C. C. Little Building Name Change Request
Introduction: Why we think this request is important and should be considered
Clarence C. Little was an active eugenicist and eugenics promoter, and later in his life a
spokesperson for the tobacco industry who tried to cast doubt on the claims that smoking
caused cancer. Memorializing his name on a science building is problematic for two key
reasons. First, Little helped contribute to and popularize a now discredited approach to
population management—eugenics—that sanctioned identification and sterilization of “unfit”
individuals as well as the identification of superior and inferior races (although Little himself
rejected the notion of a racial hierarchy). And second, Little contributed to the development of
political strategies designed to delay any serious response to the scientific findings that
smoking was associated with lung cancer. Specifically, he maintained steadfast commitment to
the genetic basis for most cancers and so continually highlighted potential doubts and
uncertainties in research linking smoking with lung cancer, a strategy that was adopted again
and again by industry when faced with evidence about the deleterious effects of their products.
Indeed this kind of “manufacturing of doubt” is currently being employed against climate
change science. As an apologist for the tobacco industry, Little helped to put at risk the lives of
millions, and contributed to the deaths of thousands, including undoubtedly many U-M
graduates. For both of these reasons, it seems counter to the goals and values of Michigan as a
higher education institution to continue to memorialize Little, particularly in such a public way
as is done with the C.C. Little Building.

Background on Clarence C. Little
General Biography
Clarence Cook Little was University of Michigan president from 1925 to 1929. He was born in
Brookline, Massachusetts in 1888, and attended Harvard University, where he earned a D. Sci.
in Zoology in 1914.
Little was commissioned a captain in World War I and became a major in the adjutant
general's department. He returned to Harvard after the war and focused his research on
genetics and cancer, also serving as assistant dean. In 1919, Little accepted a position as
research associate and assistant director of the Station for Experimental Evolution, Carnegie
Institution, Cold Spring Harbor, N. Y. The station at Cold Spring Harbor was the brainchild of
Charles Davenport, a foundational member of the early American Eugenics movement. In
1922 he put aside most of his research to become president of the University of Maine (19221925). In 1925 Michigan’s regents appointed Little president of the University of Michigan
(1925-1929). One year of Little’s U-M presidency overlapped with his role as president of the
American Eugenics Society (AES) in 1929. He was a director of the AES both during and after
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his tenure at Michigan, from 1923 to 1939.
After leaving Michigan in 1929, Little moved to Bar Harbor for research. While there he was
named the managing director of the American Society for the Control of Cancer (later renamed
the American Cancer Society) from 1929-1945. In 1954, Little became the Scientific Director of
the Scientific Advisory Board of the Council for Tobacco Research, where he remained until his
death. His two major scientific contributions were illuminating the genetic basis for transplant
rejection and founding the Jackson Laboratory.1
Little took an active leadership role in important organizations, in five inter-related areas:
eugenics, genetics, birth control, cancer, and tobacco. He was a Director and President of the
American Eugenics Society; President of the 1928 Race Betterment Conference; and a Vice
President of the Immigration Restriction League. He also was the Founding Director of the
Jackson Memorial Laboratory at Bar Harbor ME; and General Secretary of the 1932 6th
International Congress on Genetics. He was a founding member of the Board of Directors of
Margaret Sanger’s American Birth Control League and of the Detroit Birth Control League.2 He
was also the long-term Managing Director of what became the American Cancer Society, after
which he became the long-term Director of the Tobacco Industry Research Committee.
Time at UM
Little’s time at UM was relatively short and characterized both by few accomplishments and
administrative acrimony. For example, Little’s signature project was his proposal to create a
University College that would teach a unified curriculum to all undergraduates for their first
two years. Little felt that all graduates should acquire a common body of knowledge. Therefore
he advocated that the first two years of college should provide students with required general
courses in several fields of learning, before they specialized or majored in one field. At the end
of that period, some of them might be discouraged from going on, either because of
unsatisfactory grades or (and this was new) some defect in character that made them
not worth educating. Ultimately, although there was support among some faculty and regents,
the proposal never got off the ground.3
Philosophically, Little argued that university training was not for every high school graduate
and thus that those admitted should be carefully screened. But once in Ann Arbor, each
student's special capabilities, he believed, should be the concern of the faculty as the student
progressed — although not necessarily limited to fostering the student's particular interests.
For women students, Little faulted the existing curriculum because it was inadequate to
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prepare them to fulfill their responsibilities in the home and family.
Little oversaw the development of a number of new schools and departments, and instituted
Freshmen Week, an orientation period for entering freshmen before other students gathered
and classes began.4 He argued strenuously for the erection of new dormitories for the
undergraduates, and also worked with the Alumni Association to create an Alumni University.
