Knowledgeable Human Capital and Education in the Eisenhower Administration:

The Role of Women

Erwin V. Johanningmeier

University of South Florida

johannin@usf.edu
Presented at the Annual Meeting of the Historical Society

31 May – 02 June 2012

Columbia, South Carolina

Preface

“Knowledgeable human capital” is used in this work as a comprehensive conceptualization of relationships that goes beyond the implications of the more common terms of “manpower,” “human resources,” or “human capital” that are associated with what is required for economic production. This conceptualization emphasizes the importance of the knowledge and skills that prospective citizen workers must have the opportunity to acquire and the importance of their ability to acquire them. Early in the Post-World-War-II Era, it was becoming increasingly clear to the nation’s leaders that the nation needed more than a supply of able, willing, and compliant workers. It needed highly educated workers. It needed knowledgeable human capital. As Herbert G. Espy told teachers, more than a year before Sputnik,  “Gone is the day when work called more for muscles than for minds.”
 Some were even convinced that “education [was] indeed the crucial weapon in the cold war.”
 Creating and educated population and thus developing an adequate supply of knowledgeable human capital was and continues to be a social and a political consideration as well as an economic concern because it entails asking whether educational resources and opportunities are fairly, efficiently, and effectively distributed to all citizens. This conceptualization requires that expenditures for education be viewed not as expenses, benefits, or entitlements but as investments. As long as there are social and economic structures that fail to enable all citizens to acquire the necessary resources for a personal investment in education, it is a necessary public investment.

In the Cold War Era, the nation’s leaders had to determine whether the nation had the educational resources (facilities, talented students, teachers, and professors) to produce the knowledgeable human capital it required. They were confronted by the need to expand educational opportunities as well as educational facilities. They had to provide access to education to those who had historically either had been ill served by public education or had been denied equal educational opportunity, especially women and minorities. The needs of and the productivity of education—elementary schools, high schools, junior or community colleges and technical institutes, colleges, and universities—were of considerable concern to the nation’s leaders. 

The two issues that framed education discourse in the Post-World-War-Era and   continue to frame education as a topic high on the national agenda are the nation’s requirements for knowledgeable human capital, for example, the shortage of scientists and engineers in the early 1950s that has been metamorphosed into the emphasis on STEM subjects as the beginning of the twenty-first century, and the need to extend equality of educational opportunity to all the nation’s children and youth without any consideration of their race, ethnicity, religious affiliation, gender, or their position in the social class hierarchy, now recognized as the need to eliminate the achievement gap between the privileged classes and the disadvantaged populations. That these two issues were related to one another and were being addressed in the Eisenhower administration before the Soviet Union’s successful launches of its Sputniks in October and November 1957 has been overshadowed by the familiar narrative that begins with Sputnik and ends with the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) in 1958.

The Narrative
That the nation’s need for knowledgeable human capital—its shortage of scientists and engineers—in the early 1950s, was addressed by President Eisenhower and his administration before the Soviet Union’s successful launches of its Sputniks in October and November 1957 has been overshadowed by the Sputmik-NDEA narrative. That narrative emphasizes that NDEA provided federal funds for public education and overlooks that its purpose was “to insure [sic] trained manpower of sufficient quality and quantity to meet the national defense needs of the United States.”
 The attention that has been given to that “technological spectacular,” Sputnik, the “Sputnik crisis,” 
 and its aftermath—increased emphasis on mathematics, science, foreign language, and guidance in the public schools—and NDEA is, in large measure, explained by those who have celebrated what NDEA subsequently meant for federal aid for public education. For example, James R. Killian, Jr., who served as President Eisenhower’s Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology, later observed that: “Forward-looking government leaders and educators seized upon the public response to Sputnik …  to break through the long-standing barrier to federal support of education. NDEA, he maintained, “was a profoundly important breakthrough in the federal support of education in the states.”
 Those who wanted the federal government to provide financial aid for the nation’s public schools successfully used NDEA to do that,
 and they were successful in that. As Asa S. Knowles predicted, it was not simply a one time “shot in the arm” to deal with what President Eisenhower thought of as a temporary measure to address what was identified as an “emergency.”
 NDEA gave state and local education officials access to the federal treasury; and once it was opened, it remained open. NDEA provided advocates of federal aid to public education a rationale—the need to contribute to national security and to the national welfare—and a model for subsequent federal support, for example, the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act that was reauthorized in 2001 as No Child Left Behind. 

