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Hi all,

The paper I’m presenting is essentially my first year seminar paper, which I am hoping to turn into a stand alone article.  For those who saw earlier instantiations, it’s been partly reframed (mainly to get rid of a lot of the clunky methodology/historiography stuff), and an extended (and unnecessary) 25 page discussion of congressional debate about the smith-mundt act has been cut from the end, but the guts of the paper remain unchanged.  Basically, the paper does some things that I think make it worth trying to get out (though I’m curious to see what you make of it), but I don’t want to invest a substantial amount of research time into it – it’s not going to be part of my dissertation.  So I’m looking for ways to tighten the argument, other connections to existing literature that seem appropriate, quickish/targeted fixes in the research, as well as a general discussion of any probs with it.  More specifically, I’d like advice on how to deal with the two obvious holes in the research: 

1) the lack of information on applicants and actual selectees: how much of a hole is this, and how can I get around it?

2) The lack of research into the negotiations for the surplus sales. Again, how much of a problem is this, and can I make the paper work without a lot of research into these negotiations, which I have begun to do but don’t know how to keep that project contained.  I’d like at some point to do something on the surplus disposal more generally, but don’t know how much of that is necessary for this paper.

Thanks for looking at this, and I look forward to seeing you Thursday

Cheers

Sam.

The Creation of the Fulbright Program and the International Transmission of American Culture, 1945-1950.

Sam Lebovic
On August 1 1946 President Harry Truman signed into existence Public Law 584.  This seemingly modest piece of legislation, an amendment to the Surplus Property Act of 1944, would become much better known over the years by the name of its author and main congressional proponent, the then freshman Democratic senator from Arkansas, J. William Fulbright.  For Public Law 584, or the Fulbright Act, was the piece of legislation that gave birth to the Fulbright Program for International Educational Exchange.  This program would, of course, go on to balloon in both size and fame; the term ‘Fulbright’ has entered the lexicon as a noun meaning educational exchange and, over the course of its 60-year history the program has aided more than 255 000 academics or students work and study in a foreign country.
  As a result, it is uncontroversial today to observe that the Fulbright program is the pre-eminent international exchange program for scholars and students in the world.  



Little attention, however, has been paid to the origins of the program.  Too often, the creation of the Fulbright is seen as merely the flowering of an inherent US benevolence as it rose to global dominance or, alternatively, as an obvious complement or precursor to the US cold war cultural offensive.
  In reality, of course, there was nothing natural or inevitable about the creation of a widespread program for international educational exchange in 1946.  This paper will explore the institutional, material and ideological factors which lay behind the creation of the Fulbright program, hoping to suggest that this is a more instructive moment in post-war American history than it has previously been considered.  Indeed, the creation of the Fulbright is important because it was an early post-war attempt by the US government to spread American culture internationally.  Somewhat surprisingly, the Fulbright had its origins in the problems associated with the disposal of surplus war material left in foreign countries at the end of WW2.  This residue of the wartime political economy structured both the geography of the globe into which American culture expanded through the Fulbright, and the ideological context in which the Fulbright was considered one of many ‘intangible benefits’ the US could derive from the sale of otherwise worthless war material. Analysis of the decisions made by the first administrators of the program allows us to see that these administrators had an almost blind faith in the utility and strength of American culture, a belief in that culture’s ability to transform the world without itself being transformed, and a deep, and almost unspoken, assumption that the globe was the natural sphere for the application of that cultural power. Those beliefs reflect the Fulbright’s origins in a pre-cold war globalist ideology, one in which America appeared unchallenged as global hegemon.  Similarly, the belief that individual scholars and students provided a suitable medium for the transmission of culture abroad was underscored by the post-war understanding that elite individuals drove cultural change.  All in all, a study of the Fulbright program helps us to historicize the processes by which US culture expanded into the globe at the start of the ‘American Century’. 

Of course, we should be careful not to overstate the originality of the Fulbright program.  Several precedents for such a program existed in pre-war American history.  In 1945 and 1946, both congressional and media advocates of the Fulbright program reminded the public ad nauseaum about the Boxer Indemnity scheme of 1908, where monies owed to the US government by China after the Boxer rebellion were placed in a fund for the education of Chinese citizens in America.
  Even in the years that we now identify with the Communist revolution, the result of the Boxer indemnity fund was apparently clear to all: the program was ‘one reason why the democratic movement became so vigorous in China’
, it ensured friendly relations between the two nations and had become a ‘river of good will that never dried up, and that watered the whole Orient’.
 Similarly, supporters of the Fulbright, most notably former President Herbert Hoover, cited with approval the Belgian American Educational Foundation, created in 1920 with funds from the liquidation of the Belgian Relief Commission, which had ensured that Belgium ‘had a better understanding of American ways of life and ideals than many large nations’.
  Additionally, in an attempt to combat alleged Axis cultural infiltration in Latin America, the State Department had launched a cultural exchange program with the American Republics in 1938.
  Clearly, the Fulbright program wasn’t the first educational exchange program created by the United States.

That said, the Fulbright program was markedly different from its country- and region- specific forerunners by virtue of its global potential, by virtue of its attempts to organise educational exchanges between America and the rest of the globe. As much was acknowledged at the time.  In 1947, the New York Times declared that ‘the United States has embarked on the most comprehensive program of student exchange ever undertaken by any nation.’
  A promotional pamphlet for the program commented that it is ‘obvious that the Fulbright Act makes possible a program of educational exchange on a scale without precedence in modern times’.
  And the agenda of the first meeting of the administrators of the Fulbright program began with the statement that ‘The Fulbright Act provides for what will probably be the largest and most comprehensive program of international educational exchanges ever undertaken…[because] all nations are eligible to participate.’

That agenda quickly added an important qualifier, however, noting that all nations were eligible to participate ‘if they desire to purchase United States surplus property’ (my emphasis).
  Indeed, whilst it was the potentially global scope of the Fulbright program that set it apart from the more limited scale of its antecedents, the ‘globe’ into which American culture expanded in the early years of the program was by no means an undifferentiated or holistic space.  The countries with whom America intended to exchange, and hence the areas into which American culture would flow, were structured by a very particular geography: they all housed American war surplus property in the immediate post war period. A complete history of the war surplus disposal remains to be written, but a closer, if necessarily partial, examination of the Fulbright’s origins in the problem of war surplus disposal reveals a very different picture of the motivations behind the program, as well as suggesting ways in which America’s role in World War II structured the nature of its cultural influence in the post-war period.

Following V-E day on May 8 1945, the Allied, and in particular, American forces focused all of their attentions, production capabilities and logistical deployments in the Pacific Theatre and began preparing for a land invasion of Japan.  The sudden cessation of conflict following the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki therefore caused a logistical nightmare.  On September 24 1945 John W. Snyder, Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion of Foreign Disposal, in testimony before the Special Committee Investigating the National Disposal Program, observed that ‘all plans on V-E day were prepared on the basis of a vast redeployment to the Pacific…With V-J day all those plans were set aside.  Supplies earmarked for Japan were stopped at the ports. The whole stock had to be reassessed.  There was an inevitable period of confusion.’
  Testifying before the House Committee on Expenditure in the Executive Departments on February 19 1946, Admiral Cotter, Vice Chief of the Materiel Division, U.S. Navy, agreed with this assessment, noting that the large amount of surplus military material in the Pacific Theatre of Operations, and the confused organization of that material, was in part due to the fact that ‘the termination of the Japanese war occurred at a time when the Navy was feverishly assembling logistical supplies in sizeable quantities for the impending invasion of the Japanese mainland’.

The armed forces thus began the process, established by the Surplus Property Act of 1944, of declaring any material not necessary to their peacetime operations as surplus, and transmitting the responsibility for the disposal of that material to the Surplus Property Administration.  The material that had been mobilised for the Japanese invasion, combined with the lend-lease material that had been in production at the war’s end, created a logistical problem of major proportions for the United States. In such a state of flux, it was understandably hard to determine solid figures about the amount of surplus material but it was estimated that some four million different types of items, ranging from tanks and trucks to sheet metal, from canned food to tents, worth approximately several billion American dollars, were scattered across the various theatres of war.
  Writing about the Pacific Theatre alone, one senior field operative was prompted to describe the surplus as ‘one of the greatest aggregation[s] of materials ever assembled in any area for one purpose alone’.
  Rumours of wanton destruction of surplus material by the armed forces, despite strident denials of such reports by surplus administrators, infuriated congressmen, who were apparently feeling some heat from their constituents for the alleged waste of items paid for by public taxes during a time of consumer shortages.
  Even in spite of this concern about wastage, abandonment of the property abroad seemed a possible policy solution for some.  After all, it appeared neither practical nor economical to bring the material back to America, given the prohibitive shipping costs, and that the maintenance and guarding of the material overseas not only slowed the demobilisation of personnel but also cost the tax payer more money.
  Attempts to sell the material to foreign buyers, be they government or private, were hamstrung by the widely observed shortage of US dollars in the global economy.
 The situation prompted H. Wendell Endicott, a senior field operative, to comment with regard to a part of the surplus in the Pacific, that ‘it would be a pure matter of economic advantage to Uncle Sam to abandon it on the spot thus terminating any future expense’.

An increasingly large group of policy makers in Washington, however, viewed the issue of war surplus less as a logistical problem than as a political opportunity.  On January 31 1946, President Truman, in Executive Order 9689, transferred the disposal of war surplus abroad to the Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, within the State Department.
  The freshly-appointed Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, Thomas C. McCabe, argued that the new arrangement was justified because ‘the problems involved in foreign disposal were so closely bound up with the international political and economic interests and activities of the United States under the State Department’.
  McCabe, who was Endicott’s boss, clearly took a different view of the potential uses of war surplus material from his field operative. Indeed, when he forwarded Endicott’s memorandum to Senator Fulbright, he included a cover letter stating that ‘I do not entirely agree with his suggestion regarding the abandonment of property…as I feel that we should fully explore using unsaleable military property in either the United States or other parts of the glove [sic] even at a loss to this Government’.
 

Whilst there was clearly a desire to sell as much of the war surplus for American dollars as was possible, that hope, it became increasingly clear, was probably not realistic. Nor was such an outcome necessarily desirable, given that sales for dollars would have further soaked up the few dollars circulating in the global economy, thus harming America’s export economy.
  Furthermore, establishing numerous sales for credit was looked upon unfavourably in light of America’s post-World War I credit arrangements, which had resulted in little but default and acrimony.  And, field operatives were quick to point out, the clock was ticking.  In the Pacific Endicott stressed that Congress must act ‘decisively at once’ to accept a form of payment from buyers, warning that ‘if the largest potential customer (China) is eliminated it is a serious question whether or not all of the surpluses in the PTO [Pacific Theatre of Operations] can be disposed of’ and concluding that China and the Phillipines were ‘“must” determinations’. Time was of the essence because ‘today is a seller’s market, and for the moment… [we], as a seller, sit in the driver’s seat.  However each week’s delay…will find the seller’s market fading away, as large commercial distributors organize to invade the Pacific markets with New Goods’.
   It was in this context that McCabe observed that beyond dollar sales and credit agreements there was  ‘a very real, and to me a very attractive, possibility of securing a substantial return to the United States by the use of surpluses to acquire property rights or concessions of direct value to the United States’.
  Increasing interest began to centre on the possibility of gaining ‘intangible benefits’ in return for the sale of war surplus materials.  The possible benefits that could thus accrue to the United States seemed limited only by the imagination and ambition of policy makers: landing rights, commercial concessions for US airlines in foreign airports, property for embassies and the acquisition of free trade and press agreements with Russia were all raised as potential pay-offs for the disposal of material that had previously appeared unredeemable for the United States.

It is only in this context that one can understand the passage of the Fulbright Act.  On September 27 1945, Senator Fulbright introduced to Congress a bill to amend the Surplus Property Act of 1944. S. 1440 was described as ‘a bill authorising use of credits established through the sale of surplus properties abroad for the promotion of international good will through the exchange of students in the fields of education, culture and science’.
  However, as Senator Fulbright explained in a letter to the President of Swarthmore College, he was forced, for political purposes, to redesign the bill in 1946 because the State Department ‘apparently saw tremendous possibilities for utilizing the same procedure for other objectives which would be in the interest of the United States’.  Fulbright went on to comment, perhaps somewhat regretfully, that ‘it was only at my insistence that the exchange of scholarships and educational provisions was included at all’, and that it was in order to get the approval of the Department of State, the Office of War Mobilisation and Reconversion and the Surplus Property Administrator, that ‘the new language’ was drafted.
  In that ‘new language’, educational exchange got, at best, equal billing with the issue of surplus disposal.  The difference between s.1636, which was introduced into Congress on November 30 1945, and its predecessor is most stark in its description.  Compared with s.1440, s.1636 was described as an amendment ‘to designate the Department of State as the disposal agency for surplus property outside the continental United States, its Territories and possessions, and for other purposes’.
  The bill provided for an educational exchange program, but it also confirmed that the State Department had broad discretion to accept other ‘intangible benefits’ in return for the sale of war surplus, a fact which no doubt accounted for the Department’s support of the bill throughout its brief and painless passage through Congress.

