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A b s t r a c t

In January of 1917, before Am erica officially en te red  W orld W ar One, 
President W oodrow  W ilson’s adm inistration rece iv ed  news that the British, 
French and G erm an governm ents had  em ployed  professional social scientists 
to gather and  analyze data to p rep a re  their nation’s respective  p lans for 
peace. By Septem ber, six m onths after A m erica en te red  the war, W ilson’s 
chief confidant called  together a large  body  of intellectuals draw n from 
progressive publications and  top universities across the country. The 
m em bers of the secretive group  that developed , known only as “the Inquiry,” 
understood that the new  im portance laid  on social scientific m ethods across 
the W estern  w orld  p laced  them  in a  particularly  powerful p lace  as m ediators 
of the data  that could literally objectivize social scientific know ledge into 
nation-states.

Using the Inquiry as an anchoring event, and  incorporating recen t w ork 
on state-formation and govem m entality, this thesis offers an historical 
exam ination of the relational developm ent o f American social sciences and  
liberal internationalism following the American Civil W ar until the Peace Talks of 
World War One. Its unique contribution is to view internationalism  not only as 
a product of state formation or an expression  of govem m entality, but as a 
technology u sed , and assisted  by  social scientific know ledge, to arrive at and 
m ake sense of those very  state forms.

Com bining literatures on the history of A m erican state-formation, 
liberalism , social science and internationalism , this thesis shows how the 
problem  of how to o rder the w orld into a  recognizab le  international sp h ere  
created  a dem and  for “universal” know ledge about governance, to which the 
social sc iences w ere  able to lay claim. Supported  b y  a w idely-held faith that 
America re se rv e d  an exceptional p lace  for scientific experts  and  their 
know ledge in the m anagem ent of states and  society, one particu lar ideal type 
of liberal international society becam e the accep ted  pillar of internationalism  
we have today. The ideal type revo lved  around social scientific expert 
m ediators w orking outside the state but invested  in  upholding the specific 
pow er relations ossified therein. At the sam e time, as social scientific 
know ledge sh ap ed  internationalism, the re ign ing  concept of internationalism , 
built upon key  liberal principles, h ad  a trem endous influence on the 
disciplinary shape, m ethods and concepts of Am erican social sc iences as we 
know them  today.
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In t r o d u c t io n :
D r i f t ,  M a s t e r y  an d  a S c i e n t i f i c  I n t e r n a t i o n a l

What men need in their specialties in order to enable them to cooperate is not 
alone a binding passion, but a common discipline. Science, I believe, implies such 
a discipline. It is the fact that scientists approach the world with an understood 
method that enables them to give and take from each other whether they live in 
Calcutta or in San Francisco.1

—Walter Lippmann

... Theory does not express, translate, or serve to apply practice: it is practice. But 
it is local and regional... and not totalizing.2

—Michel Foucault

Though he  was only 28, W alter Lippm ann w as a  seasoned  intellectual and 

political insider by  1917. The co-editor of The N ew  Republic h ad  befriended  

and im pressed  Presidents, political adv isers and  som e of the m ost prom inent 

Progressives of the e ra  with m onum ental works such as his 1914 Drift and 

Mastery, which was p ra ised  for articulating the m o dem  tensions that seem ed  

to tear at A m erica’s social fabric. A m erica was no longer a  “Nation of 

V illagers” m ade up of sm all-m inded en trep ren eu rs  looking to hold  back  

collective organization and industrial p rog ress. Rather the US p o ssessed  a 

special, prom inent p lace  for the “new  type  of adm inistrator, the specialist, the 

professionally tra ined  business m an,”3 a  ha rb in g er of the expand ing  social

1 Walter Lippmann, Drift and Mastery, (Englewood Heights, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1961), 154-155.
2 Michel Foucault and Gilles Deleuze, “Intellectuals and Power: A Conversation Between Michel Foucault 
and Gilles Deleuze.,” in Language, Counter-Memory, Practice, ed. Donald F. Bouchard (Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press, 1977), 165-197.
3 Lippmann, Drift and Mastery, 83.

1



connectivity that was “blotting out village culture, and  opening  up  national 

and  international thought.”4

Like m any of his colleagues, Lippm ann saw  the ou tb reak  of the First 

W orld W ar as a  tragic opportunity to im press upon others the  im portance of 

such adm inistrative m astery. W ith Europe aw akened  to the  catastrophic 

im plications of im perial states and  old diplom acy, L ippm ann felt a 

scientifically-m anaged nation could  p reven t p eop le  from “turning back  to 

their oldest associations...for a  p rid e  in what they cam e from w hich obscures 

the hopes of their goal.”5 Looking forward, Lippmann h e ld  out hope  that 

establishing dem ocratic governm ents in sm aller states w ould destroy  the 

ex trem es of g lobal im perialism  and  parochial tribalism, rem oving the allure 

of colonial and adm inistrative possessions in far off lands while also extending  

and  dem ocratizing the control of diplom acy “in the so-called  civilized 

nations.” He p roposed  that, b y  organizing “backw ards” frontier zones and 

liberalizing im perial states, it was possib le  to rem ove the “stakes of 

d iplom acy” and rep lace  them  with a truly international system  built on broad- 

b a se d  governance.6

Fired up b y  W oodrow W ilson’s optimism, Lippmann strongly  en d o rsed  

the P resident’s efforts to insert the US into the w ar in 1917. This support was 

acknow ledged when W ilson’s chief confidant, Colonel E dw ard M. House, 

req u ested  Lippmann join several o ther prom inent intellectuals in 1917 to work