Before Sputnik


Years before the Soviet Union successfully launched its Sputniks, Dwight D, Eisenhower had expressed his interest in the nation’s need for knowledgeable human capital—then, simply known as manpower—as early as 1947 in his first meeting with Eli Ginsberg.
 As the Supreme Commander of the Allied Expeditionary Forces in Europe during World War II, he knew that during the war nearly two million American men otherwise eligible for military service were found unfit “because of a mental or emotional defect, and another three-quarters were discharged … for these same reason while the war was still under way.” While Chief of Staff of the United States Army and preparing to become president of Columbia University, he asked General Howard Snyder: How can we develop a study that will reveal the shortcomings in American Life which are responsible for [this] fact.”
 As president of Columbia University, he organized the Conservation of Human Resources Project in 1950 to answer the question he had posed to General Snyder. According to Eli Ginzberg, Eisenhower’s contributions to the Conservation of Human Project were significant. In a letter to President Eisenhower when The Uneducated (1953)—the first major study issued by the Project—was published, Ginzberg wrote: “I really believe that you had the key idea of how manpower wastes could be studied; and particularly how use could be made of the military personnel records. In short, your contribution was very much greater than that of personal interest and personal sponsorship, great as they were.”


When the Korean War broke out in June 1950, the Ford Foundation that had shown some interest in the Human Resources Project asked Eisenhower whether the university would “sponsor a national council that, while making use of the Conservation staff would direct itself not to research but to policy problems by assessing urgent manpower issues and reporting on them for the guidance of the government and the public.”
 Eisenhower agreed, and that was the beginning of the National Manpower Council that subsequently served as a model for the President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers. As Eisenhower was leaving the presidency of Columbia University to assume the presidency of the United States, he related that the National Manpower Council was among the projects he believed would help his administration. It was among the programs that would “continue to command my active interest and encouragement.”


The National Manpower Council addressed the role of women as it related to the nation’s need for knowledgeable human capital in Womanpower in 1957 and in Work in the Lives of Married Women in 1959. In 1954 in a letter to James D. Zellerbach, head of the Council, Eisenhower wrote: “In the pressing world situation, when all our plans depend upon a wise handling of our manpower resources, the Council is doing an excellent job in providing leadership in manpower study.”

Eisenhower Administration Initiatives

While President Eisenhower and the members of his administration clearly and emphatically acknowledged that the states and local communities had the authority and the responsibility for maintaining public education, his administration was increasingly interested in how effectively the states and local communities were fulfilling their responsibilities. Their interest was based on the knowledge that without an effective system of education—elementary schools, high schools, junior colleges and technical institutes, colleges, and universities—the nation would not be able to develop the knowledgeable human capital the nation required. They realized that the nation needed an increased supply of knowledgeable human capital and that the source of that supply was limited by the “lean generation” created by the low fertility rate the nation experienced in the 1930s. They argued that it was now necessary to afford educational and professional opportunities to women that had earlier been denied to them. They not only recognized the need to provide greater access to education but also recognized that the nation would not be able to develop an adequate supply of knowledgeable human capital unless it ceased discriminating against minorities and women, especially women. 
To address the needs of public education Eisenhower attempted to secure federal aid for school construction.
 In 1954 he secured support for the first ever White House Conference on Education that met in late 1955. Commissioner of Education Samuel M. Brownell explained that he proposed having a White House Conference on Education because he wanted “to try to get the local and the state governments to assume the kind of responsibility for the development of education that is essential for our national well being.”
 