During that passage, s.1636 was presented as much as a way of getting something – anything – for the sale of war surplus as it was promoted as an opportunity for educational exchange.  Senator Fulbright himself, no doubt motivated in part by political necessity, but also perhaps by his own views that America’s war economy could be turned to post-war advantage, presented the bill as both a way to ‘strengthen the hand of the disposal authorities by giving them the necessary power to accept other types of benefits’ and as a way to institute educational exchange programs in order to ‘help break down mutual misunderstandings’ which  ‘in the age of airplanes… has an urgency that it has never had in the past’.
  In the bill’s brief hearing before a Subcommittee of the Committee of Military Affairs in February 1946, which lasted less than three hours, Fulbright again argued both for the need to get some return for the sale of surplus material and the benefits of educational exchange. Assistant Secretary of State, William Benton, was somewhat less mixed in his advocacy, noting that ‘it is a sound business procedure’ to try to fund things through surplus sales rather than through dollar appropriations.
  The bill was reported favourably from the committee on March 12 1946, with only a few amendments, and was passed by the Senate with almost no debate a month later. Three days later, on April 15 1946, the House referred the bill to the Committee on Expenditure in the Executive Departments.

On July 17 1946, the bill was reported back favourably by the committee, again with minor amendments.
  Tellingly, as well as commenting on the benefits of educational exchange, both committees noted favourably that the bill sought ‘to turn to the advantage of the United States the inability of most foreign countries, within whose confines surplus property is located, to pay for such surpluses with American dollars.’
 In the House of Representatives on July 26 1946, in the 10 minutes of debate before the bill was passed, one Mr Judd barely had time to mention the Boxer indemnity fund, ‘hope that there will be no objection to this bill. It does not cost us a cent. It enables us to salvage something out of surplus property abroad which otherwise would be a total loss’ and clarify that there was no question of donation to foreign nations in the bill.
 From there it was simply a matter of passing the bill back through the Senate, which was achieved with no debate on the next day, and having President Truman sign it into law on August 1 1946.

Without records of the negotiations for the bulk sales of war surplus materials to foreign governments, it is impossible to determine exactly what impact the passage of the Fulbright had on the actual disposal of war surplus.  One is tempted to suggest that it was a key to breaking Endicott’s ‘blockade’, after all, when the bill was passed, only the $650 million bulk sale to England had been concluded.
  Only 30 days after the Fulbright bill was signed into law, 1.5 tonnes of material, with an estimated procurement cost of US$500 million, were sold to China in return for the cancellation of American war time debts to China, and promises on behalf of the Chinese to set aside the equivalent of $30 million for the building of embassies and consulates and a further $20 million for cultural and educational exchange.
  By the end of September, the Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commissioner could boast that similar bulk sales, the majority including clauses setting funds aside for educational exchange, had been finalised with some 12 countries.  All told, in this brief period, $6 800 million dollars worth of material had been sold for a realisation of $1 590 million.
  To the contemporary reader, this may appear a paltry return, but as Secretary of State James F. Byrnes observed in 1946, 

‘the return which has been obtained for overseas surplus, while it necessarily represents a fraction of the original procurement cost of the property sold, has already far exceeded the realization hoped for…in addition, it has been possible to affect this realisation on terms which will result in a substantially greater direct and immediate benefit to the American taxpayer than we had believed possible.’

Clearly the return of intangible benefits for materials which had originally been procured to win the war, and which had previously been considered almost unsaleable, constituted a surprising windfall for the State Department.  For the historian, such sales suggest the ways in which America did not merely emerge from World War II as a superpower, but was able to use its position in the war time political economy to structure the nature of the post-war peace.
 In many ways, the Fulbright program can be seen as an attempt convert the military and economic geography of the war surplus material into an American cultural territory.  And whilst the creation of the Fulbright program was seen as a way to create an opportunity for cultural expansion out of what had appeared to be worthless material, we should also be aware that the Fulbright’s origins served to limit its scope.  

Indeed, the geography of the war surplus problem structured the extent of the Fulbright program’s cultural reach in the immediate post-war period.  Of the 22 countries that had purchased war material in a deal that included a Fulbright clause, all but five had entered into an exchange agreement by 1950.
  And those countries, the only ones whose culture the Fulbright administrator’s could hope to influence, were scattered across the globe, their involvement in the program dictated not by American policy imperatives, but by the exigencies of the war surplus disposal.  To be sure, some would emerge as key battlegrounds of the early Cold War: Austria, Greece, Turkey, China, Italy, Egypt and France were all involved in the program.  However, nations of less strategic importance, such as Australia, New Zealand, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom, were also included, their involvement assured because they had housed surplus material in the immediate post-war period.

We should, however, be careful not to overstate the importance of the Fulbright Act in closing the war surplus deals. It is clear that the Fulbright provisions were on the bargaining table but there is some evidence to suggest that they may have been marginal to the conclusion of the sales.  First, the sale to the English, concluded before s.1636 had been introduced to the Senate, had also set aside $50 million dollars for educational exchange.  Second, only a small fraction of the overall purchasing price was set aside for educational purposes.  Of the $1 590 million realised in this period, 56% was derived from traditional credit arrangements and 25% came from dollar sales (including the cancellation of US debts).  In contrast, only 5% was set aside to fund both educational exchange and foreign real estate purchases.
  Whilst it is possible that the educational provisions constituted a ‘deal breaker’ for foreign governments, on the evidence at hand we cannot conclude that they were crucial to the realisation of this brief, but important, flurry of sales.



Whatever the actual details of the surplus sales in this period, one thing is clear: in America, the Fulbright Act was perceived as the way to ensure some return from the war surplus material.  One commentator in the Californian approvingly described the impact of the bill: ‘the taxpayers of this nation are to receive some return, at any rate, on their lend-lease equipment supplied lavishly to our allies throughout the world during our last war…Congress has converted surplus assets into useful opportunities on the spot’.
    The Washington Post supported the bill during its passage because it could ‘think of no more useful form in which to receive payment for the surplus materials which we do not wish to bring home and which are needed by foreign countries lacking the dollar exchange to purchase them’.
  William Nichols, who had supported the bill before the Committee on Military Affairs, instructed hypothetical Americans who thought ‘we are not getting our money’s worth’ to ‘think of the alternatives: under any other conceivable arrangement we will end up with a lot of rusty outmoded equipment on our hands, or a lot of bad debts in our treasury department.  Under this plan, at least, we are making a positive step toward peace, prosperity and international good will’.
 

Like Nichols, many saw educational exchange as inherently worthwhile, even if their praise for the Fulbright program was buttressed by the fact that peace, prosperity and international good will were coming to them on the cheap. The New York Times described the program as a ‘good swap’ because it was ‘an excellent method of securing compensation for American property left from wars demands and promoting friendship among peoples’.
  Peter Edson, with more than a hint of anti-British pride, marvelled at the fact that Senator Fulbright ‘with an ingenious piece of higher mathematics…[had] found a way to finance out of the sale of war junk a world-wide system of American scholarships that makes Cecil Rhodes look like a piker’.
 And the Washington Post justified the program with a particularly glaring (and, one might hope, truistic) comparison: ‘certainly the furtherance of international understanding which the Fulbright bill would encourage is preferable to watching our property rust away and finally be abandoned’.
 

Whilst much of the support for the Fulbright seemed to derive from its ability to get some return from the war surplus, we should not be too quick to dismiss out of hand the belief that the program would be a positive humanitarian force.  After all, we need to know why educational exchange, of all the possible intangible benefits, was the return that Americans wanted to extract from the surplus situation.  One doesn’t need to search too hard to find an answer to this question.  For contemporary observers, like a bevy of contestants at a beauty pageant, repeatedly suggested that educational exchange would lead to one thing: world peace.

Immediately after the passage of the Fulbright bill, the N.W. Arkansas Times proudly quoted the region’s newly famous senator as pointing out that the interchange of students ‘can play a major role in helping to break down mutual misunderstandings and in furthering the kind of knowledge that leads to mutual confidence’.
  Suggestions that the program would lead to mutual understanding, international co-operation, peace and the betterment of man’s situation abounded in coverage of the act.  A Toledo newspaper commented that ‘in signing the Fulbright bill…President Truman has taken a long step toward creating the understanding of one another by the peoples of the world which is a requisite for world amity’.
 On Christmas Day in 1946, under the somewhat curious title ‘A Weapon for Peace’, the New York Times hoped that the Fulbright would grow rapidly, noting that ‘if 50,000 students from other countries could come here annually and 50,000 of our students go to other lands it would constitute a powerful lever toward the realization of mankind’s greatest dream- a world at peace.’
  A Battalions editorial in 1947 went so far as to state that the Fulbright program was ‘a measure which will do more towards promoting international understanding than all the peace conferences and interracial groups could ever hope to accomplish’.
  Fulbright himself, in a 1949 radio address, also saw the exchange of students as the best hope for peace, predicting ‘that although the [Atlantic] Pact is important at the present… in the long run the movement of thousands of young men and women among the various nations under our government’s student exchange program will give us a strong basis for true understanding and a lasting peace.’
  

  
No doubt many genuinely believed that the exchange of students would lead to world peace, just as some no doubt used such rhetoric to mask other purposes.  Assessing the veracity of this rhetorical commitment to world peace, however, is not the primary concern here.  More important for our purposes is unpacking exactly what was meant by such abstracted notions as ‘mutual understanding’, establishing what such ephemeral concepts looked like when they were fleshed out by policy makers.  Such an exploration should also suggest why the concept of sending American students and scholars overseas seemed so natural, so uncontroversial and so unproblematic in 1946.

According to historian John Fousek, V-J day was a moment of heady triumphalism in America, when America’s sense of military and moral supremacy was affirmed by global victory in a global war.  Importantly, this moment triggered the emergence of what Fousek terms ‘American nationalist globalism’, defined as an ideology that ‘combined traditional nationalist ideologies of American chosenness, mission and destiny with the emerging notion that the entire world was now the proper sphere for U.S. foreign policy’.
  Technological developments, such as the rise of the airplane and the atomic bomb, combined with the global scope of the war and the attack on Pearl Harbour, redefined America’s spatial conception of the globe, locating America as intertwined with the increasingly interconnected and interdependent global community.
  The fusion of this new sense of internationalism with reinforced notions of exceptionalism resulted, as Fousek notes, in the belief that American ‘national interest and global altruism were identical’. What was good for America was good for the world, and vice-versa.  America was now understood to be the leader of the free world, with all of the opportunities and obligations that that entailed.
  Importantly, this sense of nationalist globalism pre-dated the rise of anti-Communism and the Cold War.  As Fousek notes, ‘from March 1947 on, global anti-Communism was fully incorporated as a third key idea within the ideology of American nationalist globalism, but it remained a corollary to the preceding conceptions: National greatness brought global responsibility, which required the containment of communism’.

The rhetoric of J. William Fulbright clearly reflects this pre-Cold War nationalist globalism.  In the later years of World War II and in the immediate post-war period, Fulbright repeatedly commented that technology and science had made the world smaller and more interdependent, that in ‘this modern world of instantaneous communication and communications and swift transportation, isolation is a figment of the imagination’.
  As a result, isolationism was not even a viable policy option but a ‘negation of policy’.  America not only needed to involve itself in world affairs but, by virtue of the fact of its power and moral superiority, it had to take the lead.  As Fulbright said to an audience at the College of William and Mary: 


‘It is peculiarly the responsibility of Americans to take the lead in the creation of a peaceful world.  Not only is it to our selfish material interest because we have more to lose by chaos than any other people, but it is also our moral duty to give direction and strength to the bewildered people of this earth who are groping helplessly for peace and a decent life.  If for no other reason it is our duty because we are the favored heirs of western Christian civilisation’

Fulbright repeated similar sentiments in the press.  In a 1945 article in the New York Times, Fulbright noted that ‘we no longer have a New and an Old World, we have one world’.  America was responsible for leading that world because ‘in a real sense we are the heirs of Western civilization’.  Importantly, in exercising this leadership, there was a need to recognise that ‘all nations are interdependent…that events and circumstances in all parts of the world are of interest to us and may concern our peace and safety’.
  This kind of logic led Fulbright, by the end of 1945, to declare that sovereignty was ‘the word that blocks lasting peace’.  Because the notion of national sovereignty could no longer protect nations from war in ‘this scientific, atomic world’, Fulbright contended that ‘we [should] consider the delegation of power to some other and higher organization’: the United Nations.
  Furthermore, it is clear that Fulbright was not motivated by anti-Communism in this era.  Indeed, in 1945, he advocated the need for co-operation with Russia, noting that ‘the Russian “experiment in socialism” is scarcely more radical for modern times than was the American Declaration of Independence’.

