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Abstract
This paper is part of the research that I am doing for my dissertation. In my dissertation, I investigate the ways American veterans were portrayed as social problems in U.S. policy discourse near the end of WWII (1943–1946). Willard Waller, a WWI veteran and professor of sociology at Columbia University, outlined how he understood veterans to be a social problem in The Veteran Comes Back, and the National Broadcast Company (NBC) gave Waller’s perspective a national audience when his book was dramatized for a radio show in 1944. Waller’s theory of “The Veteran Problem” suggests that veterans return from military service as people with problems and eventually become threats to political and social stability if they are not properly reintegrated into civilian society. This study considers the extent to which other people who participated in WWII veteran policy discourse shared or deviated from a Waller-like theory. While my dissertation’s analysis will account for U.S. policy discourse in newspapers, academic papers, and Congressional hearings, this paper only discusses the preliminary findings from my analysis of academic papers. I also explain the next steps I will take in this project. 


Policy-makers require a theoretical understanding of social relationships to construct effective public policy interventions. Some scholars who study these understandings focus on the relationship between how problems are represented and public policy solutions are formulated (see Bacchi, 2009; Rochefort and Cobb, 1994; Schön and Rein, 1994). From this perspective, not only are policy-makers people who want to solve problems but “problem finders” as well (see Wildavsky, 1979). Effective problem finders, in this case, are the people and discursive process that contributes to the articulation of how public problems should be understood, and in turn, addressed via public policy. In this study, I will use Willard Waller’s (1944) representation of “The Veteran Problem” as a starting point to consider how U.S. policy discourse during the 1940s portrayed WWII veteran reintegration as a public problem or an issue that requires collective action. 
To develop this analysis, I will examine Willard Waller’s (1944) argument in The Veteran Comes Back alongside other academic papers that discuss veteran reintegration during the latter part of the WWII era (1943–1944). Willard Waller, a WWI veteran and Columbia University professor, developed a theory of veteran reintegration that he often refers to as “The Veteran Problem” (hereafter, TVP). This theory suggests military institutions shape the types of problems veterans experience when they attempt to reintegrate into civilian society. Waller’s book argues that if society does not solve these problems during the reintegration period, then veterans will eventually become problems for society, which he often characterizes as threats to democracy and public safety. In this paper, I will examine Waller’s representation of TVP, consider events that reflect his theoretical claims, and examine how academic papers from the 1940s align or deviate from a Waller-like theory. Then I will explain how I intend to develop this project further. 
“The Veteran Problem” 
Waller’s Theory
Waller’s (1944) understanding of veterans is important for this analysis not only because of its representation of veterans as a social problem, but the attention it received from intellectuals and the American public. According to Higgins and Kinder (2022), Waller’s work formed “the textbook account of the ‘veteran’ as a sociological figure” (p. 8). Their analysis explains how a narrow understanding of veterans, as individuals and a group, shaped veteran policy discourse throughout the twentieth century. The policy implications of “The Veteran,” as a theoretical simplification, was a systematic exclusion of some veterans, specifically those who were gay or lesbian, women, racial minorities, or those who had uncommon injuries, from the policy benefits that were enjoyed by veterans who fit into this conception. The fact that Waller’s theory was given a national audience in 1944 via the National Broadcast Company’s radio show Words At War (see Fadiman, 1944) suggests that Waller’s understanding of veteran issues and policy solutions may have been more widely embraced across American institutions than Higgins and Kinder (2022) indicate. This section will discuss Waller’s theory along two dimensions to further illustrate the relationship between theoretical conceptions of WWII veterans and public policy responses.
The first dimension of Waller’s theory that I will examine suggests that veteran reintegration (or “readjustment”) represents a social problem in terms of veterans’ potential for social and political violence and/or instability. NBC’s “Words At War” series emphasizes this dimension well with a dramatization of Waller’s (1944) book, The Veteran Comes Back, and by simplifying his discussion of TVP. The NBC broadcaster begins his presentation of Waller’s theory with the warning shown in the excerpt below, some of which resembles Waller’s words almost verbatim (Waller, 1944, p. 13).
Remember, the veteran who comes home is a social problem. The major social problem of the postwar world. No man can have a better moral claim to the consideration of his fellows, and no man can have a better right to bitterness. How are we going to give G.I. Joe [WWII veterans] his rightful place in society? (Fadiman, 1944).