The President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers. In 1953 Eisenhower “established a special inter-departmental committee
 to make an intensive study of the actions which need to be taken in order to improve our present situation with regard to the education and utilization of highly qualified scientists and engineers.”
 In April 1955, Arthur S. Flemming, Director of the Office of Defense Mobilization (ODM) who chaired the “special committee,” presented President Eisenhower The Development of Scientists and Engineers, the report of the Interdepartmental Committee. Eisenhower accepted the recommendation of  “the special inter-departmental committee” and appointed the National Committee for the Development of Scientists and Engineers. (Its name was changed to The President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers on May 7, 1957).
 When it recommended to the president that he appoint the President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers, the Interdepartmental Committee urged that: “the committee be constituted of men and women representing the major organizations in these fields.”

 The President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School. On January 2, 1956, in his Special Message to the Congress on Education, President Eisenhower related that there were problems arising in higher education that needed to be addressed. The increasing enrollments in the elementary and the high schools would soon find their way into higher education. For every two students enrolled in higher education in the mind-1950s the expectation was that there would be three by the mid-1960s. The nation needed knowledgeable human capital. There were already shortages “in medicine, teaching, nursing, science, engineering, and in other fields of knowledge which require education beyond the level of the high school.” He acknowledged that higher education was a “responsibility of the States, localities, and private groups and institutions” and indicated that that responsibility had to remain where it was. He was, however, planning to “appoint a distinguished group of educators and citizens to develop this year, through studies and conferences, proposals in this educational field.”
  On March 28, 1956, the White House announced that Deveraux Colt Josephs, Chairman of the Board of Directors of the New York Life Insurance Company agreed to serve as chair of the President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School. Josephs’ committee was charged with studying how to provide good teaching and housing for the increase in college students that was expected in the coming decade, recommend how to satisfy the expected demand for scientists, engineers, and other professionals, and how to ensure that talented students remained in high school and entered college.
 

The Committee Reports
The Development of Scientists and Engineers, the report of the Interdepartmental Committee, the reports and the working papers of the President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers, and those of the President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School reveal that there was a growing recognition that the “supply problem”—the nation’s need for scientists and engineers—could not be resolved unless the barriers to education and to opportunities that minorities and women, especially women, were taken down. 

The Interdepartmental Committee. In its report to the president the Interdepartmental Committee expressed its concern with the education of women as well as men and emphasized the importance of understanding the potential contributions women and minorities were capable of making. It wanted to remove the “artificial barriers” that women and minorities faced in order to increase the nation’s supply of scientists and engineers. It explained that: 

In some fields, artificial barriers prevent the employment of trained scientists and engineers or teachers of them. Despite current shortages, there are women, Negroes, and handicapped persons who are sometimes not permitted to qualify for positions commensurate with their abilities and training. Similar barriers deter many such persons from entering training for these occupations.
 

The Interdepartmental Committee not only believed that women were capable of contributing to the nation’s needs for scientists and engineers but also argued that training them to do so would pay dividends. It explained that:

The training of more women as scientists, engineers, and science teachers would provide a significant increase in supply. The potential competence of women for many types of work in these fields has been demonstrated. Since women tend to go into the teaching field to a greater extent than men, the training of more women in these fields would pay dividends in meeting the shortage of high school science and mathematics teachers.


The President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers. At the first meeting of the President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers, on May 15, 1956, a. Boyd Campbell, President of the U. S. Chamber of Commerce, related that there were “trained women unable to secure a position.” Arthur S. Flemming agreed and related that he had “stressed this point with deans of engineering schools that they haven’t put out a very large welcome mat for women to go into that profession. Flemming further indicated that women constituted “an untapped resource.”
 


At the time, a third of the women in the labor force were married. Dr. Arthur S. Adams, President of the American Council on Education, observed that “matrimony” made it difficult for women to be career engineers” and that it was “necessary to find more effective ways to utilize competent women without interfering with their family duties.” Dr. Edgar Fuller, Executive Secretary of the Council of Chief State School Officers, suggested that women could do more good as teachers than as engineers.