At the same time that he was preaching the need for international law and mutual understanding, however, Fulbright also argued that America’s foreign policy must rest on  ‘a profound evaluation of self-interest, of economics, of physical power of geographic relations and of fundamental human desires’.
  This was no contradiction.  The assumption that American interests were fundamentally compatible, if not interchangeable, with the interests of other nations was a key element of nationalist globalism. And, starting with his involvement in the 1944 London Conference on International Education, Fulbright repeatedly stressed the overlap between American self-interest and international co-operation in the field of education.  In a statement for an Office of War Information broadcast, Fulbright noted that ‘our own welfare will be safeguarded by a rapid restoration of these orderly processes in the devastated countries…of all the elements to be considered in bringing about a decent and orderly world, none is more important than sound education’. 
  At that conference, he also proposed the idea for an educational exchange program.  Tellingly, the New York Times reported that Fulbright ‘said that not only would closer educational cooperation be beneficial outside of this country but it would be valuable to the United States.’
 Fulbright was not the only one to hold such beliefs.  John Temple Graves, for example, threw his support behind the Fulbright program because ‘it is so logical, so inducive of good will among nations, and so related to the whole program of an America influencing the world to its way at a time when that way alone can save the world’.
 And, in a December 1945 resolution supporting the Fulbright bill, the Liaison Committee for International Education drew little distinction between American and international interests, commenting that the proposed program would be 

‘of marked advantage to the United States and to the peoples of other countries among the United Nations, to the educational systems and institutions of this and other countries, to the general advancement of knowledge and to the foreign policies and relations of the United States.’

Similar assumptions underpinned the administration of the Fulbright program, and, as we will see, for all of the talk of mutual understanding, the program was simultaneously structured to serve American interests. The Fulbright Act established that the President of the United States was to appoint a ‘Board of Foreign Scholarships, consisting of 10 members…composed of representatives of cultural, educational, student and war veterans groups’ ‘for the purpose of selecting students and educational institutions…and to supervise the exchange program’.
  It also established that the State Department could negotiate with foreign governments to establish international foundations to be recognised by both governments and help administer the program.
  All responsibilities that were not specifically designated by the Act to either a foundation or to the Board of Foreign Scholarships (BFS) were assumed to reside in the Department of State.  More precisely, they were to be the responsibility of the Assistant Director for Educational Programs of the Office of Information and Educational Exchange and, under his direction, the Division of International Exchange of Persons.  On July 17 1947, President Truman named eight men and two women to the BFS, including, as required by statute, ‘representatives of the United States Office of Education, the United States Veterans’ Administration, State educational institutions, and privately endowed educational institutions’.
  To these 10 individuals fell the task of establishing the policies and procedures of the program, of administering its operation and, in short, determining exactly what the rhetoric of politicians and media commentators meant.

In its first press release, issued on October 10 1947 at the conclusion of its first meeting, the BFS reiterated that rhetoric, proclaiming that it was ‘thoroughly convinced that the interchange of persons…will make a significant contribution to knowledge and understanding and through them to the peace and welfare of the world’.
  However, from the beginning of that first meeting, two days before, the Board had begun to more clearly flesh out how these increasingly hackneyed phrases would actually materialise- and as they did, the Fulbright began to look increasingly like a program for Americanisation.  A short while into the first meeting, 

‘the Board agreed that while the Fulbright program should certainly implement the general aims of United States foreign policy, it should not be utilised as an instrument to effectuate special short term policies directed toward particular countries and that care should be taken to avoid all appearances of “cultural imperialism”’.
 (my emphasis)

Indeed, whilst some scholars have been tempted to use the existence of the BFS as evidence that the Fulbright was purely an educational program, closer examination of its policies and practices, and particularly the assumptions that lay behind them, indicated that this was an inherently political project.
  To begin with, the Board was, institutionally, much more closely connected to politics than some imagine.  Although the majority of the board members were private citizens, it should be remembered that they were political appointees, placed on the BFS by Truman.  More importantly, the BFS was intimately intertwined with the State Department.  Five Department of State representatives were present at the first meeting of the BFS, and State Department representatives were present at all subsequent meetings.  The BFS appointed Kenneth Holland, the Assistant Director of the Office of Information and Educational Exchange, as its Executive Secretary and Francis J. Colligan, the Acting Chief of the Division of International Exchange of Persons, as Assistant Secretary.  The Board also decided that all of its staff services would be provided by the State Department.
 As a result, Walter Johnson and Francis Colligan, in their standard, celebratory history of the Fulbright (and their role within it) note that with that first meeting ‘began a somewhat unusual relationship between the Board and the Department of State…[and therefore] much of what is said here about the Board reflects also the work of the Department of State’.
  

Suggestive as such an institutional structure is, however, it is the actual substance of the Board’s policy decisions, and the assumptions that underpinned them, which truly reveal the extent to which the Fulbright was a project for the political transmission of American culture abroad. Strictly speaking, the Department of State was responsible for negotiating the executive agreements with foreign governments that would take the funds earmarked for educational exchange by the sales agreements and establish educational foundations to administer the program in each country.  Perhaps as a result of the traditionally slow pace of such negotiations, and definitely as a result of some internal bickering over funds within the State Department, none of these agreements had been concluded by the time the BFS met in the October of 1947.
  This gave the BFS the opportunity to show its hand and declare that ‘such foundations should have an American and educational flavor.’
  Perhaps unsurprisingly, the State Department didn’t need reminding that it should give the foundations an ‘American flavor’.  Belying common myths that these bi-national foundations represented the co-operative nature of the program, historian Frank Ninkovich has noted that ‘in all cases United States negotiators were instructed to achieve American majorities on the foundation boards and to keep them free from foreign educational control’.

Those negotiators were certainly successful.  As the Board wrapped up proceedings on the final day of that first meeting, news arrived that the first agreement had been finalised with China.
  A brief consideration of the process that led to that agreement is rather instructive.  Almost a year after the surplus sale to China, Tillman Durdin reported in the New York Times that ‘negotiations between the Chinese Foreign Office and the United States Embassy…[had] hit a snag over the question of who is to control expenditure of the money involved’.  The Chinese Foreign Office wanted a Chinese majority on the foundation, ‘but the US [was] unwilling to concede this, since the Chinese then would have the deciding voice in the allocation of the funds.’  Durdin apparently agreed with the US position, incorrectly asserting that ‘the United States is making the $20 000 000 available to the Chinese Government’.
  A letter from the Institute of International Education two weeks later, apparently seeking to correct this fallacy, noted that ‘What the United States government is doing is allowing the Chinese Government to repay some of its debt in Chinese currency’.  This reformulation of the origins of the funds, again obscuring the origins of the monies in negotiated sales, served to justify the writer’s hard line position in support of the American stance: ‘Since the funds are owed to the United States and therefore, in effect, belong to the United States, it seems entirely reasonable that the United States should wish to have a majority voice in spending them’.
  

According to Wilma Fairbank, author of the official State Department history of the cultural exchange between China and America in the 1940s, the Chinese government officials, who in her opinion ‘should have known better’, believed that the funds would be entrusted to them to administer, as had been the case in the Boxer indemnity scheme.  (The Chinese, apparently, should have realised that the repeated comparisons between the Boxer indemnity and the Fulbright were intended for domestic ears alone).  Without the records of these negotiations it is impossible to determine how the dispute was finally resolved.  Nonetheless, by the time the agreement between the two governments was finally signed on November 10, the Chinese government had given up any hopes of having control of the funds, and had even abandoned their compromise position that China should be represented by a three-vote minority on the board.  Instead, as the New York Times noted, ‘the foundation will have a five-man board of American directors, aided by Chinese advisers’ (my emphasis).
  Clearly Fulbright’s repeated calls that sovereignty should no longer be respected only applied to countries other than America.  The composition of the board that would administer the Chinese exchange program is also suggestive.  Chaired by Ambassador to China John Leighton Stuart, the board included the second secretary of the embassy, the cultural relations officer of the embassy and chief United States Information Service cultural officer, a representative of the Rockefeller Foundation and a representative of the National City Bank of New York in Shanghai.
  The ‘flavor’ of this board was clearly more American than educational. 

China was not the only country to resist America’s preference for complete control over the ‘binational’ foundations.
  Other nations, however, were somewhat more successful in achieving voting representation on the board of the foundation.
  Nonetheless, even in the cases where a foreign government, usually European, was able to secure half the votes on the board, they remained unequal partners.
  As Oliver Caldwell, chief of the Programs branch in the Division of International Exchange of People explained in one meeting, apparently without any sense of irony, ‘we want to establish the fact that this entire program is a partnership…[the foundations] are legal entities set up by the State Department, generally with 5 Americans and 3-5 representatives of the country concerned. In all cases the Americans will be in control.’
 Mr Caldwell could be so confident for at least two reasons.  First, the Chairman of these Boards, with a casting vote and ability to appoint other members, was always American.  Secondly, the decisions and budget of the board would be subject to review by the Department of State.
  And whilst these other boards would be more educational in flavour than the Chinese, insofar as they had at least some representation by educational groups, they too would be dominated by American embassy employees and business representatives.
  To be sure, at least part of that domination was the result of practical concerns.  The BFS had noted that, as it could not pay board members, it would be forced to rely on embassy staff who were already in the relevant countries.
 That said, the fact that there was educational representation on some of the boards suggests that it wasn’t entirely impractical to locate Americans in foreign countries who were neither businessmen nor embassy employees.  Given that, we can perhaps suggest that the number of board members who were not involved in education was not solely a function of practical concerns.

Whilst administrators of the Fulbright had to create the bi-national foundations from scratch, with all of the latitude that allowed, when it came to the domestic side of the program, the BFS decided from the outset that it would be best to rely on the existing networks of private and quasi-private American educational organizations.  The screening of American student applications was delegated to the Institute of International Education (IIE).  The Office of Education was given the task of screening primary and secondary teachers for the teacher exchange program.  To the Conference Board of Associated Research Councils, which represented the National Research Council, the American Council of Learned Societies, American Council on Education and the Social Science Research Council, fell the obligation of screening all researchers and professors  and of teachers applying to teach in American schools abroad.  In turn, the Conference Board established the Committee for the International Exchange of Persons (CIEP) to administer its Fulbright functions.
  These screening agencies, each of which then delegated preliminary screening to a host of decentralised regional bodies, would recommend potential grantees to the BFS which would have ultimate say over who would and who would not become a ‘fulbrighter’. The State Department also screened all applicants, conducting ‘“name checks” on prospective American grantees similar to those made by federal agencies for applicants for positions not considered sensitive’.  The BFS would then receive a statement from the State Department whether there was or was not ‘adverse information’ on the applicant and, as Johnson and Colligan recalled, ‘the Selection Committee [of the BFS] then acted accordingly’.

The institutional framework in place, the Board could turn its attention to establishing policies for exactly who was going to be exchanged, and how those exchanges would meet the objectives of the Act.  Based on both the text of the act and the congressional hearings, the Board produced a statement of purposes for the program, which served to clarify their intentions. In their view, the program was intended to: offer ‘opportunities for American citizens to carry on educational activities abroad’ and for foreign citizens to study in the US; add ‘substantially to the American knowledge of foreign areas, people and cultures’; increase in foreign countries the ‘knowledge and understanding of the American people, their way of life, their achievements and their ideals’; aid reconstruction abroad by making available America’s ‘specialized knowledges and skills’; and supporting the ‘United Nations by increasing international understanding and good will’.
  That the program was seen to fulfil so many objectives simultaneously, some for the good of American people, some for the good of other nations, once again suggests administrators of the program, influenced by the ideology of nationalist globalism, saw no strict divide between American and foreign interests.

At the first meeting, the Board ‘felt that a broad interpretation of academic activities and fields should be adhered to so that artists, musicians, agricultural extension consultants, museum personnel, writers, journalists and similar professional people might be included’.
  The decision to render the Fulbright a more broad cultural exchange program, as opposed to a strictly educational one, was not an idea birthed by the BFS. Rather, it came from the State Department, which as Johnson and Colligan observed, had used the term ‘educational exchange’ as a synonym for ‘cultural exchange’ since 1946.
  In his memoirs, Edward Barrett, Assistant Secretary of State between 1950 and 1952, offered an explanation for this usage: ‘“educational exchange” had been adopted as a euphemism for cultural relations because of a fear that voters who might sneer at “culture” could scarcely oppose “education”.
  This usage helps explain the regular slippage between the two terms found in the both the press and administrative documents, where the Fulbright was variously described as an ‘educational exchange’, a ‘cultural exchange’ and an ‘educational and cultural exchange’.