He was committed to the belief that the educational responsibility of a university does not
cease with the graduation of a student; rather he believed that, insofar as possible, some sort of
constructive relationship should be preserved through all the years of the life of a college man
or woman.5
Under pressure from the Regents, Little presented his resignation to the board on January 21,
1929, effective at the end of the school year. In resigning, Little stated that his primary reason
was “that my methods of handling situations dealing with interests of private donors, political
interests, ‘local’ interests, and alumnae interests, are not consistent with policies which the
Board of Regents deems wise.” The Michigan Alumnus suggested that Little was upset about the
Regents handing too much power over education content to donors, about Ann Arbor rooming
house keepers and business leaders having too much say in opposing Little’s push for
dormitories, and over a battle with alumnae over who would control the new Michigan League.
A group of forty-two student leaders met unofficially at the Union on January 22, 1929 and
passed a resolution lauding the personal educative attainments of Dr. Little.6
Little’s scientific work
Little made significant contributions to science in the areas of mouse genetics, cancer genetics,
and organ transplantation. He was prescient insofar as he hypothesized about the role of
genetic predisposition to certain types of cancer. He also made very significant advances in
uses of the mouse as a model organism for cancer research. Perhaps his most lasting
contribution was the establishment of the first inbred strains of mice, something for which the
Jackson Laboratory is known to this day. According to George Snell, Little made four important
contributions to science: the development of inbred strains of mice and the demonstration of
their value in medical and biological research; the formulation of the genetic theory of
susceptibility and resistance to tissue transplants; the discovery of the milk-transmitted
murine mammary tumor incitor; and the establishment, with Rockefeller Foundation initiative
and support, of a study of the genetics of behavior.7
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Little began his work in the field of cancer and genetics at Harvard, where he accomplished
what some call his most brilliant research: “A Mendelian explanation for the inheritance of a
trait that has apparently non-Mendelian characteristics.” His observations on transplant
rejection became codified into the "five laws of transplant immunology" by George Snell. While
at Harvard Little also developed the "DBA (Dilute, Brown and non-Agouti)" strain of mice. For
his research, he received the 1978 Cancer Research Institute William B. Coley Award.8
In addition to his scientific research, Little was the Founding Director of the Jackson Memorial
Laboratory at Bar Harbor, Maine, established in 1929. It was and is a premier laboratory for
genetic research into cancer. While Director, Little helped set up summer training programs for
high school and college students and some consider him an educational innovator in this
regard. He was twice President of the American Association for Cancer Research (1931 and
1940), General Secretary of the 1932 6th International Congress on Genetics, and the long-term
Managing Director of what became the American Cancer Society. A proponent of the
establishment of the National Cancer Institute, Little was awarded the American Cancer
Society's Medal in 1950.

Little’s Positive Scientific Contributions
1. Little pioneered the development of strains of mice that were genetically very
susceptible to cancer, and others that were genetically cancer-resistant, and that have
proven invaluable to scientific research.9
2. In a day when birth control was scarcely mentioned in polite society, Little spoke out
favorably and repeatedly for it — even from a pulpit.10
3. In 1922 Harvard President A. Lawrence Lowell began a bitter and ultimately successful
battle for quotas to limit the number of Jewish students admitted to Harvard. Little led a
group of alumni who backed former Pres. Charles W Eliot in publicly fighting against
what he called Harvard’s “racial discrimination” against Jews.11
4. In a 1932 speech, Little attacked the idea that biology supported permanently fixed
categories of “racial superiority” and inferiority. Instead he provided a graphic
metaphor to illustrate his adaptationist, environmentally-contingent definition of
eugenic fitness. “An individual 6 foot tall may be superior over the 5 foot 6 inch
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individual when it comes to picking a hat off a high shelf. But place the same two
individuals in a [battlefield] trench and the taller one wouldn’t need the hat…”12
5. As managing director of what became the American Cancer Society Little created the
unprecedented 1936 Women’s Field Army which by 1939 mobilized 200,000 lay
women members to fight “the conspiracy of silence” and fear that was keeping women
from seeking early detection of breast and ovarian cancers. Even if cancer was
genetically caused, the WFA insisted it could be treated by life-saving surgery and
radiation. The Women’s Field Army indirectly influenced the creation of two other late
1930s institutions: the anti-polio Mothers March of Dimes, and the National Cancer
Institute, the first National Institute of Health.13
6. In 1936 Little was one of 30 American geneticists who signed a letter demanding that
the upcoming 7th International Congress for Genetics should “question” whether [Nazi]
“theories of racial superiority had any scientific basis.”14

Little’s Questionable Scientific Work
A. Eugenics
1. C. C. Little was an early supporter of the American Eugenics movement and was one of
the founders of the American Eugenics Society. Directly following the Second
International Congress on Eugenics, of which he was the Executive Secretary, the
American Ad Interim Committee was created and later evolved into the American
Eugenics Society.15 C. C. Little served on the Committee’s Board of Directors along with
Henry Fairfield Osborn and Charles Davenport, whom many consider to be the
godfather of American Eugenics, steering the Society throughout its formative – and
most radically eugenic – years.