The broadcaster’s answer to this question is presented through a small debate among people who symbolize the larger national discussion concerning veteran reintegration at this time. Radio listeners can hear this group of people, including men and women, passionately shouting what policy benefits “G.I Joe” deserves. Some of the policies shouted out from the crowd include a bonus, bill of rights, and even a voice in the government. To the “voice in government” proposal, listeners can hear another voice whisper “quiet,” and the person who made this proposal quickly says, “Oh pardon me, I mean, his rightful place in society.” Eventually, the idea of a bonus or direct cash benefits takes center stage. The crow engages in a bidding war starting at one hundred dollars and like at an auction, the bonus grows increasingly higher. At the same time, a voice of dissent, later revealed to be “G.I. Joe,” can be heard saying “listen to me” and “hey fellas” as the bonus reaches new heights. When the bonus proposal finally reaches one thousand dollars, the crowd proclaims in unison that “nothing is too good for G.I. Joe.”
In response, G.I. Joe abruptly silences the crowd with an angry shout and directs the audience to a concern that is central to Waller’s theory. This concern suggests that, historically, the American public has always been supportive of veteran benefits during periods of war, but when war ends and it is time for veterans to return to society, support for veteran policies deteriorates. As an increasing number of veterans experience difficulties adjusting to civilian life, those who can politically organize, lobby, and aggressively pursue veterans’ interests via Federal policy do so to help themselves and their fellow servicemen (Waller, 1944, p. 15). While the NBC radio show (see Fadiman, 1944) examines this process via the WWII veteran policy debate, Waller’s 1944 book illustrates a broader perspective. 
Waller’s book explains how this pattern has emerged throughout history. The set of events he uses to elaborate his theory range from Biblical text to the American Revolution, Civil War, and WWI. Each case study that he examines reveals a different dynamic between veterans as a social problem and public policy responses. In the Biblical case study, for example, Waller uses the story of Uriah the Hittite and King David to articulate this relationship. While Uriah is off fighting on behalf of Israel, King David impregnates Uriah’s wife, Bathsheba. King David then made multiple attempts to return Uriah from the war in hopes that Uriah would have sex with his wife and conceal the affair, but Uriah refused to lay with his wife while his fellow soldiers remained in battle. As a result, King David decided to send Uriah to the front-line where he was eventually killed in action. Waller (1944) postulates that “if Uriah the Hittite had survived, David would have a veteran problem” (p. 5). He then argues that “many millions of veterans have come home to confront those who have betrayed them in matters great and small 
. . . Many times has [sic] their blind, understandable fury changed the course of human events” (p. 5).
Perhaps none of Waller’s (19444) case studies demonstrate how significantly veterans can change the course of human events than German WWI veterans. This case is particularly interesting because Waller examines it through the same theoretical lens when he discusses Confederate veteran reintegration following the U.S. Civil War. In both the German and Confederate cases, veterans were not properly reintegrated back into society, and in turn, they held onto their wartime political causes (p. 11). Instead of a successful reintegration, many Confederate veterans found the Ku Klux Klan (KKK) to be an organization that would serve their political interests, while German WWI veterans turned to Fascism and the Nazi Party. Waller points out certain social factors in the German case, such as substantial nation unemployment and “the army [living] on in their hearts” (pp. 11–12), as issues that contributed to the rise of Nazi leaders like Ernst Röhm and Adolf Hitler. The point that Waller wants to make with all his historical examples is clear: “The veteran is, and always has been a problematic element in society, an unfortunate, misused, and pitiable man, and, like others whom society has mistreated, a threat to existing institutions” (p. 13).