The notion that the exchange of individuals could involve an exchange of broader cultures raises a number of interesting conceptual issues for us, but clearly seemed entirely natural and logical to Americans in 1946.  One of the first promotional pamphlets for the program approvingly borrowed Robert Oppenheimer’s insight: ‘perhaps the best way to send knowledge is to wrap it up in a person’.
 Advocates of the program repeatedly compared it favourably to other cultural information methods, such as radio and film propaganda.  William I Nichols, for example, noted that through the Fulbright program, ‘our nation and other nations would learn to know each other, not through propaganda, but through firsthand knowledge’.
  Fulbright himself, the day after the passage of the Act, opined that ‘the exchange of students and scholars is, in my judgement, the surest single method, over the decades, for promoting understanding among peoples’.  Whilst news and radio propaganda was important, he continued, ‘the effect of current developments is often ephemeral, and news is misunderstood for lack of background and context.  The solid background acquired by those who can study outside of their own countries can provide the basis for truer understandings of other peoples.’
 The language is suggestive of the ways in which interpersonal cultural exchange was assumed to be more genuine and authentic than cultural propaganda.

For that assumption to make sense, however, it also had to be assumed that broader cultures cohered in individuals, and that it was possible to identify individuals who were representative of a broader culture.  From the outset, the Board decided that ‘grantees should be representative citizens of the country from which they come as well as persons with some sense of social responsibility and a promise of being able to adjust to life in the country to which they propose to go’.
  Whilst the Board was careful to note that receiving a grant ‘must not be interpreted…as conferring on…grantees diplomatic or other official status’ they believed that the grantees would ‘undoubtedly be considered in the host countries as representatives of their home institutions and professions’.   Therefore it was 

‘presumed that recipients of grants…will be representative and responsible citizens of their own countries, selected not only on the basis of scholastic or professional standing but also in the expectation that, while in the host countries, they will contribute to a full and fair picture of the culture and civilization of their own countries and thereby contribute to understanding and friendship between the peoples of the United States and those of other countries’.

Whilst the BFS repeatedly reminded the screening agencies to focus on the personality of the candidates and their suitability as representatives of America, the notion that any one person could be a representative of American culture seemed entirely unproblematic.  Indeed, there was no real reflection on what American culture was- it was taken as self-evident.  Whilst it is the silence on these issues that is most telling, the few occasions when the issue of representation was raised suggests how normalised the notion of a representative American was.  For example, at the CIEP board’s 7th meeting in December 1948, whilst screening applicants for a visiting professorship of American Civilisation in Greece, one board member was able to oppose two candidates ‘because he thought neither were particularly equipped to speak for America’.  The only evidence supplied for this position was that ‘he believed that they wished to travel to Greece for personal reasons’.

The extent to which the ‘representative and responsible citizen’ was a gendered and racialised figure remains unclear.  In the agenda for the first BFS meeting, it was noted that ‘applicants must be representative citizens of the United States or the host country and will be considered without respect to race, color or creed’.
  Even were we able to determine the race and gender of the 1 918 American grantees between 1948 and 1950, we would need to know the composition of all of the applicants to determine how strictly the Fulbright administrators were enforcing this determination.
  Because application materials are unavailable to the public, that task remains impossible.   At the very least, we can say that it would be unsurprising if the racial and gender composition of the Fulbright grantees reflected pre-existing inequalities in the university population from which it was drawn.  Furthermore, as was pointed out in the first meeting of the BFS, the provision in the Fulbright Act which gave preference to war veterans limited the ability of Fulbright administrators to provide a proportionate number of grants to female applicants.
  For these reasons, bearing in mind the need for comprehensive analysis of application materials, we can suggest that the ‘representative citizen’ lauded by the Fulbright administrators was, more often than not, a white male.

   
More broadly, the general process for transmitting American culture outside of America, the process of creating foreign American cultural territory, might have raised some conceptual problems for administrators.  After all, what makes something inherently American if it is not in America?  However, on the rare instances when the BFS was forced to turn its attention to this question, the answers again seemed self-evident.  The Fulbright Act provided that the BFS could make grants to foreign students so that they could study in American schools that were located abroad, for example the American University in Cairo. It was left to the board to determine what constituted an American school abroad.  This was not merely a question of semantics.  The logic of the Fulbright program, by which foreign students could be considered exchange students even if they studied in American institutions in their home country, suggests the extent to which these schools were understood to be ‘Americanised’ cultural and social spaces.  Indeed, for the purposes of exchange under the Act, these overseas ‘American’ institutions were rendered functionally equivalent to schools on the American mainland.  Defining when these foreign institutes were and were not ‘American’ may, therefore, have led to some serious reflection on what made America’s foreign cultural territory ‘American’.  The BFS wasted little time in addressing this issue.  After ‘considerable discussion’ during its third meeting, the board passed a motion establishing that a foreign school could be considered American if it could provide:


‘(1.) evidence of efforts to interpret the American principles of education

 (2.) evidence of a diffusion of an understanding of the United States, while complementing the national education of the country involved

 (3.) demonstration of continuance of American participation in the institution, including Americans on the faculty as well as American financial support for the institution.’

That only the third of these criteria was somewhat objective merited no comment.  How ‘efforts to interpret American principles’ and ‘diffusion of an understanding of the United States’ were to be measured was not discussed or elaborated upon.  What was ‘American’ was clearly a shared belief - a common assumption - underlying the administration of the program.  It did not need to be articulated or thought through: in the eyes of the Board at least, American was American was American.

Although there was no real debate about the meaning of America, American culture or the possibility that one could have a representative of either of these things, the selection of grantees was not always a smooth operation.  Given both the complex, and at times disorganised, institutional arrangements that formed the selection process and the wide number of objectives the BFS outlined for the program, it would have been a minor miracle if there hadn’t been some misunderstandings between the various organizations running the show.
 In the early years of the program, two issues caused the administrators concern: first, ensuring that awards did not only go to the academic elite; and, second, achieving a fair geographical distribution of awards to American students.

Beginning in late 1948, the CIEP began to voice concerns that the overseas foundation boards were requesting American scholars without giving due regard to ‘American interests’.
  The concern was simple; the foundations were requesting particular eminent scholars for Fulbright programs, possibly so that they could serve as technical advisers to foreign governments.  CIEP’s attempts to fulfil those demands, combined with its own tendency to make recommendations to the BFS on the basis of the candidate’s academic worth, meant that the majority of the scholars being granted Fulbright’s were eminent professors in their field, and, as these things go, elderly.  Under pressure from Fulbright himself, who hoped to focus the program on ‘offering the maximum number of opportunities under the program to students and younger persons’ and not on academic achievement, the BFS wrote to the CIEP in 1949, and reminded them in no uncertain terms that the selection process had to change.
  The CIEP was informed that the Board ‘expressed serious reservations regarding the predominance of elderly men’ in selections, and that focus on academic eminence was problematic because ‘the individual concerned is likely to be advanced in years and lacking the physical and intellectual vigor which should be a requisite for participation in the program’.  The Board instructed the CIEP that ‘the primary objective of the program must be to provide a maximum number of opportunities for participation in educational exchange activities to younger persons…and that in selection of candidates, the primary emphasis should be placed upon the vigor of the candidate’.
  

The episode is instructive for several reasons.  In the first place, it suggests that the increase in international knowledge was not the ultimate goal of the program, nor was the provision of scientific or technical advice.  Instead, in the emphasis on youthful, vigorous candidates, we can see an attempt to spread a particular image of America, and an attempt to ensure that the fulbrighters would be well-equipped to get out of the ivory tower and interact with a number of foreigners.  As the BFS instructed the educational foundations, ‘emphasis should be centered on projects which afford the greatest opportunity for broad and varied contacts and associations, especially with the younger people of the foreign country’.
  Finally it also suggests that even with American control of foreign educational foundations, the complex administrative apparatus of the Fulbright program could produce unexpected tensions and conflict.

If problems in selecting professors were unanticipated, the problems created by the selection of students were perhaps foreshadowed before the passage of the Fulbright Act.  During the Fulbright bill’s hearing before the Sub-Committee on Military Affairs, a decision was made to amend the bill to ensure that ‘due consideration shall be given to applicants from all geographical areas of the United States’.
  To meet this requirement, Assistant Secretary of State William Benton advised, in his press statement on the day the Act was signed, that it was ‘expected that some type of regional selection method will be devised’.
  However, by late 1948, no such selection method had been established. Fulbright then wrote to Secretary of State George V Allen proposing that a minimum number of scholarships be awarded to each state, noting that ‘it is important that young people from all over the United States participate’ and that ‘this is probably more important to the advancement of our ultimate objective than the increase of knowledge per se’.
  The BFS formed a sub-committee to investigate the possibility of such a system, but determined that the decision be deferred until the program had grown to such a size that they could reasonably establish whether distribution was or was not equitable.  That said, the issue did not go away.  In late 1950, Fulbright again wrote to the Assistant Secretary of State, by this time Edward Barrett, arguing that there was an undue proportion of grantees from New York which indicated ‘undue emphasis upon the purely academic aspects of the program which… [he had] sought to avoid from the start’.  For Fulbright, this result ‘was exactly the opposite of the desirable one which is to disseminate the participants in this program as widely as possible through all of the states.’ Furthermore, it was desirable, in his view, to see opportunities, both for education and to ‘associate with foreign people’ extended to people who didn’t experience them in normal life. New Yorkers, apparently, already enjoyed these opportunities.
 

In 1950 Fulbright was more successful than in 1948, and the Department of State announced a ‘state scholar plan’ on October 27, providing a minimum of two scholarships to each state.
 The introduction of this plan certainly didn’t end the controversy over the geographic distribution of awards, and some Southerners continued to allege the BFS was discriminating against their students.
  Nonetheless, the trajectory of this debate is instructive.  Whilst it might be tempting to suggest that Fulbright was merely pandering to his electorate, these reforms were part of a broader trend that constructed the Fulbright as a right for American citizens.  Concomitantly, Americans increasingly began to see the Fulbright as an opportunity: an opportunity to travel, to enhance their education, to see the world.
  That trend was present in the hearings prior to the bill’s enactment, not only in the decision to guarantee geographic dispersal, but also in the amendment which gave veterans preferential treatment in the selection for grants. Fulbright himself made perhaps the most forceful articulation of this attitude when, in front of a Milwaukee audience, he noted that ‘these scholarships belong to the American people as a whole’.
  Such a trend is interesting for our purposes because it presumed that educational exchange, and thus the globe, were the natural arena in which to construct a right for Americans.

Indeed the desire to spread participation amongst Americans as broadly as possible, and the fact that groups were claiming they had a right to participate, suggests just how uncontroversial the notion of sending American students and scholars abroad actually was.  To be sure, one could, as always, find a random crank suggesting that there might be some danger in sending American students overseas.  In late 1947, for example, a Charles B. Moore wrote to Fulbright arguing that ‘our own universities would be a better influence for our students than to let them bring back from abroad educational ideas from Europe, where the turmoil is the most upsetting factor in world economy today’.
  Crank though he appeared to be, Moore’s comments, stripped of their reactionary nationalism, in fact speak to an apparent contradiction lying firmly at the centre of the Fulbright program.  For the administrators of the Fulbright expected acculturation to occur in contradictory ways.  On the one hand, American grantees were to go abroad, and spread American values in whichever country they happened to find themselves.  There was apparently no chance, however, that an American abroad might be seduced by the foreign culture, might, say, become sinofied.  Meanwhile, the foreign grantee was to come to America and, unlike his American colleague, would not spread his culture, but absorb the culture of America.  There was no coherent model of acculturation, cultural exposure or sense of cultural geography underpinning this program. Instead, the apparent contradiction was resolved by a faith in the ability of American culture, even if represented by only a minority in any given country, to transform without itself being transformed.  As Walter Reynolds, Fulbright’s secretary explained in a memorandum urging Clare E. Hoffman to support the passage of the Fulbright bill: 

‘This bill would do more, in my estimation to offset the Communist propaganda now rampant in Europe than anything Congress could do, by permitting students in those countries to know our people better, and to understand our ways and institutions, by attending our schools, and, in turn, our students would comprise active and effective agents of good will in those countries and counteract this foreign propaganda’

The lack of concern about students overseas is notable.  Administrators seemed unconcerned that students were unsupervised in France, that anti-American sentiment was growing in China, that a Fulbrighter had been speared by a Filipino ‘native’.
  If there was little apparent worry about the physical well-being of the students, there was certainly no anxiety about the possibility that American students would be transformed by foreign exposure, let alone that they would bring back European ‘educational ideas’.  To be sure, Americans abroad would not be totally unchanged by the experience: they would become a national asset. As Mr Benton noted, they would ‘become a reservoir of trained Americans, young men and women who know other nations and people’.
 Moreover, as one member of the BFS asserted, the program would allow students ‘to have an opportunity of observing life in other lands and [they] will return to us with a more sympathetic understanding of other people and at the same time with a much deeper appreciation of our own institutions and our way of life’.
  Like Dorothy, American students would travel far, only to discover that there really was no place like home. And while they were away, they would act as effective ambassadors of good will.