2. Many of Little’s views on eugenics were widely shared by other scientists and adopted
as public policy in the US and internationally. But Little was particularly visible in two
ways: he led a large number of influential organizations, and he had a flair for
publicizing his views in attention-grabbing language.
3. Little served as a Director of the American Eugenics Society (AES) or its precursor
12
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organizations for 18 years, resigning due to his inability to attend meetings regularly
caused in part by his geographical distance from the Society’s headquarters and
pressure from his other work.16 He never cited disapproval for the Society’s eugenic
mission as his reason for resigning.17
4. While Little was President of the AES for just part of one year (1929), he managed to
have a lasting impact on the Society. The major accomplishment of Little’s presidency
was the expansion of AES State Committees, for which he appointed State Directors and
enhanced the Society’s ability to lobby state and local institutions.18
5. Little was a Vice President of the Immigration Restriction League.
6. Little supported the 1924 Johnson Act setting eugenically inspired strict ethnic quotas
on immigrants, and viewed that law as heralding a New World Order where individual
rights would be subordinated to eugenic progress.
7. Little promoted anti-miscegenation laws to prohibit inter-racial marriage. In a 1925
speech to a Birth Control conference “warning against reckless inter-racial marriage,”
Little “compared the United States to a soda fountain. He represented the different races
here as the different flavors of soda” that should not be allowed “to mix at random.”19
8. Little played a leadership role in the development of eugenics education, serving on the
Formal Education Committee of the American Eugenics Society for many years, and
promoting the introduction of eugenics into university courses. By the late 1920s, there
were close to 400 eugenics courses offered in colleges and universities in the United
States.20
9. With regards to the impact of C. C. Little’s Presidency on eugenic education at the
University of Michigan, there was a slight increase in coursework offered during his
tenure, though it was not explicitly linked to presidential initiatives. For the most part,
no courses entitled “Eugenics” were offered, though eugenics and eugenic principles
were discussed in the course description of numerous classes. During Little’s
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Presidency, which lasted from 1925-1929, six courses were offered that were either
overtly eugenic in name or referred to eugenics or eugenic principles in their course
descriptions.21 One of the courses was added in 1926 and no longer offered in 1929 and
another was a course that was revised to include substantial eugenics materials in
1926.22 Four of the classes were offered in the Sociology Department and two in the
Zoology department. In 1924, the year prior to Little’s arrival, four courses featuring
eugenics were offered.23 However, this cannot be a complete picture of the extent to
which eugenics was taught at the University of Michigan. It is difficult to determine
because professors who taught explicitly eugenic courses also taught other courses
where eugenics may well have featured. For example, Professor Shull taught the only
course that was overtly eugenic in name, the Zoology 251 and 252 Discussion Group
“Eugenics, or a History of Zoology.” However, he also taught “Genetics,” “Heredity,”
“Investigations in Genetics,” and “Investigations in Genetics of Invertebrates”
throughout his career,24 and it is very possible that professors such as Shull may have
given eugenic tinges to their presentations of other material. This would be in line with
the findings of a survey of genetic and eugenic education conducted by the American
Eugenics Society’s Committee on Formal Education, of which President Little was a
member. The survey found that there was “frequent overlap” between genetics and
eugenics in the teaching of either subject.25
10. In a 1926 speech to the Michigan State Medical Society, Little called for “educating the
citizenry… to conform with the new order… of restricted liberty [such as] the
immigration quota law.”
11. In 1927 Little accepted the presidency of the third and final Race Betterment
Conference, held at Dr. John Harvey Kellogg’s sanatorium in Battle Creek, MI in 1928.
This was the final meeting of Kellogg’s Race Betterment Foundation and brought
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together a combination of hard-line eugenicists, politicians, public health reformers,
and body culture promoters. President Little convinced many East Coast eugenicists to
travel to the Midwest for the conference.26
12. In a public speech accompanying the 1932 6th International Congress of Genetics in NY,
Little declared, “We favor legislation to restrict the reproduction of the misfit….[by]
compulsory sterilization. … When a sink is stopped up we shut off the faucet..”27
13. As late as December 1934 Little was still reportedly listed as a Vice President of the
Immigration Restriction League, along with prominent racist eugenic financer Wycliffe
Draper, in a League publication that advocated further tightening the Johnson Act
quotas, and that explicitly blamed Jews for opposing such restrictions.28 Hitler had
seized power over a year earlier, and these quotas soon meant that boatloads of Jewish
refugees would be sent back to their extermination.
B. Tobacco
1. A good if polemical account of C.C. Little's tobacco industry work can be found in Robert
Proctor, Golden Holocaust (UC Berkeley 2011), chap 16, esp. p. 267ff. Little was a former
head of what became the American Cancer Society. Proctor explains the links: Little
believed that cancer was a genetic disease and that only those with a genetic
susceptibility got cancer from "carcinogens." This was a not-implausible scientific view,
but Proctor makes a good case that Little was culpably blind to how the industry
intended to use him for its own public relations purposes.