4 Ibid., 87.
5 Walter Lippmann, The Stakes o f  Diplomacy, (New York: H. Holt, 1915), 6-7.
6 Ibid., 186-192
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on a secretive g roup that w ould b e  known only as “the Inquiry.” Lippm ann 

took up with the small group of m en, pu lled  from liberal publications and  the 

halls of A m erican academ e, and  the  secretive  g roup  grew  quickly over the 

next six months. Its m em bers w ere  draw n from tight, concentric professional 

circles that shared  a faith in W ilson’s vision, both of a  universal liberal p eace  

to m ake the “w orld safe for dem ocracy”, and  of a w orld  m ed ia ted  by  

professionally trained  adm inistrative specialists. They also sh a red  two crucial 

beliefs. First, they sincerely he ld  that they  could articulate the d e e p e r  social 

principles that would provide the foundations for what W illiam H. Buckler, a 

diplom at and  future m em ber of the A m erican Commission to N egotiate Peace, 

called  “a scientific p e a c e ”.7 They also be liev ed  that m aintaining the 

appearance  of d isin terested  scientific d isciplines was the b est hope for 

avoiding the partisan pitfalls of international governance on the basis of raison 

d ’etat and  the balance of pow er. Both beliefs, as this dissertation will show, 

have had  diffused but profound consequences for the concept and  p rac tice  of 

internationalism  as we know it today, the expression  of Am erican 

exceptionalism , and  the p lace  of professional social science disciplines vis-a- 

vis national and  international governance and  foreign relations. Together, 

these two beliefs and their expression form the core o f the relational 

developm ent o f professional social science and internationalism.

7 Lawrence Gelfand, The Inquiry: American Preparations fo r  Peace, 1917-1919 (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1963), 16.
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The Am erican adm inistration w as not the only state to call together 

social scientific experts. By January of 1917, the Am ericans w ere  aw are that 

the British, Belgians, French and  G erm ans w ere  a lready h a rd  at work, 

genera ting  ream s of data on the w orld’s populations and territories. Far from 

b e in g  intim idated by  this, m any m em bers of the Inquiry understood  that the 

new  global significance being  afforded to social scientific p rinc ip les p laced  

them  in a particularly powerful position as m ediators b e tw een  state- 

govem m ents and  the data that literally objectivized societies. M oreover, with 

a m andate to m ake the “w orld safe for dem ocracy” , the A m erican social 

scientists be lieved  in their ro le  as altruistic carriers of a  universal liberty , 

especially  w hen com pared  to their E uropean colleagues who se em e d  to w ork 

for and  within the pow ers of the state ra th e r than the values of hum anity as a 

whole. Confident in the social and  scientific universality of their princip les, 

and  frustrated by  British and French refusals to issue a sh a red  statem ent of 

p eace  objectives in 1917, the Inquiry’s Executive p en n ed  the influential 

m em orandum , “A Suggested Statem ent of Peace Term s,” b a re ly  two months 

after forming. Though W ilson w ould modify it heavily, that m em orandum  

p rov ided  m uch of the language, not least the  increasingly ubiquitous and 

con tested  notion of “self-determ ination,” and  the key  p eace  ob jectives that 

W ilson would articulate in his famous Fourteen Points Speech of January 8, 

1918.8

8 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 134-155.
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The Inquiry continued to grow  in the m onths that followed, and  so too 

d id  the confidence of its m em bers. Six m onths after authoring this m em o, 

Lippmann w rote to Colonel House that the only w ay to a  “b ro ad  b a se  for 

diplom acy” was to ex tend  the reach  of the Inquiry m em bers bey o n d  the 

reports and  p ap ers  they h ad  w ritten. He advocated  the g roup’s insertion into 

any p lanned  p eace  and League of Nations talks via a  secretariat that would 

“control the world's latest and  best information on all political, econom ic, and  

social questions which could possib ly  b e  brought befo re  the p eace  

d e legates .”9 For Lippmann, a scientific p e a c e  that b rid g ed  the g ap  be tw een  

civilized and  em ergen t nations, and  that ba lan ced  state sovereign ty  with 

hum anity’s shared  cosm opolitan interests, could only b e  m anaged  b y  a 

m eritocratic-scientific elite. Bound by  the com m on discipline of science, these 

new adm inistrators, who would help  usher in and g u ard  a b ro ad e r dem ocratic 

system, rep re sen ted  the best hope for a “new  diplom acy” and  a truly liberal 

international.10

D espite Lippm ann’s early  optimism, a y ear after joining the Inquiry, the 

young journalist was p re sse d  out of the secretive group by  a sm all cohort of 

academ ic social scientists. Lippm ann’s ability to articulate com plicated  ideas 

had  attracted  W ilson’s adviser to him, but his approach  set him  apart from the

9 Lippmann to Colonel Edward H. House, 28 June 1918, Edward Mandell House Papers (MS 466), 
Manuscripts and Archives, Yale University Library. (Hereafter House Papers)
10 For more on Lippmann’s falling out with socialism see Barry D. Riccio, Walter Lippmann—Odyssey o f  a 
Liberal. (New Brunswick, N.J.: Transaction Publishers, 1994), particularly pp. 1-29. For more on the 
thinking on social control in the radical liberalism of Lippmann, Herbert Croly and Walter Weyl see, 
Christopher Lasch, The New Radicalism in America, 1889-1963: The Intellectual As Social Type, (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1965), 181-183.
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disciplined line taken by  the Inquiry. In his The Stakes o f Diplomacy,

Lippmann rem arked:

[T]he things w e have to think about are  so unreal to us. W e 
are  feeding  on m aps, talking of populations as if they w ere  
abstract lumps, and  turning our m inds to a  scale unheard  in 
history...How m any p eo p le  have e v e r h e a rd  of the Szekels 
of Transylvania? Yet there  a re  over 800,000 of them , all 
en titled  to a p lace in the sun and  all capab le  of m aking 
trouble if it is den ied  to them . W hen you consider what a 
m ystery the East Side of New York is to th e  W est Side, the 
business of arranging  the w orld to the satisfaction of the 
p eo p le  in it m ay b e  seen  in som ething like its true 
p roportions.11