In October 1956, Marguerite W. Zapoleon informed the President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers that: “the waste of scientific talent is greater among women than among men.” While there was no difference in “academic aptitude” between boys and girls, more boys than girls attended college. While there were some differences between boys and girls “on special aptitudes important in science and engineering,” those differences, she related, “have been attributed more to environmental and cultural factors than to biological differences.”  She further explained that:


The developing and conserving of this scientific talent is increasingly important as earlier marriages, the lightening of household tasks, and the lengthening life span of women enable them to spend more time in productive work outside their homes. Although teaching is especially suitable employment for many of them, some can be more useful in engineering, and in scientific research areas, from which in past years they have been discouraged.

That women were being awarded only ten percent of the doctorates was clearly a sign that there was a source of needed knowledgeable human capital that was being overlooked.


In a paper he prepared for the Program Planning Committee of the President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers in February 1957, E. D. Vinogradoff advised the committee that current trends indicated that the nation’s need for scientists and engineers would continue into the mid-1960s. The nation’s low birthrate in the 1930s was contributing to the shortage. Those born in the 1930s, then described as either the “lean generation” or the “thin generation,” were just beginning to be graduated from college and entering the labor force. Because that generation was “lean,” the nation was certain to experience “a numerical decrease of about three-quarters of a million in the number of men in the labor force aged 25-34” in the coming decade. The modest increase in the number of women in the “lean generation” was expected to reduce the deficit in the labor force aged 25-34 to just over a half a million.


Vinogradoff pointed out that in the coming decade the labor market would be “dominated by the fact that the ‘lean’ generation will give our country fewer young men at the best working age (25-34).” He related that: “special emphasis will have to be placed on the greater utilization of women, older people and other minority groups in the labor force.”
 The expected decrease in the number of available men for the labor force meant that the nation would have to rely on women. Vinogradoff explained that:

Women will comprise an ever-larger proportion of the labor force in this “lean generation.” As the number of males age 25-34 decreases the number of women in this age group will increase by a small amount by 1965. Of the total labor force growth of one million during this decade, women will account for over one-half. The implications of these facts are obvious. An ever-increasing number of women will have to be employed in shortage occupations whatever past habits and traditions.


At the fourth meeting of the President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers, Mrs. Aryness Joy Wickens, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Manpower and Employment, United States Department of Labor, informed the Committee that the nation would not have the knowledgeable human capital it needed unless it recognized that all agencies and institutions employed more women.  She advised the committee that:

Over half of the increase in the labor force from now on will be women. In other words, we have a change in the make-up of the labor force. This suggests that hose of us in industry, Government, or colleges must all make up our minds to employ more women. I don’t mean to give you gentlemen who are engineers, advise [sic] about lady engineers, but taking the scientific and technical occupations as w hole, the production of jobs, and the clerical occupations, more women must be hired.

If more women were not hired, she advised that “there won’t be enough people.”


At the meeting of the Program Planning Committee of the President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers, “considerable emphasis was placed on the fact that women will constitute the major labor force resource of the next decade.” Several members agreed that this point needed to be emphasized by the National Committee in future meetings.”
 At the sixth meeting of the President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers on June 12, 1957, it was again suggested that a way had to be found to encourage women to pursue careers in science and engineering. Those minutes also reveal that there was a discussion that “indicated the need for re-emphasis on women as a source of scientific and engineering manpower.” Those in attendance agreed that the report to President Eisenhower should “suggest methods of encouraging women to go into science and engineering.”


The President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School. The Committee for Education Beyond the High School that Commissioner Brownell described as “one of the important studies that we got into”
 emphasized that women constituted a great pool of future college and university teachers. It wanted those responsible for higher education to “overcome the cultural attitudes which have consigned women to a decided minority role in the ranks of higher education.” Not to recognize the contributions women were able to make was “an enormous waste of brain power” that was not unlike the waste that resulted “wherever employment barriers exist against members of racial and religious minorities.”
 Women who were as well qualified as men to continue their education beyond high school were then less likely to do so. One study of 10,830 “fully qualified” students showed that forty-two percent qualified boys did not go on to fulltime study after high school graduation and that fifty-eight percent of the girls did not do so.
 