This leads to the second dimension of Waller’s (1944) work, which receives little to no attention from NBC’s national radio show. This dimension relates to the methodology Waller uses to generalize about veterans and veteran policy. In Waller’s work, “The Veteran” and “The Soldier” (p. 18) represent ideal type conceptions of people and their experiences within particular social contexts. With these phrases, Waller is suggesting that there is something about military life that gives soldiers and veterans a shared sense of identity, beliefs, habits, and values. The conception he uses, however, appears to only account for black veterans in specific cases and excludes women entirely. Additionally, an ideal type conception does not necessarily reflect any single person’s reality but how Waller imagines that types of experiences military life incentives and discourages. The “economic man” illustrates how this theory functions. Waller explains, social scientists recognize that “the economic man is not every man, and in fact is not any man, but he is what all men tend to be under certain circumstances” (p. 18). For theorizing purposes, the economic man is useful for thinking about what types of institutional arrangements can encourage efficiency and material production. “The Soldier” and “The Veteran” have a similar role in Waller’s analysis of veterans. The excerpt below reveals this theoretical function for “The Soldier”: 
When we take a man and make him a soldier, we subject him to the conditioning processes of a particular environment, removing him from his accustomed world that has made him what he is. A human being is the creature and the creation of the society in which he lives; he has whatever habits his society permits and encourages him to have, no more and no less, and those habits are the man. Change the society and you change the man. The civilian-turned soldier derives his distinguishing characteristics from the social environment of the army. (pp. 18–19).
The social conditioning processes discussed in this excerpt can be thought of as “institutionalization.” Institutionalization, as Waller (1944) uses the concept, refers to a “redirection” of someone’s life, in this case, “into the channels acceptable to the military system” (p. 119). The military’s institutionalization process will cause “some damage to [veterans’] sense of self and to their power to think for themselves,” and as a result, make them “unfitted for civilian life” (p. 119). 
	Waller (1944) lists some specific types of behaviors that undermine civilian society in this way. One of the attitudes he identifies, for instance, is a bitterness toward civilians, which suggests that veterans tend to perceive the sacrifices of military personnel and civilians as disproportionate, and therefore, unfair. In Waller’s view, this contributes to a social tension between veterans and the rest of society. Two other attitudes that veterans can develop and have the same effect are a dependence on others for subsistence and an impatience with talk. The first issue is allegedly the result of the military’s willingness to completely care for its members while they are in service. Military personnel forget how to care for themselves in the civilian world, and this undermines the economic productivity of military members and the nation. The second issue, “an impatience with talk,” is essentially an opposition to procedures that are unlike those that the military provides. It is assumed that military personnel are people of action, and they are less willing to accept the social processes that underlie U.S. civilian society, like reasoned arguments and democratic processes. Finally, distorted family attitudes is the last “problematic attitude” that Waller names. Waller’s description of this attitude is broad and somewhat open-ended, but it likely represents popular understandings of family relationships and behavior during this period (pp. 177–178).
The two dimensions of Waller’s (1944) work that I have outlined here are important for several reasons. The NBC radio show (see Fadiman, 1944) emphasizes the idea that veterans are potentially violent, and Waller’s books support this idea with nuance. Waller has argued that the institutions that shape people’s lives and experiences contribute to their beliefs, habits, and future potential. In his view, military institutions have a particular specialization—destroying the enemy—while U.S. civilian society rests on an entirely different set of institutions and “potentials” for its citizens. Waller uses an ideal type to explain how these two institutions can conflict with one another and undermine veterans’ ability to develop a sense of belonging in U.S. society after WWII. In the next section, I will examine the difficulties of WWI veteran reintegration to consider how other scholars might have shared Waller’s understanding of the underlying problem.  
The Interwar Period and Images of TVP 
The interwar period (1918–1939) is important for this analysis. Not only were many of the people who participated in the affairs of WWI also involved in WWII, but certain events appear to conform to Waller’s theoretical expectations. This subsection will briefly explain the social context of the U.S. military’s WWI demobilization, then examine the events that motivated the 1932 Bonus March and Economy Act of 1932. The demobilization of WWI soldiers, popularly known as doughboys, reveals an uneasy veteran reintegration process, and the Bonus March and Economy Act are instances in which veterans’ problems eventually became a social problem. This reflects the pattern described in Waller’s theory.
The doughboys’ reintegration into U.S. society overlapped with a series of chaotic social and political changes (Kinder, 2020, p. 96). Racial nationalism, labor militancy, a global pandemic, and the nation’s first red scare are some of the forces that shaped the postwar context. The KKK doubled its number of lynchings from 1917 to 1919, and over four million workers walked off their jobs in an effort to maintain their high wartime wages. At the same time, the influenza pandemic was estimated to have “killed [anywhere] between 50 and 100 million people worldwide, including some 675,000 in the United States” (Kinder, 2020, p. 96). Nearly 4,000 more U.S. soldiers and sailors were killed by the pandemic than those who died fighting on the battlefield (Kinder, 2020, p. 96).