This k ind  of thinking arguably  led  an influential co re  of the university-trained 

social scientists in the Inquiry to dism iss Lippm ann as ill-fitted for his ro le  as 

co-head  of Research. Because he  cam e from  the cut-and-thrust w orld of 

politics and  journalism , Lippm ann lacked  the very  discipline he im agined 

b inding  the w orld together. It was not that L ippm ann lacked  any  discipline; 

rather, he  lacked  the proper  disciplinary know ledge with which to anchor 

these social abstractions to reality. Lippm ann had  understood  the problem atic 

nature of nations that could b e  defined  and  m easured  b y  territory  and 

population. Far from b e ing  norm ative or absolute categories for 

understanding and  m anaging the world, Lippmann understood  forms of social 

solidarity such as the nation as contingent phenom ena. “W e have taken 

refuge in abstractions like Nationality, Race, C ulture,” he  a rg u ed  before 

joining the Inquiry, because  “they are  easie r to think about than m en.” The 

world w as an infinitely com plex space, observations of it inevitably m ediated

11 Lippmann, The Stakes o f  Diplomacy, 11
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by  historical and  social know ledge that was dependen t on w here, why and 

how it was generated . Anyone “who claim ed that he  was not b ew ild e red ” by  

the com plexity of the world, he  w arned , “w ould w rite him self dow n a fool.”12

Facing this com plexity as a  com m entator, Lippmann saw  m ilitarism  and 

pacifism  as “ex trem es,” calling them  irrational and  ill-fitted to “a tim e for 

deeds, not w ords.” But once inside an institution charged  with distilling such 

com plexity to a  m anageable  and  governable  political scale for the  state, his 

calls for definitive and  d iscip lined  action w ere  tu rned  back on him, and  he 

faced grow ing criticism for failing to m anage the group of m ostly social 

scientists tow ards realistic ends. Facing a full-out mutiny, Lippm ann left the 

Inquiry for an Army intelligence job  in Europe.

Historians have touched on Lippm ann’s influence over the Fourteen 

Points speech, but the story of his waning influence in the Inquiry and  his 

strained relations with the cohort of self-identified professional social 

scientists has not received  thorough attention.13 This is unfortunate b ecau se  it 

highlights an im portant them e an d  re la ted  questions that have also b e e n  

under-explored  in Am erican foreign relations history: m ore than sim ple 

in terpersonal difference—though it w ould manifest itself as that—the

12 Ibid., 11-12
13 For a work that touches on Lippmann’s influence on the Fourteen Points see Ronald Steel, Walter 
Lippmann and the American Century (New York: Transaction Publishers, 1980), 133-134; Neil Smith, has 
touched on the coup, though he focuses on the tensions between Lippmann and Isaiah Bowman, reflecting 
his archival base, and misses many of the epistemological tensions between Lippmann and the social 
scientsts of the Inquiry, American Empire: Roosevelt's Geographer and the Prelude to Globalization 
(Berkeley: University o f California Press, 2004), 122-125.
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m ethodological and  epistem ological differences b e tw een  Lippm ann and the 

social scientists provide a vista onto the contested terrain o f internationalism ,14

At its most basic, this w ork understands internationalism  as the relations 

betw een peop le  organized into nations. This organization occurs at conceptual 

and  practical levels. It d ep en d s on  the recognition of national boundaries, 

reflected  in the geopolitical purview  of the state, with its claim s to juridical 

sovereignty  over the p eop le  within its territorial boundary, and  the p lacem ent 

of the nation at the core of a g lobal system , above and b ey o n d  any other 

solidarity, b e  it class, race, religion, o r som ething e lse. A round the axis of the 

nation, internationalism  is additionally the ideal of an organization that 

balances the tensions be tw een  national independence  and  g lobal security 

and cooperation.15 Yet, just as the questions of how to govern  and  who was 

best fitted to do so w ere  not se ttled  at the local level of the nation-state, their 

resolution in the international sp h ere  was contested.

Thus, internationalism  is trea ted  in this thesis not as a universal 

concept but as a conceptual space  that has b e e n  m odified according  to 

various contestations throughout history. Accordingly, my concern  here , to 

borrow  from Mitchell Dean, is w here  and  why internationalism  was identified 

as a problem , and  how it was re n d e re d  thinkable, know able and  actionable in

14 See Smith, American Empire, 122-135, for one telling of this tension between Lippmann and key social 
scientists through the lens of a battle over the political economy underpinning American internationalism.
15 Kjell Goldmann, The Logic o f  Internationalism: Coercion and Accommodation (New York: Routledge, 
1994), 1-2.
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certain  historical and sociological contexts.16 If an  international system  is 

m erely  one way of o rdering  the anarchical world, then  the Ldppmann-Inquiry 

ep isode  also raises the question of how  this obvious skirm ish around  defining 

the p rob lem  of “the international” and  practic ing  “internationalism ” connects 

to the disciplinary and m ethodological formation of the social sc iences in 

Am erica. On the one hand, ba ttles over the  scope and epistem ological 

assum ptions at the b ase  of social science in Am erica w ere, b y  extension, 

delim iting the accep tab le  definition and  practices internationalism . But, on the 

o ther hand, the com plex currents of d eb a te  over the m eanings of liberalism , 

nationalism, and dem ocracy am ong the generation  of Am erican 

“P rogressives” who w restled  with and  tried  to m ake sense of g lobal events, 

reveal com peting ideas of how “the international” ought to b e  defined  and 

a d d re ssed  as a m atter of national policy.