2. Little became the long-term Director of the Tobacco Industry Research Committee
(TIRC) in 1954, and kept the position until his death. Robert Proctor characterizes the
TIRC as “an organization whose purpose was to create public doubt about the role of
tobacco in cancer.” The Tobacco Industry Research Committee diverted attention from
the campaign against deaths from smoking, and became a direct model for other science
skeptics, from creationism to anti-vaccination to climate change deniers. Little focused
on genetics and rarely mentioned smoking, but when he did, he seemed to revise his
views to fit the tobacco industry views. In a 1944 American Cancer Society booklet Little
called breathing “fine particles of tobacco…smoke… unwise” but in 1960 as head of the
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TIRC he replied “no” when asked if he still believed that 1944 statement.”29
3. In 1954, U.S. tobacco manufacturers published “A Frank Statement to Cigarette
Smokers” in 448 newspapers in which they “questioned research findings implicating
smoking as a cause of cancer, promised consumers that their cigarettes were safe, and
pledged to support impartial research to investigate allegations that smoking was
harmful to human health.”30 “However, many TIRC and CTR funded research projects
were only remotely related to smoking and health, as acknowledged in a 1960 court
case (the Lartique trial) by the first scientific advisory board (SAB) chairman of TIRC,
Clarence Cook Little."31 Little "testified that 'TIRC had conducted no studies of tobacco
smoke because it had never been proven to be carcinogenic. He viewed such a study a
waste of time. Similarly, Little refused to conduct animal experimentation because he
believed that it was only relevant to animals, not human beings. Finally, TIRC did not
sponsor epidemiological studies."32
4. In 1954, Little’s TIRC committee “prepared a booklet, A Scientific Perspective on the
Cigarette Controversy, which was sent to 176,800 American doctors. Fifteen thousand
additional copies were sent to editors, reporters, columnists, and members of Congress.
A poll conducted two years later showed that ‘neither the press nor the public seems to
be reacting with any noticeable fear or alarm to the recent attacks [on smoking].’”33 The
goal of the booklet was to push the message that no links between smoking and cancer
had been proven and that more research was needed. As Oreskes and Conway note,
“The industry made its case in part by cherry-picking data and focusing on unexplained
or anomalous details.”34
5. In 1955, Little did a TV an interview with Edward R. Murrow in which he was asked the
following question: "Suppose the tremendous amount of research going on were to
reveal that there is a cancer-causing agent in cigarettes, what then?" Little replied: "It
would be made public immediately and just as broadly as we could make it, and then,
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efforts would be taken to attempt to remove that substance or substances."35
Cummings, Morley, and Hyland note: “Despite the promise made to disclose information
about smoking and health issues to the public, internal industry documents reveal that
cigarette companies failed to keep this promise. A 1953 document from the files of the
public relations firm of Hill and Knowlton which helped create the TIRC, suggests that
the purpose of the ‘Frank Statement’ advertisement was to assure smokers that it was
safe to smoke rather than to share what was known about the health dangers of
smoking: ‘There is only one problem—confidence, and how to establish it; public
assurance, and how to create it .. . And, most important, how to free millions of
Americans from the guilty fear that is going to arise deep in their biological depths—
regardless of any pooh-poohing logic:—every time they light a cigarette.’”36
6. In a 1957 magazine article authored by Clarence Little, director of the TIRC, he wrote
that: "the industry intends to support research until these charges can be proved or
disproved by direct experimental evidence."37
7. On July 12, 1957, the U.S. Surgeon General issued a statement linking smoking with lung
cancer. C.C. Little immediately responded in his position as Chairman of the Scientific
Advisory Board of the TIRC, declaring that the statement added “nothing new,” that it
“only reflects the opinions of some statisticians,” and that “research, thus far, has
produced no evidence that cigarette smoking or other tobacco use contributes to the
origin of lung cancer.”38
8. In 1964, the Surgeon General issued Smoking and Health: Report of the Advisory
Committee to the Surgeon General, which held that cigarette smoking was responsible
for a 70 percent increase in the mortality rate of smokers over non-smokers, and
detailed a number of other adverse health implications of smoking. Nonetheless, in
1967, Little did a series of radio spot announcements arguing that the link between
cigarette smoking and cancer was only statistical, “that no clinical or biological evidence
has been produced which demonstrates how cigarettes relate to cancer or any other
disease in human beings,” and that more research was needed.39 He also declared that
“Concerning the anti-cigarette controversy you should know that nonsmokers get lung
cancer while the overwhelming majority of people who smoke do not get lung cancer.