Foreigners in America, however, were a different story altogether.  It was assumed that they would grow sympathetic to American ideals. Indeed, there was originally a great deal of concern that not enough foreign students would come to America under the Fulbright program.  Because the program was funded by foreign currency, there was no money for foreign students while they were within the United States.
  For a foreigner, receiving a Fulbright meant only that travel expenses would be paid whilst for an American, the entire year abroad was funded.  Ultimately, such fears were unfounded and, with private scholarships picking up the slack, more foreigners came to America than vice-versa. Whilst 1948 saw 48 grants go to Americans and only 36 to foreigners, by the next year, with the rapid expansion of the program, 1002 foreigners were recipients of grants, compared to 831 Americans.  This trend continued in 1950 when 1335 of the 2374 grants made went to foreigners.
  

Nonetheless, there was public concern that the program was missing a vital opportunity to more effectively show foreigners the American way of life.
  And if the BFS had been less than explicit about their understanding of the term ‘American’, this public concern made it perfectly clear that American culture meant primarily one thing: democracy.  As Stephen Duggan, director of the IIE, explained in a letter to the New York Times, when a student comes to America to study ‘we Americans hope that he will develop a belief in democracy as a way of life, particularly if he comes from Asia or Eastern Europe’.  Duggan worried, however, that unless the Fulbright was resculpted to bring more foreigners to America it would not assist in meeting this hope because ‘to appreciate democracy as a way of life a foreign student must study in a country like the United States where democracy is practiced.’
 Francis J. Colligan, acting chief of the State Department’s Division of International Exchange similarly argued that the program needed to expand so as to allow many foreigners to ‘select the United States for their cultural training’ so that there would be ‘a growing number of men and women educated in our institutions, with the result that the cause of democracy would be strengthened everywhere’.
 The drafters of the Fulbright Act may have believed that attending an American school abroad was equivalent to coming to America, but others, apparently, thought you couldn’t beat the real thing.

There was clearly no concern that foreign students might import or spread foreign, let alone ‘un-American’, ideas or concepts.  On the contrary, the main concern of administrators seemed to be ensuring that foreign students didn’t become too infatuated with America.  At the first meeting of the BFS, it was decided that grants should be made primarily to foreign graduate students.  Some members, however, believed it might be better to get foreign students while they were young and impressionable. They argued that it would ‘further the aim of greater understanding of the democratic system to choose students in their formative years during which time it would be easier to strengthen their interest in democratic principles which they would then reflect on their return to their native countries’.   ‘Countering this opinion’, though, were members who maintained that ‘when younger students were so chosen they often returned to their countries as misfits- unable to readjust to their native cultures’.  Rather than risk over-democratising young minds with the power of the American way of life, these members believed that it would be better to select ‘more mature students [who would] absorb an understanding of our institutions and …[would be] willing to go back an play a part in their own culture’.
  

The notion that foreign grantees would themselves become ambassadors of good will suggests just how transformative their experience in America was expected to be.  Commenting on a Turkish politician who had been educated at Columbia University, Fulbright, in his inimitable way, observed that ‘his mind is like a channel, open and sympathetic, through which the thoughts and purposes of the West, especially America, can be presented to his people objectively and truthfully’.  Obviously inspired by his topic, Fulbright went further, revealing ‘how often I have thought what a fine thing it would be if Mr Stalin or Mr Molotov could have gone to Robert College, or Columbia, in their youth’.
  Clearly in this understanding of acculturation, there was nothing to be feared from a young Stalin, he would be totally converted to the American cause merely by his exposure to it. 

Such confidence had powerful ideological foundations.  As Frank Ninkovich has observed, ‘the cultural personnel in the State Department never discarded the crude 19th Century evolutionism that had been discredited by Franz Boas and his disciples, a view that saw cultures evolving from primitive irrational forms into modern liberal-rational entities’.
  Indeed, in the post-war period the attitude that societies developed along a pre-determined path, from tradition to modernity, was wedded to social scientific methods and unified under the title ‘Modernization Theory’.  In the process, it became, in the words of historian Michael E. Latham, ‘a framework that ordered the world and defined its trajectory…reflected a profound sense of achievement, a belief that all nations would ultimately follow in the American wake and a sense that American power could shape a more liberal, progressive world’.
  Nils Gilman has gone so far as to state that ‘modernization theory represents the most explicit and systematic blueprint ever created by Americans for reshaping foreign societies’.
  Although modernization theory did not become fully theoretically elaborated until the late 1950s, as Gilman has shown, ‘the ideological core of modernization theory was already present in Truman’s [Point 4] address’ in 1949’.
 

Indeed, at times we find that discourse about the program was shot through with the language of modernisation and the suggestion that America could assist in the development of foreign countries.  It was obviously most powerfully present in relation to programs with the newly-named ‘developing world’.  In announcements of grants available under the Fulbright that were sent to universities and colleges throughout America, the CIEP would often call ‘special attention’ to openings in Burma, the Phillipine Islands and the British Colonial dependencies in fields such as agriculture and public education ‘because [that field] was less developed and the needs are urgent’.
  An article in the New York Times, cited approvingly by Fulbright, noted, amongst “colourful” anecdotes about Americans teaching ‘natives’ to eat sauerkraut and canned foods, that American professors and students were ‘helping backward parts of Burma on the road to modernization’,.
 The notion that the Fulbright was helping develop backward countries was also extended to countries rendered temporarily backward by the devastation of the war, who would be returned to their natural place if Americans helped with reconstruction.

More important, however, was the fact that common assumptions about acculturation underpinned both the Fulbright program and modernisation theory.  To begin with, as Frank Ninkovich has noted, the thinking of cultural personnel within the State Department ‘paralleled the mentalist, psychological outlook then enjoying great popularity in American anthropological circles’.   According to Ninkovich, ‘this emphasis on psychological factors elevated the role of individually transmitted ideas to supreme importance in explaining externally induced culture change or acculturation’.
  Seen through this lens, acculturation became relatively straightforward: ‘Change the thinking of enough individuals- or better yet, reach the strategically located elites- and cultural progress would automatically ensue’.
  In a clear parallel, as numerous scholars have pointed out, modernisation theorists saw foreign elites, funded and educated by America, as the key agents of social and cultural development.

In the understanding of acculturation underpinning the Fulbright program, elites played a similar role.  As Fulbright later explained, ‘my original idea was not a general education program for all needy people but a program designed to influence political matters through the intelligent leadership of the important countries.’
 One 1946 Washington Post article on the program, approvingly noting that ‘the men and women of tomorrow…are now in this country’s classrooms’, pointed out that the Indian fulbrighters ‘are expected to be leaders in the industrialization of their country’.
  Six months later, the same columnist noted that the Fulbright program meant that ‘10 or 15 years from now…new young leaders with international understanding will be putting their shoulders to the world’s load of problems’.
  Administrators of the program also attempted to increase American influence on foreign elites.  When announcing a grant for a teaching position in the Philippines, the CIEP noted that ‘this award is given highest importance since the establishment of higher education for the development of national leadership is considered the most urgent need in Philippine education’.
  The BFS, the year before, had been advised that ‘the status of public education today in the Phillipines is a serious threat to the democracy of the county…the primary problem…is the rehabilitation of the University of the Phillipines, which before the War trained sixty percent of the nation’s leaders and now is in ruins.’
  Similarly, an announcement for an educational lecturer at the State Training College for Teachers in Burma noted that ‘in view of the fact that the majority of teachers in all primary and secondary schools are trained [there]… it holds a position of unique influence’.
  One should be careful not to overstretch the comparison between the Fulbright program and modernisation efforts.  After all, as evidenced by the dispute between the CIEP and the BFS about technical advisers, the administrators of the Fulbright did not share the modernisation theorists’ enthusiasm for using technical and scientific expertise and consultancy as the engine for cultural change.  Nonetheless, the broader point stands: the faith in the transformative power of American culture that underpinned the Fulbright in this period had powerful ideological foundations in the post-war period.

Despite such confidence the Fulbright did not, of course, go on to produce an homogenized, Americanized globe.
 On January 2 1951, Walter Johnson and Francis J. Colligan set off on a three month tour of all of the countries that were participating in the Fulbright program, producing a hefty report which led to a decade-long process of reflection and reform that culminated in the passage of the Fulbright-Hays Act in 1961 and the restructuring of the program.
  By 1951, as well, the global political climate had been transformed and, as was revealed in the heated congressional debate over the United States Information and Educational Exchange Act in 1948, which aired paranoid concerns about communist infiltration via cultural programs, the flowering of the Cold War produced a less confident attitude to American cultural power.  In some ways, the Fulbright was influenced by this new climate, coded as a part of the Campaign of Truth and increasingly mobilized as a Cold War weapon, and the outbreak of war in China and Korea brought exchange with these nations to a screeching halt.  In other ways, though, the operations of the Fulbright program continued to reflect its origins in an earlier, fleeting moment of apparently unchallenged US hegemony: administrators tried in vain, for instance, to establish exchange with Poland and Hungary.  

All of that, though, is another story, and it is important that later developments do not obscure the origins of the program. The original impetus for the program, the desire to get some return from the leftovers of the war-time economy, suggests the ways in which the U.S. government attempted to turn its military geography and economy into a post-war cultural territory. Politico-cultural assumptions, underpinning both the overall logic of the program and particular administrative policies, portrayed educational exchange as an apparently viable means of cultural expansion.  The faith that American culture had transformative power, the belief that the globe provided the proper sphere for the application of that power and the assumption that individual Americans provided a suitable medium for cultural transmission all had powerful foundations in both the ideology of nationalist globalism and in nascent theories of modernisation. By exploring the way that the American state sought to create a global, Americanised cultural territory by moving people into and out of its geographical territory, we can begin to see some of the assumptions, ideologies and material conditions that underpinned the historical processes by which American culture expanded in the post-war period.  Indeed, the early history of the Fulbright program offers powerful evidence that America’s post-war cultural dominance did not simply or naturally emerge – either from a wellspring of American beneficence or as a reaction to the exogenous development of the Cold War.  Rather, it was the conscious decisions of policy-makers, rendered possible by a confluence of material and ideological factors, which helped make the ‘American Century’.

� For the number of Fulbright scholars, see � HYPERLINK "http://exchanges.state.gov/education/fulbright/" ��http://exchanges.state.gov/education/fulbright/�. Last accessed on March 15 2005.  Websters included ‘fulbright’ as a noun in 1965. See Don Oberdofer, ‘Common Noun Spelled f-u-l-b-r-i-g-h-t’, New York Times 4 April 1965 cited from Harry P. Jeffrey, ‘Legislative Origins of the Fulbright Program’, Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, Vol. 491, May 1987, p.37.


� For laudatory work on the Fulbright, see: Richard T. Arndt and David Lee Rubin (eds), The Fulbright Difference, 1948-1992, Transaction Publishers, New Brunswick, 1993; Walter Johnson and Francis J. Colligan, The Fulbright Program: A History, University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1965; J. Manuel Espinosa, Inter-American Beginnings of U.S. Cultural Diplomacy 1936-1948, Cultural Relations Programs of the United States Department of State, Historical Studies, Number 2, Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, U.S. Department of State, Washington, D.C., 1976. It is not only scholars associated with the program who have sung its praises.  According to a Fulbright program advertisement in the May 3 1976 Newsweek, John Hope Franklin ‘has called these global ambassadors an important international community of people whose common interest in the advancement of knowledge (has) transcended national lines’. Cited from Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs Historical Collection, MC 438, Special Collections of University of Arkansas Libraries, Fayetteville, Arkansas [hereafter CU Collection] Box 103, File 6.  More recently, Akira Iriye, in his exploration of cultural internationalism, defined by him as the ‘development of an alternate community of nations and peoples on the basis of …cultural interchanges’, has described the Fulbright program as ‘as good a symbol of postwar cultural internationalism as any’. See Akira Iriye, Cultural Internationalism and World Order, John Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 1997, pp. 2, 155, 201.  