This thesis is, thus, an historical exploration of the em ergence  and 

contestation of what has becom e known as liberal internationalism, in a p e riod  

of A m erican history w hen the study of history, politics, the social, and 

econom ics becam e distinct fields (disciplines) of know ledge and  study. It 

treats the concurrent rise  of these  new  disciplinary social sc iences on the one 

hand  and burgeoning  practices and  concepts of internationalism  on the other 

not as a coincidence, but as a relational developm ent of know ledges aim ed at 

the creation of a locally familiar and  yet universally applicable o rder. There

16 Mitchell M. Dean, Govemmentality: Power and Rule in Modern Society (Thousand Oaks: Sage 
Publications Ltd, 2009).
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are  two p rongs to the basic  argum ent in the p ag es  that follow. The first is that 

in o rd e r to have any applicability  to the em erg ing  p rob lem  of 

internationalism , the social sc iences had  to provide a form of know ledge that 

w as com prehensib le  through the prim ary  lens of the nation. Timothy Mitchell 

has a rg u ed  that “the possibility of social science is b a se d  upon  taking  certain  

historical experiences of the W est as the tem plate for a universal 

know ledge,”17 and  m uch the sam e can  b e  said of “the possibility” of 

internationalism . It too has grow n from the W est’s “historical ex p erien ces” 

put forw ard as “the tem plate for universal know ledge.” This dissertation 

p roposes that the social sc iences and  liberal internationalism  in the United 

States co-constituted each other be tw een  1867-1919, each  having to confront 

the n e e d  to balance an expand ing  world, increasingly in-view and  in-reach, 

with a desire  to o rder that w orld  into a regu la ted  and  secu re  space 

recognizable to certain  Am ericans.

Liberal internationalism ’s history is, then, the history of an  ideal societal 

form as w ell as of the rea l p rac tices u sed  to rep resen t its possibility  and 

plausibility. In most respects, the p rac tice  of liberal internationalism  refers to 

the range  of diplom atic relations and  princip les governing A m erican foreign 

policy especially, but not exclusively, under W oodrow W ilson and  his 

followers. But liberal internationalism  also refers to the g radual developm ent 

of these  principles by  a netw ork of professional experts in aspec ts  of social,

17 Timothy Mitchell, Rule o f  Experts: Egypt, Techno-Politics, Modernity, 1st ed. (Berkeley: University of 
California Press, 2002).
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econom ic, and  political theory. In short, the em erg ing  social sc iences in 

Am erica p rov ided  a critical p a rt of the p rac tice  of A m erican diplom acy that 

becam e m ost influential and  ap p aren t under W ilson’s watch. As this thesis will 

show, the social sciences in A m erica p ro v id ed  a chief netw ork for the creation 

of new  forms of reasoning about the  international an d  A m erica’s relationship 

to it. The international p rov ided  a  conceptual structure that allow ed social 

scientists to dem onstrate the ir p riv ileged  access to know ledge of how to 

govern  b y  perform ing certain  m ethods and  ideas, and  be ing  a p a rt of certain  

institutional alliances, that w ere  se en  as apolitical or d issociated  from both the 

state and  those who would try  to change society b y  underm ining dom inant 

social d iscourses.18

The second  p rong  of the argum ent here  is that, in looking at the 

disciplinary know ledge that solidified around internationalism  in late 

n ineteenth  and  early twentieth century  America, it becom es c lear that the 

classical liberal distrust of “the s ta te” has had  an im pressive form ative im pact 

on contem porary  structures of internationalism . This endem ic suspicion of the 

state cut two ways for social scientific reasoning  and  articulations of 

internationalism . On the one hand, distrust of any know ledge seen  as en- 

stated  c rea ted  an opening w here  the authority to govern  in societies, and  the 

right to claim  sovereign statehood, w ere  w rested  away from  the dem os  as 

contained by  a state, and instead  p laced  in the flexible and  contingent

18 For a discussion of the international as a rationalized “space” that was viewed as governable, see Wendy 
Lamer and William Walters, Global Govemmentality: Governing International Spaces (New York: 
Psychology Press, 2004).
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structure of “the nation”. On the  o ther hand, by  p lacing the authority to 

govern  or to d irect governance outside the state, and  in see ing  governance  as 

an  expression  of the social solidarity im agined  as the nation, the  p riv ileg ing  of 

non-state know ledge c rea ted  a  highly contested  ontological space . In this 

space  the ability to rep resen t an d  articulate the social forces at the b a se  of a 

society d e p e n d e d  on the ability to perform  the role of d isin te rested  observer. 

And yet to p resen t this role p roperly , social scientists of the  Inquiry h ad  to 

tread  lightly around contested  o r controversial social questions, such as race, 

class, g e n d e r and the exceptionalism  of the Am erican nation-state. This, I 

p ropose , has historically left m any liberal social scientists in the awkward 

position of having to acknow ledge that they a re  in a  state, w hile also proving 

that their know ledge is not “o f ’ that state.

The de-stating o f governm ental know ledge  I discuss, an d  the view  of it 

as som ehow less politicized for its ex istence in social or civic sp h e res  apart 

from the state, m arked  a d epartu re  from  conceptions of governance found in a 

g rea t deal of European political philosophy and  sociology at the sam e time, 

even  within otherwise liberal soc ie ties .19 In looking at the developm ent of

19 Progressive liberalism had this ambivalence about politics at its core following the class and labor scares 
of the Gilded Age. On the one hand, politics was for many progressives seen as something emotional, 
irrational, and prone to corruption—a view that was largely an intellectual vestige o f republicanism— that 
positioned virtue, as the axis of social solidarity in the nation. This virtue was meant to cut through 
constituent factions, be they ethnic or, more likely, class in the late Gilded Age and Progressive period.
And yet, on the other hand, the aim of reform was to further democratize American society, to spread the 
virtues of the republic and bring the power o f the people more to bear on the instruments of the state. 
Progressivism, then, understood democratic renewal as the ability to move past constituent differences and 
towards a reconciled social solidarity built around ideals of common For more on the rise o f the progressive 
movement and the social philosophy and language it developed to create this proto-functionalist ideal o f the 
way society could function cooperatively see Shelton Stromquist, Reinventing "The People": The
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social scientific rationalizations of internationalism , how ever, w e see  that this 

ideal of diffused governance p av ed  the way discursively for a  new  and  highly 

diffused reg im e of governm ental pow er in the US, which fundam entally 

sh ap ed  Am erican expectations of how the international sp h e re  ought to b e  

thought about and controlled. As w e will see , this shift in troduced  a new  

m etric with w hich to m easure societies, populations and  statehood, as w ell as 

accom panying new  ways of deploying  those m etrics to judge o ther soc ie ties’ 

positioning within an international system .