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The Surgeon General's Report on Smoking and Health, while condemning cigarettes,
clearly states that more research is needed.”40

The C.C. Little Science Building
The C. C. (Clarence Cook) Little Science Building was built in 1925 as the East Medical Building
and is located on the eastern side of the Diag. Its limestone neoclassical facade with four Ionicinspired columns was designed by noted architect Albert Kahn. The structure originally served
as a medical building, although it now houses a number of Natural Sciences departments and
laboratories, many related in one way or the other to the Geology Department.41
The building itself only became C.C. Little in 1968, when the Regents of the University of
Michigan voted to change the name of the East Medical Building (EMB) to the Clarence Cook
Little Science Building as part of a broader effort to rename university buildings in honor of
previous university presidents.42 The medical departments were relocating to the expanding
medical campus and the EMB was slated for remodeling.43 Even at the time of the building’s
renaming, the Regents and the University Planner found it difficult to decide which building
should bear Little’s name, as it was felt that he did not have a strong connection to any
particular building on campus.44 In comparison, the buildings selected for the other Presidents
honored by the University during this push for building renaming, Hatcher and Ruthven, were
far easier to select, as the presidents’ legacies were directly tied to the University and the
buildings that would bear their names, unlike Little.45
There was little pushback from most of campus about the renaming, save from the Geology
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Department, which made up the bulk of the faculty in the East Medical Building. John Dorr, the
head of the department, made his grievances known in a letter to the Regents, imploring them
to name the building after one of the University’s many distinguished earth scientists.46
The CC Little Building occupies a prominent spot on Central Campus. Because the main bus
stop for Central Campus is located adjacent to the C. C. Little building and named after it, the
building is broadly known throughout the student population. Most students know of C.C.
Little, even if they have no idea what goes on in the building much less who President Little
was. This accident of topography has meant that Little has taken on an outsized presence in the
undergraduate cognitive mapping of the campus. It is questionable whether Little is important
enough in the university’s history to merit such prominence, regardless of whether he ought to
be memorialized at all.

The Politics of Building Names
Many colleges and universities across the United States are engaged in debates over building
renaming on their campuses due to legacies of slavery, racism, and discrimination. After a
series of vocal protests from students, Yale’s president announced that the university would
change the name of Calhoun College to Hopper College. John C. Calhoun had been a proponent
of slavery, a white supremacist, and the nation’s 7th Vice President, while Grace Murray Hopper
was a trailblazing computer scientist and mathematician. While many universities are
grappling with legacies of slavery in their renaming and public history efforts, other
institutions have dealt with their eugenic legacies. For example, last year the University of
Virginia renamed Jordan Hall, named after former School of Medicine Dean and prominent
eugenicist Harvey E. Jordan, after Vivian Pinn, who was the only African American woman to
graduate from the school of medicine in the class 1967 and went on to receive numerous
awards for her work as a physician. Advocates for change argue that it is an affront to the
dignity of the universities and an insult to racially and socially diverse populations of students
to maintain buildings named after such leaders with records of slavery, racism, and
discrimination. Opponents to renaming often assert that such leaders made important
contributions, are deeply connected to proud institutional histories, and should not be judged
by anachronistic standards.
At UM, C.C. Little is one of two names of buildings that has been brought up consistently by
undergraduates as meriting reconsideration (the other is Winchell Hall). In 2006, 2015, 2016,
and 2017 editorials or op eds in the Michigan Daily raised the issue of maintaining Little’s name
on a prominent central campus science building, and most suggested that the name should be
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changed.47 UM itself has shown little reluctance in recent years to change a building name if it
seemed in the university’s interest. Most recently the David M. Dennison Building, named after
a prominent UM physicist, became Weiser Hall, named after UM alumnus and donor Ron
Weiser, in recognition of the $50 million Weiser and his family donated to the University.
Dennison spent all of his long and illustrious career at UM, and his scientific contributions are
much more directly tied to the institution than were Little’s.

Arguments Against Name Change
1. The current name is causing little harm. Most of the campus community does not know
who Little was and few appear to find it upsetting or disturbing to attend classes in the
Little building.
2. There is no evidence that while acting as president Little was an explicit racist who
sought to exclude students of color or minorities. For example, he did not institute
quotas on Jewish students and in at least one instance even spoke out against such
quotas.
3. Little made significant contributions to science in the areas of mouse genetics, cancer
genetics, and organ transplantation. He was prescient insofar as he hypothesized about
the role of genetic predisposition to certain types of cancer. He made advances in uses
of the mouse as a model organism for cancer research.
4. Little founded the Jackson Laboratory in Bar Harbor, Maine, which was and is a premier
laboratory for genetic research into cancer; in this capacity, he helped to set up summer
training programs for high school and college students and some consider him an
educational innovator in this regard.
5. An institution should honor its previous leaders even if some of their ideas were
distasteful. To remove his name is to engage in “PC” censorship.
6. By removing his name, we are sanitizing the past, and erasing history that, even if ugly,
should not be forgotten.
7. If we start renaming this building, we will set a precedent of retrospective judgment
that is sanctimonious and will prompt a culture of constant cycle of renaming that is
See Christopher Zbrozek, “Strange Career of CC Little,” Michigan Daily, September 26, 2006; “Roundtable:
What’s in a Name?,” Michigan Daily, December 7, 2015; Peggy Korpela, “Questioning C.C. Little’s Legacy,”
Michigan Daily, April 17, 2016; and Jackie Charniga, “Looking in the Mirror: The Push to Change History on
Campus,” Michigan Daily, February 21, 2017.