Other factors that could have been more easily controlled via effective public policy and administration, but were not, undermined the doughboys’ reintegration as well. The most pressing problems seem to have arisen from the fact that the War Department was not prepared to demobilize some four million military personnel when the Central Powers unexpectedly collapsed on November 11, 1918. The War Department’s planning for demobilization had begun a month prior and only one person was assigned responsibility for the planning process (Sparrow, 1952, pp. 11–12). To put this into perspective, the War Department would set up a whole special division to plan for WWII demobilization (Sparrow, 1952, p. 12), and other government agencies would begin demobilization planning before the U.S. even entered WWII (Ballard, 1983). The rate at which the doughboys were demobilized, reaching nearly ten thousand per day, and their lack of education, work skills and experience made the consequences of a poorly planned demobilization even more visible (Ford & Mettler, 2012, p. 121). In large cities across the nation, many doughboys were reported to be wandering the streets in search of work, and public agencies, like the Department of Labor, could not meet the rising demand for public services (Ford & Mettler, 2012).
Thinking in terms of Waller’s theory, these events can be interpreted as part of a failed reintegration program. When this failure occurs, according to Waller, policy-makers should expect veterans to organize politically to acquire the resources they need, and in the worst-case scenario, veterans can become threats to political and social stability. The social conflict underlying the 1932 Bonus March and Economy Act of 1933, I will argue, closely resemble this theory. At the heart of the Bonus March was the belief that veterans had been inadequately compensated for their service to the nation in comparison to domestic industry and wartime workers, and the Economy Act was a policy that attempted to reduce the cost that veterans impose on society via Federal budget cuts to veteran benefits. By analyzing both issues closely, a particular conception of veterans as a social problem and public policy response can be seen.
I will examine the policy origins of the Bonus March first. Between the end of WWI and 1929, veteran organizations like the American Legion and Veteran of Foreign Wars (VFW) debated the merits of an “adjusted compensation” or “Bonus” policy with members of Congress (Ortiz, 2012, p. 175). Proponents of the policy argued that the doughboys’ wages, consisting of thirty dollars a month minus mandatory insurance payments, should be “adjusted” to the prosperity enjoyed by government contractors and civilian wartime workers (Ortiz, 2012, p. 175). After three different presidential administrations, the policy debates on this issue resulted in a compromise known as the Adjusted Compensation Act of 1924. This legislation conceded a bonus to the doughboys in the form of deferred interest-bearing certificates that would be paid in 1945 or at the time of a veteran’s death, in which case the specified beneficiaries would receive the money (Ortiz, 2012, p. 175). Until this time, the doughboys would earn a dollar for each day of service and 1.25 dollars for each day of overseas service at an accumulated 4 percent interest, and they would be eligible for loans equal to 22.5 percent of the certificates’ face value through the Veterans’ Bureau two years after the legislation’s passage (Ortiz, 2012, p. 175). The problem that many veterans had with this policy was the deferment of cash benefits. Critics dubbed the legislation the “tombstone” and “Graveyard” Bonus (Ortiz, 2012, pp. 175; 177).
With the start of the Great Depression in 1929, this concern about unfairness transformed into an issue of economic difficulty. Some evidence suggests that veterans were disproportionately harmed by the nation’s economic downturn and a few policy-makers were eager to liberalize the Bonus as a partial remedy. Reports from the Veterans’ Administration conducted in 1930 and 1931 reveal that the veteran unemployment rate was almost 50 percent higher than nonveterans of the same age (Ortiz, 2010, p. 33). Forty-seven Bonus-related proposals, some of which originated from democrat and republican policy-makers, show that direct cash benefits remained a bipartisan policy solution not only to a perceived injustice but a growing economic hardship as well (p. 36). Policy-makers had relative success in this regard. The Bonus bill’s loan provision was expanded from its original 22.5% limit to 50% in 1931 (Ortiz, 2012, p. 180).