To arrive at a m ore po in ted  study of the concepts and  prac tices of 

governance that allow us to understand  the relational developm ent of the 

social sciences and internationalism , C hap ter One outlines what I p ro p o se  is 

the theoretical and ontological language that historians ought to e n g ag e  with. 

It argues that, by  view ing internationalism  as an  “effect” c re a te d  by  

rationalities assum ed to b e  fundam ental to governance, we can  b eg in  to treat 

social science as a language that gave shape to the ideal societal structure 

that m any progressives im agined as the international. C onnecting literatures 

on the history of Am erican social science, liberalism , state  form ation and 

internationalism, I offer a theoretical fram ew ork and  clarify im portant term s 

and them es that recur throughout the rem ainder of the thesis. Chief am ong 

these them es is the idea  that w hen internationalism  is historicized through the

Progressive Movement, the Class Problem, and the Origins o f  Modem Liberalism (Urbana: University of 
Illinois Press, 2006).
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lens of govem m entality  it loses any universal or formalistic structure, instead  

becom ing an effect o f local reactions to the changing conditions and restive 

forces that confronted Americans in an increasingly m odem  world. By looking at 

d eb a tes  over the nature of internationalism  and  the US state form in A m erican 

liberal social scientific circles, it b ecom es evident that “the international, ” in 

all o f its iterations, can b e  consistently seen  as an effect o f efforts to universalize 

local understandings and desires to structure the world into an orderable space. 

This m ay seem  like a pithy observation, but w hen  used  to explore  the 

developm ent of social science in A m erica w e see  that the efforts of liberal- 

m inded practitioners to com m unicate the benefits of liberal society and  

political econom y at hom e dev elo p ed  a cognate reg im e of liberal 

internationalism. This liberal internationalism  im agined the data, disciplines, 

and institutions that delim ited and d irec ted  internationalism  as g u id ed  by 

scientifically d isin terested  in term ediaries who could b ridge  the g ap  be tw een  

states and  societies.

C hapters Two and Three carry  this theoretical argum ent forw ard by  

offering a m ore em pirically g ro u n d ed  genealogy  of early A m erican social 

scientists’ efforts to articulate the p rac tices and structure of internationalism . It 

shows how liberal reform ers u sed  and  d ev e lo p ed  a particu lar idea  of 

internationalism  to push back  rival political system s, dem onstrating  their 

exceptional capacity to create  d isin terested  social scientific know ledge in 

transnational institutions. Key to this push-back  was the use of a  particular 

idea of the European state form and  E uropean societal tensions as a foil to
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prove the com paratively d isin terested  nature of A m erican know ledge. Using 

a series of events that highlight com peting concepts of sovereignty  and  the 

state, and  conflicting m ethods for organizing the international around  those 

ideas, C hapters Two and  Three also exp lo re  com peting m odes of liberal 

internationalism  in A m erican social science from 1867-1904. I find that, 

although liberal social scientists during this p e rio d  d eb a ted  the p rec ise  role 

of the state in facilitating a m ore egalitarian  socio-econom ic o rder, the shared  

th ree  in terconnected commitments. First they a d h e red  to and  b e liev ed  in a 

liberal political econom y that d irec ted  social organization through civic or 

social forces c ircum scribed by  state. Second, they be lieved  that the d e e p e r  

principles at the b ase  of this political econom ic o rd er p ro v id ed  the 

foundations for a sustainable international system. Finally, they em phasized 

the im portance of developing  seem ingly d isin terested  scientific social 

know ledge anchored  to and concerned  with these non-state spheres.

Starting with Reconstruction and  the G ilded A ge (1867-1890s), C hapter 

Two shows how this shared  faith in non-state know ledge and  social scientific 

expertise  developed  by  looking at d eb a tes  in the 1860s and  early  1870s over 

which non-state institutions w ere  the p ro p e r vessels of international practices, 

and what ro le the state w ould p lay  in facilitating its own dem ise in such a 

system. These debates, I argue, g en era ted  two variants of liberal 

internationalism: what I call “social” and  “civic” internationalism , and 

describe  with m ore precision  in the following chap ters. Social 

internationalists, I argue, he ld  the nation-state to b e  a tem porary  state-form



that could facilitate the m ove to a  la rg e r world-state, while civic 

internationalists a rgued  that the sta te’s ro le  w as to serve  as the expression  of 

standards and  norm s set in the non-state, civic sphere , and  which w ere  the 

fundam ental basis of the nation. For these  later reform ers, Am erica was 

exceptional p rec ise ly  because  of its conception  of a virtually stateless form  of 

governance; what Alexis de  Tocqueville adm ired  as a  “society [that] governs 

itself,” and  what Karl Marx la ter d e rid ed  as a  “fictive state” trying “to realize 

itself as pu re  society.”20 However, I a rgue  that the tensions be tw een  civic and  

social internationalists m ostly d isap p ea red  after 1873, following the 

em ergence  of a highly articulated socialist and  labour internationalism  that in 

m any ways culm inated with the Paris Com m une in 1871. Following the w ork of 

Joseph L ieber and the circle of A m erican Social Science Association (ASSA) 

reform ers that mostly deve loped  around  his view  of Am erica as an 

exceptional liberal state, C hapter Two exp lo res the transition from social to 

civic internationalism  am ong social science p ro fessionalizes, and  the 

commonalities and d iscrepancies be tw een  them.