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distracting from the true mission of the university and wasteful of time and resources.

Arguments for Name Change
1. While Little’s eugenic legacy and career may not make certain students at Michigan
uncomfortable, it can be a more disturbing experience for students and faculty who are
aware of it and hold identities that were directly targeted by Little’s work.
2. Just because Little is best-known for his other scientific work and not eugenics is merely
an indicator of what he has been remembered for, not what he was most actively
involved in or believed in during his lifetime.
3. C. C. Little never disavowed eugenics or the American Eugenics Society. While this is not
a standard most people ought to be historically judged by, it should be considered when
commemorating figures who were actively involved in eugenics at one point in their
career.
4. Little spent much of the last phase of his career representing the tobacco industry and
working to undercut efforts to warn the public about the dangers of smoking. However
inadvertent, Little contributed to disinformation about tobacco and cancer that helped
maintain tobacco industry profits at the cost of thousands of lives and billions in
healthcare.
5. It seems particularly egregious to have a science building named after someone who
was not only an advocate of eugenics, but also part of an industry effort to develop a
strategy to protect companies from adverse findings about the health implications of
their products through campaigns to create doubt about scientific findings.
6. Changing the name of the C. C. Little Building does not necessarily have to result in a
sanitization of the past, as it could be accompanied by a plaque or other form of
memorialization of the building’s history and the rationale behind renaming.
7.

While a leader of this institution, President Little did not have a lasting impact that
would warrant his name remaining on a building out of respect for his achievements,
despite his personal philosophies.

8. Most of Little’s major achievements were associated with other institutions than the
University of Michigan, unlike other Presidents who have prominent campus buildings
named after them.
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9. Little has no especially strong connection with the building itself. In fact, the building
was selected for him in the 1960’s because it was the most fitting of several less-thanideal options.
10. The C. C. Little Building is commonly referred to by university students to at least the
same degree as buildings such as Angell Hall or the Hatcher Library. A president of such
little impact on the university does not deserve a place in the lexicon of students on par
with the likes of Presidents Angell or Hatcher.
11. Universities across the nation are doing their due diligence and reassessing how the
figures they commemorate demonstrate – or do not demonstrate – the values for which
they claim to advocate. The “Leaders and Best” must also lead in this new movement
and demonstrate the University’s commitment to diversity, equity, and inclusion.

Addressing the Principles
1. First, The Principle of Pedagogy: As an institution of learning our naming process and
outcome should always be an opportunity for learning, about our past, about path
breaking contributions by our faculty, the distinguished lives of alumni, extraordinary
acts of generosity, or important contributions to administrative leadership.
Answer: Renaming the Little Building provides an opportunity to promote reflection
and conversations about the meaning of diversity, equity, and inclusion on our campus,
and to consider how Little’s work – as university president, eugenicist, and tobacco
apologist – militated against values we now how hold dear. It also raises the question of
how and when to apply contemporary definitions of justice and inclusion to the past,
when we have the luxury of hindsight. Renaming the building would also provide the
opportunity to seek more diverse representatives of the university community
memorialized on the university campus. At the moment, buildings are overwhelmingly
named after white males. Moreover, Little’s contributions to the University were
modest at best. His scientific work was pursued largely either before he came to Ann
Arbor or after he left. His major programs for the university while President were never
enacted, and his lasting influence on the institution was slight. Finally, it is clear from
the historical record that the decision to name a building after Little was occasioned
solely by the desire to have all U-M presidents memorialized, and that the East Medical
Building was chosen not because it was associated with his presidency or his scientific
work, but solely because it was available and had something to with science. There are
now a number of U-M presidents without buildings named after them, suggesting that
this criterion is no longer as powerful as it may have once seemed.
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2. Second, The Principle of Interpretation: When a name is selected for a building or
portion of a building the obligation to explain and interpret that name does not end at
the end of the naming ceremony. Indeed, it is not only good stewardship on behalf of
those after whom spaces are named, but also an affirmative obligation of our
Pedagogical Principle to continuously interpret – and if necessary reinterpret – the
names and the stories behind the names of our facilities. When questions are raised
about the name of a space the issue may actually be about the interpretive information
provided about the name. In some cases changing a name may be less important than
providing adequate interpretation of it
Answer: In the Little case, it is incumbent on us both to rename the building for the
reasons outlined in this document, and to interpret and contextualize Little’s role at UM
and beyond. Interpretation can be an integral part of renaming so that Little’s
relationship to UM and the naming process itself is not forgotten, but situated in a
longer history of value setting and place names at Michigan. It should be noted that
building names in and of themselves in most instances have little pedagogical power.
Little’s name has been on the building for almost 50 years, and yet few students know
who he was, what he did, or even why there might be controversy about having a
building named after him. We see it as critical that part of the process of renaming the
Little building should entail some sort of permanent plaque or exhibit that explains the
various names of the building and why they were changed. But we are realistic enough
to acknowledge that the number of students who will take advantage of the
opportunities for reflection that such a plaque or exhibit would provide will probably be
small.