The American Legion and the VFW were partially responsible for the longevity of the Bonus debate, although the two organizations had drastically different approaches to advocating policy change Ortiz (2010, 2012). The American Legion’s leadership and traditions favored a behind-the-scenes approach to policy-making that maintained, at least through official media of exchange, an image of respect for democratic processes and positions of public authority. The VFW, by contrast, developed a populist and somewhat militant approach to promoting policy change, especially in 1929 and afterwards.
Like Waller’s theory suggests, Ortiz (2010, 2012) explains how the March was motivated by the VFW’s response to inadequate reintegration policies. By Ortiz’s account, the Bonus March began as part of the VFW’s advocacy campaign to pressure Congressional policy-makers into amending the Bonus legislation so that the doughboys could receive direct cash benefits, but the organization quickly lost control of the March’s size and scope of activities (see Ortiz, 2010, pp. 32-65; 2012). Ortiz links the early stages of the Bonus March to a highly publicized VFW event in which VFW members delivered signed petitions to members of Congress on the Capital’s steps on 21 January 1932 (p. 179). This was a factor that motivated two hundred veterans who organized at Philadelphia’s Independence Square to start the march on Washington, D.C., in support of an amendment (p. 179). By May 1932, the protesters, called the Bonus Expeditionary Force (B.E.F), was estimated to include anywhere between 25,000 and 40,000 veterans (Severo & Milford, 1989, p. 269).
Most of the protesters remained peaceful, but several issues indicate a growing social tension at the Capital. There were a few fights between veterans and the police, and multiple newspapers portrayed veterans as communist, fascists, and even anarchists (Severo & Milford, 1989, pp. 271-272). Eventually, an unnamed public official ordered the veterans who were occupying an old National Guard Army base at 3rd and Pennsylvania to be removed so that the building could be demolished and replaced (p. 273). This eviction quickly turned violent. Police officers shot and killed two veterans, and during the conflict, a twelve-week-old baby was killed when the police deployed teargas.
The conflict escalated further when General Douglas MacArthur, then Army Chief of Staff, was ordered to organize a counter assault. MacArther gathered General Dwight Eisenhower, Major George S. Patton, and six hundred troops (Severo & Milford, 1989, p. 274). The troops included three hundred infantry men with rifles and bayonets, mounted cavalry, five tanks, and a special machine gun unit (Severo & Milford, 1989, p. 274). Other troops were mobilized in Virginia and Maryland as well. MacArther used teargas to disperse the Bonus Marchers, then moved his infantrymen forward with their bayonets ready. The Marchers responded by throwing bricks and shouts of anger, but they were no match for the military’s superior tactics and technology. MacArther managed to remove a substantial number of Marchers while ensuring that his troops received supper before the move to the largest camp in Anacostia (Severo & Milford, 1989, p. 275). His assault effectively removed the doughboys from the U.S. Capitol.
At the same time that the Bonus conflict was occurring, another debate about how to reduce the Federal deficit was underway in Congress. The Federal deficit began to increase during the Great Depression, especially in 1932, and veteran benefits were seen as a primary contributor to this problem. President Hoover and Presidential candidate Roosevelt debated who would place more emphasis on fiscal discipline. The newly formed National Economy League (NEL), under the leadership of Archibald Roosevelt, Calvin Coolidge, and others, joined forces with the American Veterans’ Association (AVA), a group of veterans who opposed the Bonus policy, to advocate against veteran welfare provisions. These organizations, along with the Chamber of Commerce and the National Association of Manufacturers, offered testimony to Congress that suggested the primary cause of the Great Depression was the Federal deficit. Veteran benefits, which were alleged to be unsustainable, were the target of this discussion. In response, the American Legion asserted that those who wanted to reduce veteran benefits were operating under the guise of Big Business interests. Hoover ultimately failed to organize the necessary support to make such reductions.
When Roosevelt became president, however, he successfully revived Hoover’s deficit reducing initiative. On March 20, 1933, the Economy Act of 1933 was implemented, and President Roosevelt’s budget director, Lewis Douglas, was given the authority to reduce the Federal deficit. Executive Orders 6089 through 6100 contributed to a $460 million cut to veteran benefits. This translated into 501,777 veterans and their dependents losing their benefits, while others who retained their benefits lost anywhere between 25 and 88 percent of their original entitlement. Veteran and national publications documented a rise in veteran suicides in response to this policy (see Ortiz, 2010, p. 75; see also Gannon, 2022, pp. 30-31). Some of the publications argued that veterans chose to end their lives so that their families could receive their Bonus benefits (Ortiz, 2010, p. 75). Several papers also focused on one Spanish American veteran who, after being told that he could no longer receive care, killed his doctor (Gannon, 2022, p. 31).