C hapter Three picks up w here C hap ter Two left off, exploring  the 

history of those historico-political scientists from the mid-1870s to 1890s who 

rad ia ted  out from the transnational circles that c rea ted  the ASSA to form new  

disciplines of social science and new  ideas about what expertise  could 

properly  gu ide Am erica within a la rger liberal international system . For this

20 Cited in Stephen Skowronek, Building a New American State: The Expansion o f  National Administrative 
Capacities, 1877-1920 (Cambridge University Press, 1982), 7.
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group, the ideal of Am erica as an exceptionally  “sta te less” society, a view  of 

the state not as an autonom ous entity but as the will of society organizing 

itself, the nation-state ach ieved  dem ocratic liberty  through the Anglo-Saxon 

cultural m ores inscribed  in civic institutions such as th e  university, com m erce, 

com m on law and  constitutionalism. And because  social scientific know ledge 

was both  an expression  and  justification of sa id  institutions, it re p re se n te d  the 

p ro p e r basis of governm ental authority an d  the accep tab le  m eans for 

sp read ing  liberty  abroad. By this formula, m aintaining a  state-form  that 

reflected  these values, and  pro tec ting  that s ta te ’s sovereignty, w ere  jointly 

necessary  to pro tect liberal values across the world. By the 1880s and 1890s, 

however, we se e  that the institutional and intellectual foundations of social 

science shifted with historical circum stances, c reating  a new  fragm entation in 

Am erican internationalism. Using the V enezuela Boundary d ispute as a key 

event in a se ries of o ther formative m om ents in thinking about 

internationalism , including the  Hague convention and A m erican overseas 

expansion, C hapter Three shows that the fragm entation of the social sciences 

from a large  reform -m otivated body  (the ASSA) into sm aller, em ergen t 

professional identities (the A m erican Historical, Economics, and  Political 

Science Associations), along with the grow ing influence of historians, political 

scientists and econom ists w orking from industrially funded  universities, 

shifted the priv ileged  form of social scientific expertise  in Am erica. The once- 

dom inant role of legalistic experts and institutions w aned  as academ ic 

expertise  developed  around the exploration of m ore explicitly “social”
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questions. Of course, legalism  w ould rem ain in tegral to civic internationalists, 

who continued to push  a  vision of internationalism  cem en ted  b y  paralle l legal 

institutions, such as an international court a t The Hague, which im agined 

slowly cem enting the civilizable p eop le  of the w orld into sh a red  civic 

communities governed  not b y  states bu t by  sh a red  norm s and  practices. But 

the historico-political school’s critique of and d istancing  from legal institutions 

opened  the way for a form of realism , built around  a search  for the social 

forces that could facilitate a  social internationalism .

C hapters Four through Six are  less sw eep ing  than the first th ree  

chapters. They use  the Inquiry as a pivotal event, m oving outw ard from it and  

through a series of local pow er-struggles over social science from 1904-1919, 

exploring local attem pts to shift the ontology of the nation-state m ore fully 

away from the E uropean m odel, tow ard an international o rd e r that d id  not fall 

victim to the pitfalls of the sta te -cen tered  im perialism  and m ilitarism  that had  

caused  the First W orld W ar. Focusing on key  actors in the Inquiry, m any of 

whom would eventually a ttend  the Paris Peace talks in 1919, these  chapters 

detail how the social and  civic internationalism s already  exp lo red  w ere 

further m odified and  variously em phasized  by  social scientists who w orked  to 

p lace  American social scientific practices and  know ledge at the core  of the 

liberal internationalism  that w ould later com e to b e  known as W ilsonianism. 

W orking with different and  som etim es rival ontologies of the liberal nation, 

social scientists u sed  the crisis of the war, W oodrow W ilson’s famous call for a 

“w orld safe for dem ocracy” and, later, the p rincip le  of self-determ ination, to

18



m ake their work m ore in tegral to fortifying A m erican exceptionalism , which 

was increasingly synonym ous with liberal internationalism  itself.

C hapter Four opens with the story of Jam es T. Shotwell, a  key  future 

m em ber in the Inquiry. Tracing the shifting relationship b e tw een  social 

science and internationalism  from the time of T heodore Roosevelt (1901-1909) 

through to W oodrow W ilson’s call to w ar in 1917, this chap ter uses the tension 

be tw een  serving the state and  serv ing  a  professional and scientific identity 

that derived  its authority from apparen tly  existing outside the state, to show 

the developm ent of social and  civic internationalism  lead ing  up  to the war. 

The first part quickly exp lores the internationalism  of P resident T heodore 

Roosevelt (1901-1909), w hose p residency  was transitional in the m ovem ent of 

internationalism  away from the civic internationalism  that had  dom inated  the 

G ilded  Age and early  Progressive Era, and  tow ards the social 

internationalism  that becam e most p ronounced  in W ilsonianism. Roosevelt’s 

conception of internationalism , it p roposes, w as one of pow er politics 

couched in the ideology of “civilization”. This in troduced  a m ore 

encom passing concept of internationalism  that im agined the US as part of a 

g lobal civilizing project, effectively “m odernizing” Am erican internationalism  

by  pushing it tow ards a  view of the international as bound, reg a rd le ss  of state 

and  national identities, by  d e e p e r  social laws. The latter w ere  them selves 

p rem ised  on the idea  of Am erica as the most civilized and advanced  nation

state.
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However, this m odernization also brought the US into line with a  state- 

cen te red  im perialism  that, for m any Americans, uncom fortably resem b led  

European im perialism  and  the E uropean  state form, e rod ing  A m erican claims 

to exceptionalism . The second  part of C hapter Four juxtaposes Roosevelt’s 

1912 presidential platform  for a  “New Nationalism” , with W oodrow  W ilson’s 

“New Freedom ,” arguing that W ilson attracted  p rogressive  an d  liberal social 

scientists with his concept of intellectual leadersh ip  d irec ting  the state 

through social scientific expertise  “outside” the nation-state. Against the 

backdrop  of a  grow ing global conflict cen tered  in Europe, supporting 

W ilson’s 1916 re-election cam paign  was trea ted  by m any, including 

Lippmann, as a  chance to snatch internationalism  from state-entrenched, 

gen teel intellectuals once in tegral to Roosevelt neo-federalist worldview. 