For more critical works which briefly address the fulbright before moving on to fry the bigger fish in the cultural offensive, see: Liping Bu, Making the World Like Us: Education, Cultural Expansion and the American Century, Praeger, Westport Connecticut, 2003, pp.155-157; Walter L. Hixson, Parting the Curtain: Propaganda, Culture and the Cold War, 1945-1961, St Martins Press, New York, 1997, p.8-9; Frank A. Ninkovich, The Diplomacy of Ideas: US Foreign Policy and Cultural Relations, 1938-1950, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1981, pp.140-147; Richard H. Pells, Not Like Us: how Europeans have loved, hated and transformed American culture since World War II, Basic Books, New York, 1997, pp.58-63; Reinhold Wagnleitner (transl. Diana M. Wolf), Coca-Colonization and the Cold War: The Cultural Mission of the United States in Austria after the Second World War, University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill, 1994, pp.156-158.





� For examples, see ‘Statement of the United States Senator J.W. Fulbright, of Arkansas, Washington D.C., September 27 1945, J. William Fulbright Papers, Special Collections of University of Arkansas Libraries, Fayetteville, Arkansas, MS F956, Box 8, File 6 [hereafter Fulbright Papers]. ‘Statement of John W. Snyder, Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion on Foreign Disposal Before the Special Committee Investigating the National Disposal Program, 24 September 1945’, Fulbright Papers, Box 8, File 6; J.W. Fulbright, ‘The Role of Education in Foreign Affairs’, Speech in Milwaukee, November 5 1948, Fulbright Papers, Series 72, Box 7, File 3, p.6. ‘A Whoop and  a Holler’, Pathfinder, 28 August 1946, p.36, Fulbright Papers, Box 58, File 13; Benjamin Fine, ‘Education in Review: Washington Conference Shapes a Policy for an International Organization’, New York Times, September 23 1945, p.77; ‘Student Exchange’, Washington Post, February 19 1946, p.6; ‘Student Exchange’ The Washington Post, August 3 1946, p.6.


� Senator O’Mahoney, in U.S. Senate Subcommittee of the Committee on Military Affairs, Foreign Educational Benefits and Surplus Property: Hearing on s.1440 and s.1636, 79th Congress, 2d session, February 25 1946, p.18.


� Richard L. Strout, ‘Changing Canons to Cultural Currency- An Intimate Message from Washington’, Christian Science Monitor, March 2 1946, cited from Appendix to the Congressional Record, 79th Congress, 2nd session, vol 92, part 10, p.A1406.


� U.S. Senate Committee on Military Affairs, Foreign Educational Benefits and Surplus Property: Report to accompany s.1636, Senate Report No. 1039, 79th Congress 2nd session, March 12, 1946, p.5.  Herbert Hoover’s letter to Sen Fulbright, outlining the Belgian American Educational Foundation, and his part in it, was included in this Report as Appendix C, pp.10-11.  It was also included, and cited approvingly, in the report of the U.S. House Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Department, Disposal of Surplus Property Abroad: Report to Accompany S.1636, House of Representatives Report no. 2546, 79th Congress, 2d session, July 17 1946, pp. 5 and 10, For further examples, see ‘Hoover endorses Scholarship plan’, New York Times, February 17 1946, p.35, ‘Better Currency than Gold’, New York Herald Tribune, March 14 1946, cited from Appendix to the Congressional Record, 79th Congress, 2nd session, vol 92, part 10, p.A1406.


� For more on the Latin American Program, see Espinosa, Inter-American Beginnings of U.S. Cultural Diplomacy. 


� ‘Student Exchange Enlists 22 nations’, New York Times,October 10 1947, p.27.


� Conference Board of Associated Research Councils, Committee on International Exchange of Persons, ‘Current Information Regarding the Fulbright Educational Program of Interest to University Professors and Scholars’, December 20 1949, p.1, Council for International Exchange of Scholars Records, Special Collections of University of Arkansas Libraries, Fayetteville, Arkansas,  MC 703, Box 94, File 2 [hereafter CIES Records].


� ‘Proposed Agenda for October 8-9 Meeting of the President’s Board of Foreign Scholarships’, p.1, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 1.


� Idem.


� ‘Statement of John W. Snyder, Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion on Foreign Disposal Before the Special Committee Investigating the National Disposal Program, 24 September 1945’, Fulbright Papers, Box 8, File 6.  See also H. Wendell Endicott, Acting Central Field Commissioner for Pacific, Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, ‘Memorandum’, October 1945, Fulbright Papers, Box 8, File 6, p.1.


� U.S. House Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Department, To Amend the Surplus Property Act: Hearings on H.R 5329, H.R. 5517, H.R. 4432, and Others Relating to the Disposition of Surplus Property, 79th Congress 2d Session, 1946, p.97.


� Thomas C. McCabe, Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, before House Committee, To Amend the Surplus Property Act, p.290.


� H. Wendell Endicott, Acting Central Field Commissioner for Pacific, Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, ‘Memorandum’, October 1945, Fulbright Papers, Box 8, File 6, p.2. 


� see House Committee, To Amend the Surplus Property Act, passim.


� See House Committee, To Amend the Surplus Property Act, p.204 and ‘Property Abroad’, Washington Post, April 24 1946, p.6.


� House Committee, To Amend the Surplus Property Act, p.291, 393. Department of State Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, Report to Congress on Foreign Surplus Disposal, April 1946, Department of State Publication 2518, p.27.


� H. Wendell Endicott, Acting Central Field Commissioner for Pacific, Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, ‘Memorandum’, October 1945, Fulbright Papers, Box 8, File 6, p.6. 


� The Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commissioner had been created in October 20 1945 by Executive Order 9630 for the purpose of handling the lend-lease settlements. See Department of State Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, Report to Congress on Foreign Surplus Disposal, April 1946, Department of State Publication 2518, p.7.  On executive order 9689, see ibid., p.5 and House Committee, To Amend the Surplus Property Act, pp.3-4.


� House Committee, To Amend the Surplus Property Act, pp.288-289.


� Letter from Thomas B McCabe to Senator Fulbright, December 17 1945, Fulbright Papers, Box 8, File 6. 


� ‘Statement of John W. Snyder, Director of War Mobilization and Reconversion on Foreign Disposal Before the Special Committee Investigating the National Disposal Program, 24 September 1945’, Fulbright Papers, Box 8, File 6.


� H. Wendell Endicott, Acting Central Field Commissioner for Pacific, Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, ‘Memorandum’, October 1945, Fulbright Papers, Box 8, File 6, pp.6-7.


� House Committee, To Amend the Surplus Property Act, p.292,


� House Committee, To Amend the Surplus Property Act p.292-293, 393. Statement of John W.Snyder’, p.5. Leon Martel, Lend-Lease Loans and the Coming of the Cold War: A Study of the Implementation of Foreign Policy, Westview Press Boulder, 1979, p.61.  The concession to US commercial airlines in return for the sale US built airfields and navigational devices seemed particularly appealing to policy makers.  See Senate Committee on Military Affairs, Foreign Educational Benefits and Surplus Property, pp.3 and 8-9. 


� ‘Statement by J. William Fulbright of Arkansas’, Washington D.C September, 1945, Fulbright Papers, Box 8, File 6.


� Letter from J. William Fulbright to President John W. Swarthmore, February 11 1946, Fulbright Papers, Box 11, File 1.


� Cited from Congressional Record, July 26 1946, 79th congress 2d session, vol 92, part 8, p.10214.


� For example, when the Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commission mentioned s.1636, it referred to it as a Bill intended to clarify that the Secretary of State had full authorisation to dispose of foreign surplus under the Surplus Property Act.  See Department of State Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, Report to Congress on Foreign Surplus Disposal, April 1946, Department of State Publication 2518, p.31.


� Senator Fulbright, Congressional Record, 79th Congress 1st Session, volume 91, part 9, December 15 1945, p.12123.  The suggestion that Senator Fulbright was not ill-disposed towards the possibility of using military economics is prompted by his attitude towards lend-lease loans.  According to Leon Martel, in a Committee on Foreign Affairs Hearing in 1943, Fulbright had asked the Lend-Lease Administrator ‘whether the lend-lease program might not be a proper vehicle for planning perhaps not only the winning of the war but of dealing with the peace’.  Cited from Martel, Lend-Lease, Loans and the Coming of the Cold War, p.8.


� Senate Subcommittee of the Committee on Military Affairs, Foreign Educational Benefits and Surplus Property


� Congressional Record, 79th Congress 2nd session, vol.92, part 2, March 12 1946, p.2141; Congressional Record, 79th Congress 2nd session, vol.92, part 3, April 12 1946, pp.3552-3553, April 15 1946, p.3756.


� House Committee on Expenditures in the Executive Department, Disposal of Surplus Property Abroad, p.4.


� Idem.; Senate Committee on Military Affairs, Foreign Educational Benefits and Surplus Property: Report to accompany s.1636.


� Congressional Record, 79th Congress, 2nd Session Vol 92, Part 8, July 26 1946, pp.10214-10215.


� Congressional Record, 79th Congress, 2nd Session, Vol.92, Part 8, July 27 1946, p.10237, July 30, 1946, p.10413, August 1 1946, p.10619.


� See ‘Anglo-U.S. Unit Named on Student Exchange’, New York Times, September 23 1948. The deal with England had been concluded on December 6 1945.


� For details of the agreement see Wilma Fairbank, America’s Cultural Experiment in China 1942-1949, Cultural Relations Programs of the US Department of State, Historical Studies: Number One, Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs, Department of State, Washington DC, 1976, p.154.


� Department of State Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commission, Report to Congress on Foreign Surplus Disposal, October 1946, State Department Publication 2655. The countries were Italy, Poland, Hungary, Netherlands, Czechoslovakia, Austria, Finland, Turkey, Greece, India, China and the Phillipines.  One could reasonably argue that use of the original procurement price to determine the worth of the surplus goods was somewhat self-serving and inflationary.  After all, as so many commentators had noted, it was deteriorating and often previously used.


� Department of State Office of the Foreign Liquidation Commission, Report to Congress on Foreign Surplus Disposal, October 1946, State Department Publication 2655, p.6.


� Traditionally, there has been a tendency to argue that America simply emerged from the war as the world’s superpower.  For an example of this type of analysis, see Donald W. White, ‘The Nature of World Power in American History: An Evaluation at the end of World War II’, Diplomatic History, Vol. 11, n.3, Summer 1987, pp.181-202.  Recently, some work has begun to explore the way that American decisions during the war shaped the post-war world.  David Kennedy, for example, argues that the American government made strategic decisions in the war in order to ensure its power in the post-war world.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.abc.net.au/rn/talks/bbing/stories/s398304.htm" ��http://www.abc.net.au/rn/talks/bbing/stories/s398304.htm�, last accessed on March 18 2005.  Warren F. Kimball also suggests that world-war economic policy helped shape the post-war world, but argues that this was the result of evolving war tactics rather than intent. See Warren F. Kimball, ‘U.S. Economic Strategy in World War II: Wartime Goals, Peacetime Plans’, pp.139-158 in Warren F. Kimball (ed.), America Unbound: World War II and the Making of a Superpower, St. Martins Press, New York, 1992.  On the cultural front, Mark Pendergrast has suggested the importance of war contracts in facilitating Coca-Cola’s post-war global market.  See Mark Pendergrast, For God, Country and Coca-Cola: The Unauthorised History of the Great American Soft-Drink and the Company that Makes It, Charles Scribner’s Sons, New York, 1993, pp.199-217.


� The five were Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, Poland and Hungary – all negotiations obviously frozen by the emergence of the cold war.


� See ‘For the Press: Board of Foreign Scholarships Appointed by the President’, July 17 1947, Fulbright Papers, Series 72, Box 6, File 7 and Johnson and Colligan, The Fulbright Program: A History, Appendix 3, pp.343-344.  The fact that educational exchanges occurred with non-European countries, notably China, Burma and the Phillipines, reminds us that American culture expanded throughout the globe, not just to Europe.  As such, this paper can be seen to be as an attempt to redress the Eurocentrism of much of the work on the Americanisation of culture.  As Mike-Frank Epitropolous and Victor Roudemotof have correctly noted, ‘most works on this subject focus on the presence and effects of American culture in particular European societies’.  See Mike-Frank Epitropolous and Victor Roudemotof, ‘Introduction’ in Mike-Frank Epitropolous and Victor Roudemotof (eds.), American Culture in Europe: Interdisciplinary Perspectives, Praeger, Westport, 1998, p.1.  Furthermore, by re-orienting our focus from the propaganda battle between the USSR and the USA, this paper can be seen as an attempt to explore the Cold War as more than a conflict between two super-powers but as an epoch with wider themes and impacts for the rest of the globe as has been advocated by Odd Arne Westad, in ‘The New International History of the Cold War: Three (Possible) Paradigms’, Diplomatic History, vol.24, n.4, Fall 200, pp.551-565.