By analyzing WWI demobilization in relation to Waller’s ideas, the reader can recognize how the doughboys’ post-military problems became problems for society. The Bonus March revealed an instance in which there was a problem for veterans in terms of what constitutes just compensation for military personnel as well as the type of economic assistance veterans require after the military. While the Economy Act overlaps with these concerns, policy-maker more explicitly identified veteran benefits as a social problem for its alleged impact on the Federal deficit and national economy. The Federal government’s policy response to both issues increased postwar social tensions and resulted in violence. Waller’s work suggests that these issues are avoidable, and the WWII policy response and social outcomes support this argument.
Data
	I have yet to decide the best approach to evaluating the prevalence of a Waller-like theory among academics during the 1940s. In this paper, I have decided to examine the arguments of scholars who are in conversation with Waller’s (1944) work. While I recognize that this is not a sufficient analysis for assessing the state of U.S. scholarship in relation to Waller’s theory, I would like to argue that such an analysis provides a useful starting point to establish expectations that may or may not prove to be more widely held among academics in the 1940s. A description of the sample I have collected in this regard is shown in the appendix. I have a table describing the data and a list of potential sources. The initial findings section, shown below, is a subset of this data, which includes six articles.  
Initial Findings
To provide a preliminary discussion of the data, I have divided the academic conversations about Waller’s work into two categories: positive and negative reception. By positive reception, I am referring to the scholars who cite Waller’s work as evidence and suggest his theory is a valid description of veterans and their experiences. Negative reception, by contrast, refers to authors who cite Waller’s work and cast doubt on some of his theoretical claims. This approach to discussing the data is not necessarily the approach I will use as the project develops further, but at the moment, it offers a useful narrative structure to describe and contrast the studies of veterans I have found thus far. I will explain how the initial findings establish expectations for the next steps I take in this project. 
	One theme that emerges from the positive reception side of the academic discussion is the idea that military institutions produce the types of behavior that not only threaten the existence of civilian society but undermine its basic operation. Hollinshead (1946) serves as an example. Hollinshead argues that people’s behavior can be understood in relation to the types of institutional arrangements that shape their behavior: pre-military, “the military situation,” and post-military (p. 439). Pre-military represents the life of an ordinary civilian, while post-military life reflects the life of veterans. “The military situation” symbolizes the adjustments people must make when they become military personnel, and it is assumed to pose a problem for veterans to the degree that military personnel are no longer equipped for a civilian lifestyle. Hollinshead (1946) writes, “In the military situation his [a soldier’s] physical needs and many of his personal desires were cared for by the government… [the soldier] did not need to do anything but serve to have these things [needs and wants] assured to him” (p. 446). He goes on to argue that “the military situation” has “negated, if not destroyed,” soldier’s sense of “social responsibility” (p. 447). Social responsibility, in this sense, describes someone’s independence, and their ability to make decisions about how to care for themselves and their families. 
	Family relationships is another central focus in the academic literature, although the conception of problems in this context is itself problematic by modern-day standards. Some authors argue, for instance, that the expansion of women’s authority in the home and U.S. society is a problem that should be addressed during the reintegration process. Cameron (1945), for example, argues that “A serious difficulty arises when a woman, once satisfied with subordination and dependence, finds unexpected pleasure in her expanded sense of importance, her new-found independence, and her unchallenged suzerainty over the household and the children” (p. 30). Cameron explains how women’s desire for authority in the home can actually undermine veterans’ ability to restore their roles as fathers and the heads of households. McDonagh (1946) describes a similar problem. According to McDonagh (1946), “Naturally, soldiers who have used their spare time as they desired and women who made decisions without consulting their mates find the share of authority a bit of a problem” (p. 453). I suspect that this conception of reintegration problems is more widely discussed through the academic literature than the conversation among these two authors. 