However, the experts newly inducted  into the halls of political pow er because  

of their cache as outsiders and  realists b e tte r  ab le  to scientifically rep resen t 

society on a global scale, m ade  them  recognize early  on  that their own 

authority h inged  on m aintaining the appearance  of a  de libera te  distance from 

the state apparatus. Here, the little studied  National Board for Historical 

Services is especially instructive. This chap ter show s how social scientists 

m anaged  this delicate balancing  act, but se rved  as a  harb inger for the shape 

of social science and internationalism  to come.

C hapter Five picks up with the story of the Inquiry social scientists 

m aking their way to the Paris Peace Talks in 1919 an d  W ilson’s increased  faith 

in their capacities as scientific experts on international affairs. By tracing out
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the m ovem ent of the Inquiry from its conception to the m ovem ent of twenty- 

one academ ic and professional social scientists that traveled  to Paris, this 

chap ter shows how the specialists u sed  “siste r” organizations in allied  nations 

to loan legitim acy to the id ea  that they w ere  m ore scientific b ecau se  they 

w ere  participating in a transnational epistem ic community. But, it shows that, 

at the sam e tim e as they d id  so, they  also po in ted  to the relationships of those 

o ther organizations with their respec tive  states as proof that only the 

Am ericans had  achieved a truly liberal organization: only the Inquiry, they 

said, had  achieved the status of b e in g  “with, not of” the state, and  therefore 

only they could lay claim  to truly universal liberal know ledge—the only 

know ledge concerned  with the international as a truly liberal space , built on 

social princip les and shared  interests, ra the r than on the satisfaction of 

com peting state interests. Using this social scientific authority, the final 

section of this chap ter traces how social scientists at Paris u sed  their increased  

objective authority to also m arginalize actively the rem nants of the civic 

international tradition, b inding  on to and defining the W ilsonian em phasis on 

self-determ ination as a tool for ensuring  their own im portance w hile p ressing  

out legalistic and  state cen tered  solutions as vestiges of the old o rder.

The final chapter continues to explore the Inquiry, looking at how the 

sam e em phasis on distance from the state that would allow them  to p ress  out 

legalists at Paris, was anything bu t the ushering  in of a new  age  of social 

science libe ra ted  from politics and  the state. Using the story of the Inquiry as a 

case study, this chap ter illustrates how social scientists in the group
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capitalized on its am biguous position as a sim ultaneously quasi-state/quasi 

civic organization. Their negotiation of this status involved, importantly, 

concerted  efforts to lock out h igh ly -regarded  social scientists with rivaling 

ontologies of the nation-state. C hap ter Six reveals that social scientists 

w orking with the Inquiry knew, and  w orked  to m anage, the “risks” of taking 

on these  m ore controversial figures, b ecau se  they th rea ten ed  to underm ine 

w idely he ld  conceptions of A m erican (and social scientific) exceptionalism  as 

inevitably anchored  to the nation-state as territorialized sovereign  entity. By 

taking stock of the ga tekeep ing  and  external criticism s of the Inquiry, w e can 

b eg in  to unpack the hegem onic role that A m erican social sc ience  p lay ed  in 

norm alizing a particular form  of the liberal sta te  and, b y  extension, 

internationalism . The small event of the Inquiry reveals that a multiplicity of 

rationalities about internationalism  existed , but only a particular k ind  of social 

scientific rationality would take  ho ld  within the organization, b ecau se  it 

offered an understanding of g lobal society that largely  reflec ted  the local- 

national significance p laced  on  nationalism  as the chrysalis of any state 

formation.

Taken together, the final th ree  Inquiry-focused chap ters d esc rib ed  

above p ropose  that understand ing  the developm ent of new  social scientific 

p ractices and ideas around internationalism  is in tegral to understand ing  the 

environm ent in which W ilsonianism developed . However, the  pu rpose  of this 

work is not to argue that the Inquiry w as the determ ining force in the creation 

of W oodrow W ilson’s liberal internationalism . Nor is it an  attem pt to argue
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that the historical developm ent of liberal internationalism  in Am erica 

throughout the G ilded Age and P rogressive Era culm inated in the  Inquiry, or 

that the Inquiry is an exceptional event that dem ands further attention. The 

aspirations of this thesis are  not so grand. Instead, the  Inquiry is trea ted  as a 

climactic event, or moment, that is helpful in illustrating the  evolution and 

pow er of particular concepts of internationalism . It shows how, with the 

outbreak of the war, architects of A m erican foreign policy w ere  talking about 

the w orld as international in som e ways that w ere  fundam entally different than 

the generations before  them. Yet, by  the time of the Inquiry, w ith the parsing  

of liberalism  and the social sc iences into an ever-sm aller political and 

disciplinary world, the reliance on social scientific rationalities to articulate 

internationalism  in Am erican society c rea ted  an increasingly  lim ited view  of 

its possibilities. The W ar certainly challenged  the existing vocabulary  of 

internationalism  that had  b e en  carried  forw ard from the age  of the ASSA and 

into the im perial age  over which Roosevelt p res id ed . And yet, desp ite  efforts 

to distance internationalism  and social science from  much of this language 

there  persisted , if in a  m ore implicit way now, a continued faith in the 

possibility of explaining the w orld through social principles b ey o n d  the state. 