3. Third, The Principle of Due Diligence: In approaching a naming decision the University
owes it to itself and to succeeding generations to do substantial research into the name.
We believe that this research should be focused on the public record.
Answer: As should be apparent, this document is the result of extensive research,
relying on the public record, archival sources, and secondary sources. It is the product
of the labors of five U-M faculty members (including two with expertise in the history of
eugenics and two with expertise in the history of activism) and of a U-M undergraduate
writing a senior thesis on C. C. Little. On the basis of this experience, while we agree on
the need for thorough research before the university decides to remove or preserve a
building name, we also question whether placing the research burden on those
questioning the appropriateness of a name is either reasonable or in the best interests
of the university. It is our sense that most groups of students, in particular, would not
have the wherewithal (or even the time) to engage in the level of research that this
document represents. Perhaps what is here is more than necessary, but the principles
for naming decisions provide little guidance about what is enough. C.C. Little is also a
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figure about whom a great deal is known, and thus the research job was less daunting
than it might have been. Still, we only found time to compile this document in the
summer, when there was a sufficient respite from teaching and administrative duties to
provide us an opportunity to put it together. It is hard to imagine that most individuals
or groups desiring to challenge a name would have the opportunities we have had. And
so we respectfully suggest that the process be reimagined. We suggest that some
minimum criteria for the reassessment of a name be established. Once an individual or
group has provided sufficient information to show that those criteria are met in a given
case, then the university itself (perhaps by employing undergraduates as researchers)
should undertake the obligation to do a full-scale investigation into the individual and
to make that information publicly available. On the basis of this extensive dossier, a
public discussion could be organized to talk through the merits of changing or retaining
the name. The committee could then meet to determine its final recommendations,
which would go to the President and Regents. We would remind the committee that, in
the end, the greatest single beneficiary of a careful consideration of the university’s
names is the university itself. It is the university that suffers when building names no
longer reflect its values. Students, alumni, faculty, and staff are vital contributors to this
process and, as members of the university community, are affected by the names the
university has chosen to memorialize. But placing too much of the burden of making the
case for a change risks insuring that few names, if any, will ever be successfully
challenged. While in the short run this might seem easier for the institution, in the long
run UM will suffer if it does not insure that its public face accords with its values. That
questions have been raised about the CC Little building for over 10 years without any
firm resolution of them is indicative of what can happen if the process of initiating a
change is made too burdensome.
4. Fourth, The Principle of Commitment: In general the University community makes a
significant commitment to an individual or a family when it names a space after a
person. This applies both to spaces named for donors and for others. In some cases
involving donors this naming is regulated by a binding legal agreement. Those who wish
to change the formally designated names of spaces or buildings carry a heavy burden of
argument to justify it. And in all instances, any such discussions must take account of
appropriate legal analysis from the Office of the Vice President and General Counsel and
the 2008 Policy and Guidelines for Naming of Facilities, Spaces and Streets
Answer: As far as we know none, since this building was not named as part of an
endowment or gift. The primary commitment would be to the status quo and respecting
the wishes of the regents in 1968 when the decision to name the Little building was
made with little deliberation.
5. Fifth, The Principle of Revision: The exciting and important thing about the study of
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history is that both the materials for and the understanding of the past are constantly
changing. At a research university historical scholars must lead the way in producing
these new historical discoveries and interpretations. If these new understandings, from
time to time, produce controversy over space names, that is not an unnatural thing, far
from it. Indeed, the historical foundations of a naming decision by one generation may
appropriately be questioned by the new historical understandings of another
Answer: We submit that a combination of the historical record regarding Little and our
collective desire to create and maintain a university topography of names and places
representative of current institutional values compels a renaming of the Little building.
There is some debate about how to weigh Little’s accomplishments over the course of
his career, and clearly he produced some keen scientific insights, particularly with
regard to mouse genetics. Just as clearly, however, he also promoted a scientific theory
anchored in invidious judgments about the relative worth of different kinds of people
and was a central figure in a campaign orchestrated by a PR firm to discredit public
health evidence in order to protect a profitable industry. Moreover, Little’s time at UM
was brief and not noteworthy, whether looked at in terms of his scientific research or
his contributions to the university. Thus in our view the Little building exemplifies the
kind of university structure that should be renamed based on a critical and substantive
reevaluation in one historical moment of a previous historical moment.
6. Sixth, The Principle of Historical and Institutional Context: It is easy to blame those in
the past for lacking the knowledge, wisdom and values that we seem to possess.
Keeping in mind that we will likely suffer the same fate at the hands of those who come
after us, it behooves us to understand that it is impossible to hold someone accountable
for failing to share our contemporary ideas and values. Instead, the question must be
what ideas, values, and actions were possible in a particular historical context.