	The last positive reception of Waller’s work involves veteran’s mental instability and their alleged tendency to become violent. One author describes these veterans as “socially maladjusted” to civilian society, and in the worst cases, these veterans will become violent people who actively oppose U.S. society through violence. Cameron (1945), for example, argues that “The neglected veteran who is allowed to go on being socially maladjusted is in real danger of being recruited into the ranks of the neurotic or psychotic, the chronically malcontented or the outright antisocial” (p. 35). Cameron’s work explains what social reintegration means for veterans and how it can be effectively achieved. His description suggests that government and average citizens have a role in facilitating veterans’ readjustment (pp. 35-36). 
	In Zimmerman’s (1944) review of Waller (1944), the author is in agreement with Waller’s characterization of the reintegration problem and the types of policies that would serve as a solution. Zimmerman states, 
	I believe, based upon my own experience in two wars… he [Waller] has the soldier’s 	mentality correctly… people want wars, but they do not like to fight them and do not 	want to pay others for losses when they willingly or unwillingly brutalize themselves.
	(p. 230)

He goes on to warn his readers that 
	[veterans] who are now discussing this thing [reintegration] in camps and barracks, 	organize and push through some large scale rehabilitation programs expeditiously, things 	may go along all right… This will involve considerable reorientation of the Veterans 	Administration. If not, then fear the veteran. (p. 230)

	The negative reception, as I have defined it, reveals different ways academics disagreed with Waller’s (1944) theory. I will focus on the disagreement outlined in Hakeem (1946) to offer an example. Hakeem’s work compares rates and types of crime between U.S. civilians and veterans by using government documents. While Hakeem does not reject the idea that veterans are capable of political violence or that there may be some relationship between military service and crime, he does attempt to cast doubt on the type of relationship Waller describes in his work. That is, the idea that military institution’s do or at least can shape the experiences and behavior of military personnel in a way necessarily produces a particular type of people or universal veteran experience. Hakeem uses the phrase “war ethics” to describe this phenomenon, and he questions the possibility that such ethics could reemerge in the postwar era and undermine U.S. society. He ultimately concludes that a relationship between military life and these ethics could exist, but social scientists cannot accept this link based on a priori reasoning. He suggests more research is necessary but cautions his readers to remain skeptical of Waller-like arguments. 
Next Steps 
	While these initial findings serve as useful guideposts that I will consider as this project develops, the extent of the contribution this project can make to the study of WWII veteran reintegration remains to be determined. My dissertation will develop the conversation about the representation of veteran reintegration problems through three forms of media: academia, U.S. Congress, and newspapers. I will briefly explain why I have chosen these three institutions and how I expect the three might differ from one another. The claims that I advance here should be considered educated hypotheses, not necessarily the same conclusions I reach when I have examined all the data. 
	My analysis of academics’ understanding of veteran reintegration problems will have to account for more than the authors who were in conversation with Waller (1944). This paper’s greatest shortcoming is perhaps that I only focused on the scholars who cited Waller (1944), and as a result, the most appropriate next step seems to be a justification for a larger sample that spans beyond this conversation. I want to know if any other authors had Waller-like theories, even if they did not cite Waller (1944) specifically. One way I might expand the boundaries of this conversation to a sample that includes more scholarship could be to focus on a particular issue among veterans that could be linked to concerns about political violence or social instability. I could, for example, focus on the academic papers that examine veteran unemployment. The experiences of WWI veterans and the Great Depression certainly shaped people’s perspectives during the 1930s, and academics may have debated the nature of these problems in terms of their impact on social stability. 	
	U.S. Congressional hearings and newspapers are the other domains that I will examine to consider how veteran reintegration problems were represented in the WWII era. These areas are the least developed parts of my project, but I recognize some issues that I will need to address. One of the first issues concerns a coding scheme that resembles the approach I have taken to analyze the academic papers. The negative and positive reception that I have used in the previous section may be acceptable here, but I will likely keep my options open. 
Defining the data that I will use to examine Congressional hearings and newspapers may make this decision easier. At the moment, I plan to use the HeinOnline database to acquire data on Congressional hearings and the ProQuest Historical Newspapers database as a source for newspapers. The Congressional hearings dataset could include policy debates about a full employment policy, the “G.I. Bill of Rights,” or a combination of these two with other policies as well. The newspaper dataset would need a similar focus that narrows the amount of information I will analyze, but it would also need to account for African American newspapers and perhaps other marginalized perspectives. I will answer these types of questions as my project continues to develop. 
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