In an undated document entitled “Some Supplementary Materials to the Inventory of Questions to be Considered by the President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School” and intended only four use by the Committee, there was a section on “WOMANPOWER” in which it was observed that there was a “virtual retirement of women from the labor market between ages 20 and 50.” Women in their late teens or early twenties were remaining in school until they married and “start[ed] families immediately thereafter.” It was suggested that “a fresh look at attitudes concerning women in the labor force” was needed and that “institutional adjustments” might be required to deal with that “virtual retirement of women.”


If the nation was to have the knowledgeable human capital it required, it was necessary not only to provide more opportunities for women but also to end the discrimination visited upon them. The Committee for Education Beyond the High School maintained that:


Greater encouragement must be given to women to carry on their education and training beyond the high school. They are rich resources in the efforts to meet shortages in many occupations, and the recent changes in the patterns of their work experiences reflect both the great need for their services and the breaking down of barriers in professions and occupations. There is need for colleges to train more women for careers and still greater need for business and industry to accord women an equality of opportunity.


The Committee on Education Beyond the High School emphasized that “every individual, regardless of race, creed, color or national origin, shall have the opportunity to develop his or her best self, to continue appropriate education up to his or her personal point of optimum development.” Extending equality of opportunity entailed “breaking down of barriers” women faced.”

After Sputnik

The President’s Science Advisory Committee and the Commission on National Goals that President Eisenhower appointed after Sputnik also emphasized the importance of not ignoring the contributions women and minorities were capable of making toward addressing the nation’s need for knowledgeable human capital.


The President’s Science Advisory Committee. On October 15, 1957, President Eisenhower met with the President’s Science Advisory Committee of the Office of Defense Mobilization (ODM-SAC). It was a meeting that had been scheduled prior to the October 4 launch of Sputnik .At the time the ODM-SAC was chaired by Isidor I. Rabi whom Eisenhower knew from his tenure as President of Columbia University. When they met, Rabi suggested that the president needed a science advisor. He also suggested that the Soviets could surpass the United States in science and technology if the nation did not act to maintain and strengthen its scientific capabilities. The ODM-SAC also observed that the nation might face a shortage of scientific manpower and that was a possibility that had to be addressed.
 That was a possibility that Eisenhower could accept, for he and his administration were already attending to that possibility. He accepted the advice ODM-SAC gave him. On November 3, 1957, the day the Soviet Union launched Sputnik II to celebrate the 40th anniversary of the Communist Revolution, he established the Office of the Special Assistant to the President for Science and Technology (OSAST) and appointed James R. Killian Jr. the president of the Massachusetts Technology to the new position.


On November 21, 1957, President Eisenhower created the President’s Science Advisory Committee (PSAC) by reconstituting and enlarging the ODM-SAC that was housed in the Executive Office of the President and by moving it to the White House Office. Killian served as chairman of PSAC as well as the Special Assistant to the President. He was able to hold each position because Rabi resigned his position as chair of ODM-SAC to enable Killian to serve as its chair as well as Special Assistant to the President. It was an arrangement that worked well, for the work of the Special Assistant and that of PSAC were often integrated.


The President’s Science Advisory Committee consisted of a part-time board of scientists and engineers charged with providing the federal government, and specifically the president, advice on science and technology but it did not have any operating responsibilities. PSAC operated by establishing panels of its members charged with studying specific issues. Consultants from science, industry, education, and government were called upon to assist the panels. When a panel completed its assigned study, it presented its report to the entire committee for review and distribution to appropriate government agencies. Glenn T. Seaborg, who was appointed to PSAC in January 1959, reported that the PSAC panels addressed “a wide-range of topics, with some emphasis on military matters.”
 While the vast majority of the PSAC panels addressed either directly or indirectly topics related to national security, three of them addressed education, the process that identifies and produces knowledgeable human capital. One such panel that addressed the importance and role of women was the DuBridge Panel.