Moreover an institution of knowledge must leave room for an essential truth: the search
for new knowledge through research is messy and today’s shared values or reigning
frameworks may be overturned through the give and take of scholarship in the long run
Answer: We do not deny that in many ways Little was typical of leading eugenicists and
scientists in the 20th century. He held positions at elite institutions and was a member of
a range of organizations that advocated for various scientific and social positions. It is
important to contextualize Little’s presidency and to recognize the ways in which it
reflected the historical era of eugenics and what we look back on today as misguided
science. However, we would also note that even with regard to eugenics, Little was
more active and more vocal in his support of eugenics measures than many of his
scientific contemporaries. No mere foot soldier, Little was a Director or President of the
American Eugenics Society for 18 years and president of the third Race Betterment
Conference; he was also a vice president of the Immigration Restriction League, and
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continued to advocate for eugenics well into the 1930s, after many scientists had
renounced their support for eugenics. When we turn to his work for the tobacco
industry, there again while Little’s initial doubts about the links between smoking and
cancer may have been shared by a number of researchers, Little continued to publicly
advocate for this position well after the Surgeon General’s report of 1964, when the
evidence for tobacco as carcinogenic had become quite strong. In both instances, Little’s
actions eventually placed him well outside of the mainstream of the his contemporary
scientific community and suggest that even judged by the standards of his time, his
positions are open to serious question. In our view, renaming the Little building is not
the perfect answer to addressing the uncomfortable aspects of a past U-M presidency
nor to satisfying our drive to create a more diverse and equitable campus. But it does
allow us to claim and inhabit a university in the 21st century that represents what are
becoming ingrained values of nondiscrimination and diversity.
7. Seventh, The Principle of Consistency: There have been more than 16,000 faculty
members in the history of the University; many more staff members, fourteen
presidents, etc. Why some are honored with space names and others are not is a major
question about our past. To take just one example that raises this question, there
currently is no dormitory hall named after one of our most famous faculty members,
John Dewey, although he was on the faculty at the same time as Alexander Winchell,
Henry Carter Adams, and Alfred Henry Lloyd. If all space names recommended to the
Regents by administrators are fixed forever, then the idea of using named spaces to
honor faculty members, for example, is almost at an end. Because they were selected in
the past some space names also tend to reflect the early composition of the University:
an all-male student body until 1870 and an overwhelmingly male faculty for much of
the twentieth century
Answer: We concur with the underlying sentiment of this principle that opportunities
for memorializing important figures in the history of the university will become more
and more infrequent if past naming decisions are held sacrosanct. Indeed, if the
university is to have any hope of reflecting the diversity of its community, it must look
for opportunities to rename existing buildings in order to bring to light the
contributions of women and non-white students, staff, and faculty to the university. At
present, there appear to be three basic approaches to naming employed on the campus:
geographic or functional names, such as West Hall; names honoring UM faculty, staff, or
administrators, such as Hutchins Graduate Library; and names honoring donors, such as
the Ross School of Business. Renaming buildings with functional or geographic names is
certainly one possibility for diversifying the set of individuals memorialized on campus.
A second might be to limit major donors, such as Ross or Taubman, to one naming
opportunity, rather than allowing them to have their names on multiple buildings. Even
with these changes, naming opportunities would be limited and weight of past decisions
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would bear heavily on the university. Thus developing a process that involved critical
assessment of all building names, perhaps on a 10-30 year cycle, might be one way to
honor the past while also providing new opportunities to determine if past names are
still relevant and appropriate, or whether new names reflecting better the values of the
university ought to be proposed. In this light, we would argue that C.C. Little is a
building ripe for renaming. Not only was Little himself a problematic figure historically,
but it would be difficult to argue that he had a major impact on the university during his
short time as president. East Medical Building was renamed for Little only because the
Regents thought it important to have every U-M president memorialized, and since
there was no particular building associated with Little while President, they chose EMB
as a building with some connection to science, if not to Little.
8. Eighth, The Principle of Contemporary Effect: Honorifics given at one time can have
significantly different effects on community members at another and these too are
worthy of consideration.
Answer: We would argue that C.C. Little is an excellent example of the changing
implications of a building name. When the East Medical Building was renamed for Little
in 1968, few members of the UM community knew much about Little or his presidency.
Save for some protests from the Geology Department, which believed the building
housing their department should have been named after a prominent U-M earth
scientist, responses to the name change were limited. Consumed by the struggles over
the Vietnam War, Civil Rights, and other social issues, the campus paid little attention to
the name change. In subsequent years, some members of the community have begun to
question the presence of the name on such a prominent building on campus. They have
noted that Little’s advocacy of eugenics may make some parts of the community feel
unwelcome on campus; some have also observed that Little’s work for the tobacco
industry to amplify doubt about the harms of smoking rather than to promote action to
deter people from smoking may have contributed to the early deaths of many as well as
helped to establish a pattern for industry-sponsored science to try and obscure the
deleterious effects of the industry’s products. At a moment of intense concern about
climate change denial, C.C. Little may appear to be an unfortunate choice as the name
for a prominent science building on campus.