� Department of State Office of Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, Report to Congress on Foreign Surplus Disposal, January 1947, Department of State Publication 2722, p.9.


� By the beginning of 1947, the OFLC already conceded that ‘it does not now appear probable that further large sales can be negotiated’. (see Department of State Office of Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, Report to Congress on Foreign Surplus Disposal, January 1947, Department of  State Publication 2722, p.9).  Over the next two and a half years, apart from the bulk sale in Germany in the first quarter of 1948, the OFLC reports, increasingly diminutive, chronicled the liquidation of small allotments, and the difficulties of transferring sold material to their buyers.  In July of 1949, in the 14th and final report of the OFLC, it noted that the Office had been terminated on June 30 1949.  In total, it had disposed of $US 10 000 million worth of surplus for a return of $2 000 million. (see Department of State Office of Foreign Liquidation Commissioner, Report to Congress on Foreign Surplus Disposal, July 1949, Department of  State Publication 3559, p.5)


� ‘Lend-lease returns’, Californian, Aug 1 1946, cited from Fulbright Papers, Box 58, File 13.  The confusion and conflation between lend lease and surplus items was common in this period.  Simply put, all civilian lend-lease materials in production at the time of wars end were declared surplus.  All military lend-lease and used civilian lend-lease was written off as the cost of victory in war.  See James J Dougherty, The Politics of Wartime Aid: American Economic Assistance to France and French Northwest Africa, 1940-1946, Greenwood Press Wesport Connecticut, 1978, pp.204-209. 


� ‘Student Exchange’, Washington Post, February 19 1946, p.6.


� William I. Nichols, ‘America’s Next Move’, This Week, July 15 1945, Fulbright Papers, Box 58, File 13.


� ‘A Good Swap’, New York Times, September 14 1946, p.4.


� Peter Edson, ‘Surplus Education’, News, Washington DC, July 30 1946, Fulbright Papers, Box 58, File 13.


� ‘Property Abroad’, The Washington Post, April 24 1946, p.6.


� ‘Fulbright Signed By President’, N.W. Arkansas Times, August 5 1946, Fulbright Papers, Box 58, File 13.


� ‘Student Exchange’, Blade, Toledo, Ohio, August 10 1946, Fulbright Papers, Box 58, File 13.


� ‘A weapon for peace’, New York Times, December 25 1946, p.28.


� ‘Education with Fulbright’, Battalion, July 8 1947, p.2, Fulbright Papers, Box 11, File 1.


� ‘Address by Sen. J.W. Fulbright on Drew Pearson Program, American Broadcasting Company’, July 31 1949, Fulbright Papers, Series 72, Box 7, File 28. 


� John Fousek, To Lead the Free World: American Nationalism and the Cultural Roots of the Cold War University of North Carolina Press, Chapel Hill, 2000, pp.7, 36.  For an earlier, but paradigmatic, articulation of this ideology, see Henry R. Luce, ‘The American Century’, Diplomatic History, vol.23, n.2, Spring 1999, pp.155-179.


� For the reconceptualisation of global space, see Susan Schulten, The Geographical Imagination in America 1880-1950, University of Chicago Press, Chicago 2001, especially pp.138-146. Fousek notes similar trends, with a slightly different analytic lens, see Fousek, To Lead the Free World, pp.42 and 53.


� Fousek, To Lead the Free World, pp.7-8.


� Fousek, To Lead the Free World, p.8.


� J.W. Fulbright, ‘Isolation and Foreign Policy: Commencement Address at Gettysburg College, Gettysburg Pennsylvania, April 26 1943, p.5. Fulbright Papers, Series 72, Box 2, File 1. See also ‘Our Foreign Policy’, Radio Speech on Texas Hour, July 15 1946, pp.3-4, Fulbright Papers, Series 72, Box 2, File 10. 


� ‘Charter Day Address’ College of William and Mary, Williamsburg, February 8 1946, p.2, Fulbright Papers, Series 72, Box 4, File 6.


� J. William Fulbright, ‘The Peace We Want- a Continuing Peace’, New York Times, July 22 1945, pp.5, 28-29.


� J. William Fulbright, ‘The Word That Blocks Lasting Peace’, New York Times, January 6 1946, p.SM5.  See also, ‘Sovereignty Gone, Fulbright Holds’, New York Times, December 12 1945, p.6.


� ‘Fulbright Hits U.S. Policy as ‘Day to Day’’, Washington Post, March 29 1945, p.7.


� Address by J. W. Fulbright over KUOA Siloam Springs, Arkansas, August 31 1943, p.11, Fulbright Papers, Series 72, Box 2, File 12.


� For examples, see ‘Statement for OWI Overseas Broadcast’ March 31 1944, Fulbright Papers, Series 72, Box 2, File 31. See also ‘A report on the political aspects of the London Conference’, Columbia Broadcasting System, May 6 1944, Fulbright Papers, Series 72, Box 3, File 3.


� Benjamin Fine, ‘Education in Review’, New York Times, September 23 1945, p.77.


� John Temple Graves, ‘This Morning’, Birmingham, 28 January 1946, cited from Fulbright Papers, Box 58, File 13.


� Cited from Thomas J. Hamilton, ‘Plan to sell war stocks for Foreign Scholarships’, New York Times, December 20 1945, p.21 


� ‘Public Law 584- 79th Congress 2d session’, cited from Gilman G. Udell (Compiler), Surplus Property Act of 1944 and Amendments, US Government Printing Office Washington 1968, p.36.


� Ibid, p.36.


� idem.  The 10 members were General Omar N Bradley, Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs; John W. Studebaker, Commissioner of the United States Office of Education; Francis Spaulding, New York State Commissioner of Education; Helen C. White, Professor of English, University of Wisconsin; Lawrence Duggan, Director of the Institute for International Education; Ernest O Lawrence, Professor of Physics, University of California; Sarah Blanding, president of Vassar College, Walter Johnson, Professor of History, University of Chicago; Charles S. Johnson, president of Fiske University and Martin P. McGuire, dean of the Graduate School, Catholic University.  See Bess Furman, ‘Scholarship Unit Named by Truman’, New York Times, July 18 1947, p.22; ‘Truman Picks Foreign Study Selection Unit’, Washington Post, July 18 1947, p.10. 


� Board of Foreign Scholarships, ‘For the Press’, October 10 1947, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 13.


� ‘Summary of Proceedings’, Board of Foreign Scholarships Meeting October 8-9 1947, p.3, CU collection, Box 107, File 35.


� At the program’s 20th anniversary, Oscar Handlin, then BFS Chairman, stated that the board was ‘the product of an intention to keep the program free of either political or bureaucratic interference’. See Ralph H. Vogel, ‘The Making of the Fulbright Program’, Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, vol.491, May 1987, p.15-16. See also, Leonard R Sussman, The Culture of Freedom: The Small World of Fulbright Scholars, Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, Lanham, 1992, p.8.


� Summary of Proceedings’, Board of Foreign Scholarships Meeting October 8-9 1947, p.3. CU collection, Box 107, File 35.


� Johnson and Colligan, The Fulbright Program: A History, p.23.


� In short, other sections of the State Department, most notably the Foreign Building Office, wished to claim a larger portion of the foreign credits. See Johnson and Colligan, The Fulbright Program: A History, pp.108-109; Walter T. Johnson Company ‘Johnson’s Management Report: Washington Information of Interest to Business Executives’, Friday October 3 1947, p.4, cited from Fulbright Papers, Box 11, File 1.


� Summary of Proceedings’, Board of Foreign Scholarships Meeting October 8-9 1947, p.3 CU collection, Box 107, File 35.


� Ninkovich, Diplomacy of Ideas, p.141


�  Letter from Kenneth Holland to Senator Fulbright, October 20 1947, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 13.  As it turned out, the agreement wouldn’t be signed for almost another month.


� Tillman Durdin, U.S., China at off on Cultural Fund’, New York Times, July 10 1947, p.11.


� Harry H. Pierson, Institute of International Education, ‘Fulbright Act and China’, New York Times, July 24 1947, p.20. This kind of formulation of US ownership of funds, which obscured their more contested origins, was not limited to this period.  For example, Martin Mcguire, a member of the BFS, also argued that America had ultimate control over the expenditure of the funds.  He conceded that ‘the Fulbright program is pretty much one way on the financial side. Yet when one considers the origin of the funds made available under the Act, no valid criticism can be made on this score’. Martin R.P. McGuire, ‘The Fulbright Program’, in Letter from Senator Fulbright to Pat McCarran, April 21 1950, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 16.


� ‘Student Exchange Pact is Concluded with China’, New York Times, November 10 1947, p.16.


� Tillman Durdin, ‘Educational Aid to China Mapped’, New York Times, December 18 1947, p.16.


� For examples, see ‘Turks oppose Fulbright: Object to some provisions of his student exchange act’, New York Times, September 25 1948, p.8; ‘Egypt asks equality in scholarship pact’, New York Times, March 14 1949, p.9; ‘Minutes of 3rd Meeting’ Committee on International Exchange of Persons Conference Board of Associated Research Councils, April 15 1948, p.10.


� Greece got 2 votes to America’s 5, the Philippines 4. ‘General Report of the Executive Secretary’, March 20- May 22 1948, CU Collection, Box 107, File 36.


� ‘Italy and US sign Pact on Student Exchanges’, New York Times December 19 1948, the UK was successful in getting an equal number of votes in a revised agreement.  See ‘Anglo-U.S. Unit Named on Student Exchange’, New York Times, September 23 1948 and ‘Fulbright Plan Altered’ New York Times, April 1 1949, p.14.  On the Netherlands, see ‘Press Release’ May 17 1949, Fulbright Papers,Box 12 File 13.


� ‘Minutes of First Meeting’, February 11 1948, Committee on International Exchange of Persons, Conference Board of Associated Research Councils, CIES records, Box 6, File 1.


� ‘Proposed Agenda for October 8-9 meeting of the President’s Board of Foreign Scholarships’, p.9, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 13; Johnson and Colligan, The Fulbright Program: A History, pp.113-114.


� For example, the Board in the Philippines included the Chief Public Affairs Officer of the Embassy, the President of the Philippines Refining Company, the President of Silliman University, the Treasury Attache of the Embassy and a member of the embassy staff. ‘General Report of the Executive Secretary’, March 20- May 22 1948, CU Collection, Box 107, File 36. In the Netherlands it included the Chief of the ECA mission to the Netherlands (on leave from his job as President of Rochester University), the Commercial Attache of the American Embassy, the United States Consul, Amsterdam, the Acting Director of the United States Information Agency, the Hague and the Cultural Attache of the American Embassy. ‘Press Release’ May 17 1949, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 13.


� Summary of Proceedings’, Board of Foreign Scholarships Meeting October 8-9 1947, p.3, CU collection, Box 107, File 35.





� . Summary of Proceedings’, Board of Foreign Scholarships Meeting October 8-9 1947, pp.1-3 CU collection, Box 107, File 35. see also Benjamin Fine, ‘Education in Review’, New York Times, October 12 1947, p.E9.


� see Johnson and Colligan, The Fulbright Program: A History, pp.55-56.  


� ‘Proposed Agenda for October 8-9 meeting of the President’s Board of Foreign Scholarships’, p.2. Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 13.  It is unclear whether this statement of purposes was written for internal or external purposes, but I could find no evidence of its dissemination.


� ;Summary of Proceedings’, Board of Foreign Scholarships Meeting October 8-9 1947, p.3, CU collection, Box 107, File 35.  It took the press a little while to twig that more than students and professors were being exchanged but in 1950 there was a brief flurry of coverage on the drama and music exchanges happening under the program.  ‘U.S. Offers Grants for Drama Study’, New York Times, July 10 1950, p.17l; Ross Parmenter, ‘The Wolrd of Music: Fulbright Scholarships’, New York Times, July 16 1950, p.X6; ‘Drama Scholarships’, New York Times, July 17 1950, p.16; Richard L. Coe, ‘Fulbright Bill Gives Actors a Chance’, Washington Post, November 1 1949, p.14.


� Johnson and Colligan, The Fulbright Program, p.19 n.21.


� Barrett, Truth is Our Weapon, pp.58-59.