The DuBridge Panel—Education for the Age of Science. Killian, having participated in the discussions with President Eisenhower, Marion B. Folsom, and Elliot Richardson that resulted in the message that Eisenhower sent to Congress that resulted in the National Defense Education Act, decided with the agreement of PSAC that it should address science education.
 As others had, for example, the President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School, The President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers, and as others would,
 the DuBridge Panel; recognized the contributions women were capable of making to the nation’s need for knowledgeable human capital. It recognized that the nation was entering a new era in which the role of women was changing and it wanted to take advantage of those changes. It observed that:


The changing times are also changing the role of women in our society. For more than a century there have been some distinguished career women in the advanced societies. But now modern technology has provided a release from domestic drudgery which offers many women more time, even while they are young mothers, to devote to creative pursuits. Earlier marriages advance the age at which married women can look forward to very substantial commitments of time outside the family. Women therefore constitute an enormous potential resource for research, scholarship and teaching which we have not even begun to tap. We should begin conscious efforts to assist them to make the contributions of which they are capable.

The DuBridge Panel wanted the contributions women were capable of making to the nation’s supply of knowledgeable human capital to be made.


President Eisenhower’s Commission on National Goals. In his seventh State of the Union Message, delivered on January 9, 1959, President Eisenhower indicated that the nation needed “more than politically ordained national objectives.” It needed national goals. He explained that he envisioned a committee made up of “educators and representatives of labor, management, finance, the professions, and every other kind of useful activity” that would produce a study that “would update and supplement, in the light of continuous changes in our society and its economy, the monumental work of the Committee on Recent Trends which was appointed in 1931 by President Hoover.” Such a committee would address “the living standards of our people, their health and education, their better assurance of life and liberty, and their greater opportunities” and how the nation could achieve its goals.


The American Assembly and National Goals. On February 3, 1960, President Eisenhower appointed the President’s Commission on National Goals. It was appointed as a non-official body charged with developing objectives and programs for the 1960s and beyond. It functioned under the auspices of the American Assembly. According to its charger, the purpose of the American Assembly was “to arrive at and disseminate impartial and authoritative findings on questions of national and international importance, and thus stimulate the growth of informed opinion with a view to the preservation and strengthening of the democratic processes and principles of freedom.”
 Eisenhower appointed Henry M. Wriston, President Emeritus of Brown University, who was then President of the American Assembly, Chair of the Commission on National Goals. As was the American Assembly, the Commission on National Goals was financed by private sources.


The Commission identified and addressed fifteen topics or goals. For each goal, it selected a writer who was assisted by a panel that served to offer criticisms and suggestions. It and a number of the authors who provided the invited essays addressed the two topics that were then framing education discourse on the national agenda: the nation’s need for knowledgeable human capital and the nation’s need to extend equality of opportunity to those Americans who had been and were still being denied equality of opportunity, especially women and African Americans. 


The Commission acknowledged that not all Americans were afforded the same opportunities. Some faced “stubborn barriers” that had to be taken down. The “vestiges of religious prejudice, handicaps to women, and most important, discrimination on the basis of race” were, according to the Commission, “morally wrong, economically wasteful, and in many respects dangerous.”
 It established as a goal the end of discrimination in higher education by 1970. It wanted each state to “make progress in good faith toward desegregation of public supported schools.” Four years before Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act specified that programs that had federal support and were found to be practicing discrimination were subject to having their federal funds withdrawn, the Commission recommended that no federal funds “be disbursed to employers who discriminate on the basis of race.” It also wanted all other institutions—for example, “universities, hospitals, and airports”—that discriminated to be barred from receiving federal grants.


