarette, and said, '"Oh well,
as you can see, we are still using the house."
(Johnson 1: 382)

The heat of the presidential campaigns in 1952 and 1956
seemed to arouse the best of Stevenson's wit. Bill Adler cites

the following quips.

If I talk over the people's heads, Ike must be
talking under their feet. (Adler 2)

I have been much interested in the continued debate
raging in the newspapers as to whether I am headed
left, center, or right. 1I think it would be more
relevant to ask: Is the man moving forward or back-
ward or is he grounded? (17)

I have been tempted to make a proposal to our Republi-
can friends: that if they stop telling lies about

us, we would stop telling the truth about them. (29)

Eggheads unite -- you have nothing to lose but
your yolks. (89)

Golf is a fine release from the tensions of office,
but we are a little tired of holding the bag. (29)
The serious side of Stevenson's eloquence was most likely
even of greater appeal to intellectuals. His vast capacity
for wit was only one more ingredient for them to appreciate.
The content of Stevenson's eloquent and gracious speeches,

particularly his attention to internationalist-humanist
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concerns and his ubigquitous call for reason, was also appeal-
ing. In the "Moral Principle" speech, he uttered that great-
ness is equated with speaking "for humanity at large" and con-
cern for "the whole of man." His was a voice opposed to the
worst aspects of provincialism and nationalism. He recognized,
as Louis Sullivan had decades before, that to radiate the liv-
ing qualities of imagination and reflection one's works must
show that one is a "well-wisher to humanity at large, not a
stranger to it, and heedless of it" (Sullivan 150).

Throughout his public life, especially since his days at
the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, Stevenson spoke
passionately and urgently for a cooperative United States role
in "humanity at large." 1In 1945, more than a half dozen years
before he was widely discussed as a possible presidential
candidate, he lamented in a London speech that because man's
mastery of himself had not kept pace with man's mastery of
science, the United States was committed to getting "the UN
organized and functioning as quickly as possible" and warned
that "it will take the faith, confidence, and energy of all
of us to make it work," and that it was '"the only practicable
alternative" (Johnson 2: 278-80). The formal establishment
of the United Nations, and his own role in that process, were
satisfying to Stevenson, and he relentlessly hammered at the
need to make it work. To the International Astronomical
Association he said: "If there can be said to be a wave of the
future for mankind, I believe it is in the principle of

community" in which nations "join their sovereign wills"
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(Stevenson, Looking Outward 157). In 1960 he encouraged the

newly elected John Kennedy not to be '"content to project beyond
our frontiers little but rockets and the threat of destruction.
We need to replace our human neighborhood of potential death
with a full human neighborhood of common work and cooperation"
(Johnson 7: 608). This consistent, Wilsonian theme was
poignantly expressed in Stevenson's last formal speech in which
he pleaded for interdependence. "We travel together, passengers
on a little space ship...preserved from annihilation by the
care, the work, and the love we give our fragile craft," said
Stevenson. '"We cannot maintain it," he concluded, "half
fortunate, half miserable, half confident, half despairing,
half slave...half free....No craft, no crew can travel safely
with such vast contradictions. On their resolution depends

the survival of us all" (8: 814-815).

His own moral sensitivity, publicly displayed, also played
well in intellectual circles. 1In the midst of post-war pros-
perity (1954) Stevenson said, "There is a great hunger among
the people for moral leadership....We have placed too much
emphasis on materialism. Most political appeals have been to
the belly rather than to the spiritual, the intellectual, the
moral, and the educational" (Johnson 4: 265). Later, in the
same decade, he was still as persistently annoyed with a society
that he perceived as having little moral integrity. In a Decem-
ber, 1959 speech, Stevenson harangued:

There is no real clash of ideas; no new ideas at
all....One pitiful cheater on a commercial TV program

receives a hundred times the attention paid to four
or five million unemployed workers. We don't shake
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our fists or flex our muscles about anything
[important]" (Martin, World 465).
This 1959 address echoed earlier speeches. Recall the Godkin
lecture in which Stevenson reminded listeners that the foremost
contribution to human society by the United States had come
"from her ideas; from the moral sentiments of human liberty
and human welfare" (112). On a different occasion he said that
freedom is neither an ideal nor a protection "if it means noth-
ing more than the freedom to stagnate, to live without dreams,
to have no greater aim than a second car and another television
set -- and this in a world where half our fellow men have less
than enough to eat" (Muller 222).

Writers both in the United States and abroad shared his
dissatisfaction. Richard Rovere: "Stevenson seems a symbol...
of political decency and of moral and intellectual integrity"
(Graff 34). Historian Henry Steele Commager: "[Stevenson]
exercised immense authority wholly without power whose sanc-
tions were entirely intellectual and moral" (Johnson 3: x).

The Times of London: "[Stevenson] reminded the world that

there was another America -- sensitive, self-critical, thought-
ful, and visionary. At home he kept the light of intellect
burning through a period when it was not fashionable to think"
(ix). 1Indeed, along with his eloquent call for idealism and
vision, his faith in the best in human nature and his encourage-
ment to participate in the international community, was a driv-
ing desire to make fashionable "to think," to reason.

Stevenson's friend Barbara Ward recalled that he was



60
representative of eighteenth century Western thinking inasmuch

as he possessed "the Enlightenment's cool, Deist religion, its
belief in reason and the possibility of progress, its fundamen-
tal optimism and intellectual curiosity" and the belief in
"natural law and the community of mankind" (ward 216). At the
United Nations' memorial service for Stevenson, Venezuelan
Ambassador Dr. Carlos Sosa Rodriguez referred to him as one
of the United Nations' "most enlightened sons" and said that
one of Stevenson's greatest attributes was that he was "always
convinced of the force of reason" (Johnson 8: viii).

Stevenson himself, perhaps naively, believed that even
votes could be secured through reason. '"People are educable

' said Stevenson in a 1956

on the issues; you can, I believe,'
interview, "induce convictions by reason" (6: ix). Even if

he merely were trying to convince himself that reason, in the
end, could save humanity, intellectuals rushed to the cause,
recognizing that Stevenson's call to reason as campaign fare
represented a standard by which they could measure their own
political activity.

In his classic study of the American voter, Angus Campbell
found that persons who perceive issues to be more relevant to
their values will be more likely to express intense opinions
(Campbell 113). Intellectuals perceived that Adlai Stevenson
embodied their vision of the world; a world in which language
is revered, international good will is promoted and reason

prevails. They also believed that apart from Stevenson, most

other politicians did not share their vision.
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What about Stevenson's style as contrasted with that of
other politicians on the national scene in the 1950s? "After
all, Washington is a company city: its business, politics;
its leaders and aspiring juniors are largely ignorant of
literature, history, philosophy and all other realms of thought
and discourse not related to the most mundane and practical
concerns" (Goodwin 33)

The thought of someone heading the national government
who was well-versed in history, literature, and philosophy
-- in short, someone who was culturally literate and proud to
be so was extremely appealing to intellectuals. Consider some
of those to whom Stevenson stood in contrast and the point is
made clearer. Dwight Eisenhower and Richard Nixon, although
politically astute, were not perceived by intellectuals as be-
ing particularly literate in the classical sense. Even John
F. Kennedy, who would later win the favor of intellectuals,
was a distant second when their litmus tests were applied.

I begin with the contrast of Stevenson to Eisenhower,
twice his nemesis. As most of the intellectuals of the day
saw it, Eisenhower was content with a nation in which, accord-
ing to William Faulkner, "The artist has no more actual place
in the American culture of today than he has in the American
economy of today, no place at all in the warp and woof, the
thews and sinews, the mosaic of the American dream" (Muller
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