� For examples, see Benjamin Fine, ‘Education in Review’, New York Times, September 23 1945, p.77; Bess Furman, ‘Scholarship Unit Named By Truman’, New York Times, July 18 1947, p.22; ‘Student Selection for Exchange Set’, New York Times, December 14 1947, p.39; Benjamin Fine, ‘Education in Review’, New York Times, December 25 1949, p.E7; ‘Educational Pact Set’, New York Times, September 22 1948, p.15; ‘Italy and U.S. Sign Pact on Student Exchanges’, New York Times, December 19 1948, p.4. 


� Institute of International Education, Building Roads to Peace: Exchange of People Between the United States and Other Countries, IIE, 1948.


� William I Nichols, ‘America’s Next Move’, This Week, July 15 1945, p.8, Fulbright Papers, Box 58, File 13. For other examples where educational exchange was favourably compared with cultural propaganda, see ‘A Good Swap’, New York Times, September 14 1946, p.4; ‘Scholarship Unit Named by Truman’, New York Times, July 18 1947, p.22.


� ‘Use of Surplus Property Credits Abroad for the Exchange of Students: Extension of Remarks of Hon. J. William Fulbright’, Congressional Record, 79th Congress, 2nd Session, Vol.92, part 12, August 2 1946, p.A4766.


� Summary of Proceedings’, Board of Foreign Scholarships Meeting October 8-9 1947, p.3 CU collection, Box 107, File 35. See also ‘Proposed Agenda for October 8-9 Meeting of the President’s Board of Foreign Scholarships’, p.11, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 13.


� Proposed Agenda for October 8-9 Meeting of the President’s Board of Foreign Scholarships’, p.20, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 13.


� ‘Minutes of 7th Meeting’ December 2 1948, CIES Records, Box 6, File 1, p.6.


� ‘Proposed Agenda for October 8-9 Meeting of the President’s Board of Foreign Scholarships’, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 13, p.11.


� ‘Awards Made Under P.L. 584, The Fulbright Act: From beginning of program to December 31, 1953, by calendar year’, February 3 1954, Fulbright Papers, Box 57, File 71.


� ‘Summary of Proceedings’, Board of Foreign Scholarship Meeting October 8-9 1947, p.4, CU Collection, Box 108, File 35.  The fact that the program would preference war veterans received disproportionate attention in the early coverage of the Fulbright Act, perhaps because it seemed to provide a ‘study abroad’ element to the G.I. Bill.  For examples, see, Thomas J. Hamilton, ‘Plan to Sell War Stocks For Foreign Scholarships’, New York Times, December 20 1945, p.1; ‘Veterans Ask Aid to Study Abroad’, New York Times, December 21 1945, p.19; ‘A Good Swap’, New York Times, September 14 1946, p.4; ‘Student Exchange’, Washington Post, February 19 1946, p.6.


� Board of Foreign Scholarships, ‘Minutes of 3rd Meeting’, January 17 1948, p.4, CU Collection, Box 107, File 36, p.4. It is not clear how these criteria were to be applied: whether any given school had to meet all three criteria or only one of them.


� The CIEP for example, noted one more than one occasion that it had not been informed of developments in the program by the BFS. For examples, see, ‘Minutes of the Ninth Meeting’, Committee on International Exchange of Persons, Conference Board of Research Councils’, March 9 1949, p.10 CIES Records, Box 6, File 2; ‘Minutes of the Thirteenth Meeting’, Committee on International Exchange of Persons, Conference Board of Research Councils’, November 22 1949, p.5, CIES Records, Box 6, File 2.


� ‘Report Submitted by the Conference Board of Assiciated [sic] Research Councils’, October 14 1948, CIES Collection, Box 3 File 9, ‘Minutes of the Eighth Meeting’ Committee on International Exchange of Persons, Conference Board of Associated Research Councils, January 11 1949, pp.3-4, CIES Records, Box 6, File 2.


� Minutes of the Eighth Meeting’ Board of Foreign Scholarships, January 21 and 22 1949, p.7, Fulbright Papers, Box 12 , File 13


� Francis J. Colligan letter to Gordon T. Bowles, March 9 1949, CIES Records, Box 6, File 2.


� ‘Minutes of the Eighth Meeting’ Board of Foreign Scholarships, January 21 and 22 1949, p.7, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 13.


� Udell, Surplus Property Act, p.36


� ‘Statement by Assistant Secretary William Benton on the Fulbright Bill’, August 1 1946, Fulbright Papers, Box 11, File 1.


� Letter from Fulbright to George V. Allen, October 4 1948, Fulbright Papers, series 72, Box 4, File 5.  A few months earlier, he had also written to Allen suggesting that the President of the University of Arkansas be appointed to the BFS following the resignation of Duggan because ‘there is no southerner on the board except the president of Fisk University who was selected, as you know, because of his race rather than because of his being from the south’, Letter from Fulbright to George V. Allen, August 4 1948, Fulbright Papers, Series 72, Box 12, File 13.


� Letter from Fulbright to Edward W. Barrett, September 18 1950, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 15.


� ‘For the Press: State Scholar Plan Announced’, October 27 1950, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 15.


� See Letter from Charles I. Silin to Fulbright, October 31 1950 with the enclosed, ‘A Statement with Regard to the Discriminatory Effects of the Administration of the Fulbright Program’,Charles I. Silin, ‘Comments on Mr Holland’s Speech’. Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 15.


� On the rhetoric of opportunity, see ‘Current Information Regarding the Fulbright Educational Program of Interest to University Professors and Scholars’, Conference Board of Associated Research Councils, Committee on International Exchange of Persons, December 20 1949, p.1, CIES Records, Box 94, File 1; ‘Opportunities Under the Fulbright Program for specialists in biology and related fields’, November 21 1949, CIES Records, Box 94, File 2; and the various grantee letters included by Fulbright in his letter to Pat McCarran, April 21 1950, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 16.


� ‘The Role of Education in Foreign Affairs’, Milwaukee, November 5 1948, p.17.  Fulbright Papers, Series 72, Box 7, File 3.


� Letter from Charles B. Moore to Fulbright, December 15 1947, Fulbright Papers, Box 11, File 1.


� Walter L. Reynolds, ‘Memorandum to Hon. Clare E. Hoffman- Re: S.1636’, no date, Fulbright Papers, Box 8, File 6.


135� ‘Minutes of the Ninth Meeting’, Committee on International Exchange of Persons, Conference Board of Research Councils’, March 9 1949, p.2 CIES Records, Box 6, File 2; ‘Minutes of the Interim Executive Committee, Board of Foreign Scholarships’, August 17 1948, p.3, CU Collection, Box 107, File 36. Minutes of the Ninth Meeting’, Committee on International Exchange of Persons, Conference Board of Research Councils’, March 9 1949, p.2 CIES Records, Box 6, File 2; ‘Minutes of the Interim Executive Committee, Board of Foreign Scholarships’, August 17 1948, p.3, CU Collection, Box 107, File 36; ‘2 Professors Slain By Filipino Spears’, New York Times, January 16 1950, p.1.


� Bess Furman, ‘Scholarship Unit Named by Truman’, New York Times, July 18 1947, p.22.


� Martin R.P. McGuire to Fulbright, September 5 1947, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 13.


� Benjamin Fine, ‘Education in Review’, New York Times, October 12 1947, p.E9; ‘Student Exchange’, New York Times, October 18 1947, p.14; Stephen Duggan, ‘Exchange Students’, New York Times, October 19 1947, p.E10; Benjamin Fine, ‘Big Foreign Quota of Students Urged’, New York Times, December 13 1947, p.17. 











� ‘Awards Made Under P.L. 584, The Fulbright Act: From beginning of program to December 31, 1953, by calendar year’, February 3 1954, Fulbright Papers, Box 57, File 71.


� Benjamin Fine, ‘Education in Review’, New York Times, October 12 1947, p.E9; ‘Student Exchange’, New York Times, October 18 1947, p.14; Stephen Duggan, ‘Exchange Students’, New York Times, October 19 1947, p.E10


� Stephen Duggan, ‘More Foreign Students Urged’, New York Times, May 10 1946, p.18; ‘Student Exchange’, New York Times, October 18 1947, p.14; Stephen Duggan, ‘Exchange Students’, New York Times, October 19 1947, p.E10, ‘Training for Democracy’, Washington Post, May 14, 1948.


� Benjamin Fine, ‘Big Foreign Quota of Students Urged’, New York Times, December 12 1947, p.17.


� Summary of Proceedings’, Board of Foreign Scholarship Meeting October 8-9 1947, p.3, CU Collection, Box 108, File 35.


� ‘The role of education in foreign affairs’, Milwaukee, November 5 1948, p.8. Fulbright Papers Series 72, Box 7, File 3. 


� Ninkovich,  The Diplomacy of Ideas, p.5.


� Michael E. Latham, ‘Introduction: Modernization, International History, and the Cold War World’ in David C. Engerman, Nils Gilman, Mark H. Haefele, Michael Latham, (ed.), Staging Growth: Modernization, Development and the Global Cold War, University of Massacheusetts Press, Amherst, 2003, p.16.


� Nils Gilman, Mandarins of the Future: Modernization Theory in Cold War America, Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 2003, p.5.


� Ibid, p.71.


� ‘Mailing to Specialists in Specific Fields’, Committee on International Exchange of Persons, November 1949, CIES Records, Box 94, File 2.


� Robert Trumbell, ‘Americans Aiding Progress In Burma: teachers and Students inform world of nation at same time as they help it’, New York Times, March 12 1950, p.18. For Fulbright’s use of the article, see Letter from Fulbright to Pat McCarran, April 21 1950, Fulbright Papers, Box 12, File 16.


� For examples of the conception of European reconstruction as temporary development, see Stephen Duggan, ‘More Foreign Students Urged’, New York Times, May 10 1946, p.18; Benjamin Fine, ‘Big Quota of Foreign Students Urged’, New York Times, December 12 1947, p.17; Malvina Lindsay, ‘Youth Seeks World Ties’, Washington Post, July 5 1947, p.4.


� Ninkovich, The Diplomacy of Ideas, p.5.


� Ibid, p.181.


� Michael Adas, ‘Modernization Theory and the American Revival of the Scientific and Technological Standards of Social Achievement and Human Worth’, in Engerman, Gilman et al., Staging Growth , p.35; Gilman, Mandarins of the Future, p.8, Latham, ‘Introduction’, p.11.  Ron Robin has explored the emergence of the behavioralist paradigm in the post-war period in The Making of the Cold War Enemy: Culture and Politics in the Military-Intellectual Complex, Princeton University Press, Princeton, 2001.  Laura Belmonte has begun to explore the institutional connections between modernization theorists and cultural propaganda programs.  See Laura Belmonte, ‘Selling Capitalism: Modernization and U.S. Overseas Propagnda, 1945-1959’, pp.107-108 in Engerman, Gilman et al., Staging Growth , p.35; Gilman, Mandarins of the Future.


� cited from Sussman, The Culture of Freedom, p.57.


� Malvina Lindsay, ‘One World Campuses’, Washington Post, December 28 1946, p.4.


� Malvina Lindsay, ‘Youth Seeks World Ties’, Washington Post, July 5 1947, p.4.


� ‘Announcement of Fulbright Awards Open to Visiting Lecturers and Advanced Research Scholars in Various Fields of Education’, 8 November 1949, CIES Records, Box 94, File 2.


� Board of Foreign Scholarships, ‘Minutes of the Sixth Meeting’, October 16 1948, p.6, CU Collection, Box 107, File 36.


� Announcement of Fulbright Awards Open to Visiting Lecturers and Advanced Research Scholars in Various Fields of Education’, 8 November 1949, CIES Records, Box 94, File 2.


� In part this was no doubt due to the way that individual scholars and students were able to take the money and run in their own direction.  It would be hard to find a more radically unintended consequence of a program to spread American culture than the development of Sayed Qutb’s thought and politics.  After receiving a fulbright in 1948 to study at, of all places, the Colorado State College of Education, Qutb returned to Egypt and, inspired by his disgust at the culture he experienced in America, rejected western culture in favor of an increasingly radicalised Islamism.  Qutb, of course, would go on to publish milestones, become the intellectual leader of the Muslim Brotherhood and, more recently, become renowned as a ‘godfather of al qaeda’.


� see Bu, Making the World Like Us, pp.221-246; Johnson and Colligan, The Fulbright Program: A History, pp.281-309.  The reports were, Francis J. Colligan, A Report on the Fulbright Program and Other Exchange of Person Matters in Europe, the Near and Middle East, and the Far East, Submitted to the Department of State, January 2- March  20 1951, Fulbright Papers, Box 57, File 74 and Walter Johnson, A Report of the Operation of the Fulbright Program, Submitted to the Board of Foreign Scholarships’, January 2- March 20 1951, Fulbright Papers, Box 57, File 75.