Wriston on Equality of Opportunity. Henry M. Wriston clearly and forcefully argued that differences between whites and African Americans were explained by the differences in their access to opportunities. The life expectancy of African Americans was not as long as it was for whites, and that difference was explained by the “curtailment of ‘unalienable’ rights,” by the denial of equal opportunities. African Americans who “had equal advantages in housing, education, and medical care,” according to Wriston, had “practically the same expectation of life as whites.” Denying African Americans opportunities equal to those afforded to white Americans had significant economic consequences. He maintained that discrimination was a practice that entailed costs that the nation could not afford:


A tremendous economic loss is involved. The working years of a colored person are roughly 12 to 15 per cent less than they should be. In terms of the production of goods and service, the growth of the economy, that is a waste we cannot afford.

Because African Americans were denied equality of educational opportunity, they were denied the opportunity to reach their full potential and were “condemn[ed] to remain common laborers” when the need for “common laborers” whether measured as a “percentage of he labor force” or “in absolute numbers” was “shrinking.”


It was clear to Wriston that: “Talent is distributed across the human race without regard to national boundaries, race, sex, or any other classification.”
 He knew of no “competent study” that demonstrated that one race was superior and others inferior. While he acknowledged that not all wanted to allow African Americans to enjoy equality of opportunity and that the resistance to desegregation persisted, he also observed that progress had been made in some areas and it that it would certainly continue. He explained that during the previous two decades:

Desegregation has been achieved in the armed forces and the federal service. Headway has bee made in transportation, in stores, restaurants, hotels, and schools. Enough has been done to show that desegregation is inescapable; it remains for all of us to make up our minds actively to cooperate with the inevitable.


Wriston on Women. Just as discrimination against African Americans retard the nation’s economic growth and worked against its prosperity, so did discrimination against women. Wriston, like the President’s Committee on Education Beyond the High School, the President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers, and the DuBridge Panel, observed that women were not permitted to exercise their abilities to the fullest.  According to Wriston,

They own much of the wealth of the nation; but in its management, in the direction of policies concerning it, not to say in the political operations which determine the atmosphere in which wealth is created, they are still discriminated against. At a time when women constitute nearly a third of the labor force, it makes no sense, from the standpoint of an expanding economy, to apply social sanctions which limit their earning power, and deprive the economy of their executive abilities, their capacity for scientific research, and even their higher technical skills. The union of family life and career is possible to a degree never before conceivable. Yet barriers of pride and prejudice are needless hurdles for women to surmount.

Denying women equality of opportunity and not allowing hem to use their talents constituted an unnecessary waste of knowledgeable human capital.


Gardner on Women. The Goals Commission invited John W. Gardner, President of the Carnegie Corporation of New York and the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, to address education. He had recently served as the principal author of the report on education prepared for The Rockefeller Panel Reports. As did the Committee for Education Beyond the High School, The President’s Committee on Scientists and Engineers, the DuBridge Panel, and Henry M. Wriston, Gardner drew attention to the talents women possessed. Women constituted thirty-six per cent of the labor force, and the number of women entering the labor force was rapidly increasing. Women were earning thirty per cent of the bachelor’s degrees, but only ten per cent of the doctoral degrees. Women were “capable of advanced education in any field, including mathematics, science, engineering, medicine and law,” and it was the responsibility of parents, teachers, and guidance personnel in the schools to recognize and encourage girls “from the earliest years” to consider careers in these fields. Not to recognize the talent women offered was a waste the nation could not afford. It was “a relic of the past” that had to be overcome.


Warren Weaver on Women. Warren Weaver, Vice President of the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation and of the Sloan-Kettering Instituted, related that the development of science in the United States was limited by “the inadequacy of our supply of able and well-trained scientists.” He agreed with James Bryant Conant that the failure of half of the nation’s able young to attend college was a limiting factor but chose to draw attention to another “lost half”—women. The nation had not made it part of its “cultural tradition to arrange for the effective use, in scientific activities, of women.” There was no reason why the nation could not successfully adjust to the differences between men and women, “and give women full opportunity for creative careers in science.”
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