M ore specifically, we can trace a surviving faith in the role of d isin terested  

social scientific experts in steering  the US away from the p rob lem s of the 

em pires and  im perial states that w ere  the cornerstone of European 

internationalism.
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In this way, W alter Lippmann, w hose w ords on the universality of 

science o p en ed  this introduction, w as by  no m eans unique in hoping  that a 

new  type of scientifically-m inded expert w ould m anage nation-states and 

provide the adm inistrative and  intellectual sinew  of internationalism  after the 

war. He was not alone in believ ing  that A m erica had, m ore than any o ther 

nation, a special and  prom inent p lace  for the new  scientific expert, a  fact that 

he  and m any o ther Am ericans be liev ed  becam e even  m ore apparen t with the 

catastrophic im plosion of the old E uropean system  of internationalism  in 1914. 

Nor w as Lippmann sensational o r idealistic for believing that the war 

p resen ted  Am erica with an u n p reced en ted  opportunity to anchor 

internationalism  to the apparen t certainty of social scientific norm s and  

standards, circum scribed by  the laws of nation-states yet answ erab le  to 

d e e p e r social principles that bound  hum anity together in a  liberal, 

cosm opolitan community. In most resp ec ts  Lippm ann’s view  of a liberal 

international facilitated by  expert m ediators w orking outside the state was 

unrem arkable. And yet it is p rec ise ly  because  it is unrem arkable that it 

deserves our attention.
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C h a p ter  O n e:
T he I n te r n a t io n a l  A s a G o v e r n m e n ta l E ffe c t  in  A m e r ic a n  S o c ia l  
S c ie n c e

Society must b e  remade before it can be  the object of quantification. Categories of 
people and things must be  defined, measures must be interchangeable; land and 
commodities must be conceived as represented b y  an equivalent in money. There 
is much of what Weber called rationalization in this, and also a good deal of 
centralization.1

—Historian Theodore M. Porter

To develop a thought's meaning, we need only determine what conduct it is fitted 
to produce: that conduct is for us its sole significance. And the tangible fact at the 
root of all our thought distinctions, however subtle, is that there is no one of them 
so fine as to consist in anything but a possible difference in practice. To attain 
perfect clearness in our thoughts of an object, then, we need only consider what 
conceivable effects of a practical kind the object may involve—what sensations we 
are to expect from it, and what reactions we must prepare. Our conception of 
these effects, whether immediate or remote, is then for us the whole of our 
conception of the object, so far as that conception has positive significance at all.2

—William James

G overnm entality and the International

The International as Effect and Instrument o f the State-Society Divide

To understand the relational developm ent of social science and liberal 

internationalism, this thesis explores a se ries of contestations in A m erica’s 

professionalizing social scientific circles over what types of know ledge, social 

scientific o r otherwise, would define, o rder, and  act in the international. These 

battles, this chap ter shows, w ere  often about A m erica’s p lace  and  conduct in 

the international sphere , but at the sam e time, they w ere  an extension of local 

battles be tw een  interpretations of the p ro p e r relationship b e tw een  the US

1 Cited in James C. Scott, Seeing Like A State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition 
Have Failed (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1998), 22.
2 William James, Pragmatism and Other Writings, ed. Giles Gunn (New York: Penguin Classics, 2000), 3- 
4.
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state and the society it was seen  as circum scribing. A num ber of im portant 

works have a lready  estab lished  that the social sc ien ces’ authority and  identity 

hinges on the ideal that its practitioners possess  d isin terested  m ethods to act 

as d isin terested  observers.3 Focusing on the  Am erican scene, this w ork 

explores how the developm ent of social scientists navigated  the d iscourses of 

their socio-political environm ent, m ethods, p ractices, and  institutions as 

integral to international governance gave pu rchase  to these  claims of 

universal and  “realistic” know ledge. That is, the ability of social scientists to 

m ake them selves relevant to the question of international governance, as it 

becam e increasingly p ressing  at the turn of the n ineteenth  century, h e lp ed  

legitimize their m ethods and practices am ong Am ericans concerned  with the 

p lace of the US in a w orld w hose in te rdependence  w as increasingly apparent. 

The search  for what Lippmann called  a com m on discipline w as always bound  

and p roduced  b y  localized pow er struggles am ong social scientists trying to 

balance universal know ledge about governance with the m ore parochial 

forces of Am erican nationalism  and exceptionalism , which he ld  up that nation

state as a particularly “sta te less” liberal form. In this way, the social sciences 

not only inform ed the represen ta tion  of the international in Am erican 

intellectual culture, the international h ad  a rec ip roca l effect on the formation 

of the social sciences, provid ing  a key site to dem onstrate the efficacy of their

3 For works dealing directly with the origins of objectivity in the methods and disciplinary divisions of the 
social sciences see, Theodore M. Porter, Trust in Numbers (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996) 
and Mary Poovey, A History o f  the Modern Fact: Problems o f  Knowledge in the Sciences o f  Wealth and 
Society (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998).
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work, institutions and  professions to the  governance  of society as a liberal 

totality. They prov ided , in o ther w ords, the critical b rid g e  b e tw een  an 

Am erican exceptionalism  that always v e rg e d  on the narrowly parochial and  a 

claim to universality that m ade A m erican ideas indispensib le to the w orld 

beyond  its b o rders.

This thesis does not p ropose  that internationalism  in the US was 

necessarily  or monolithically liberal, o r that internationalism  was determ ined  

by  the social sciences. Perry  A nderson has noted, in trying to red re ss  the 

absence  of literature on internationalism  as a concept, that it has undergone  a 

num ber of im portant adaptations, adjusting to fit a  shifting understand ing  of 

nationalism—which A nderson rightly identifies as internationalism ’s cognitive 

“counterpart.” U nderstood as “any outlook, or practice, that tends to 

transcend the nation tow ards a w ider community, of which nations continue to 

form the principal units,” by  the late n ineteen th  century  internationalism  was 

most identified in the W est with the Second International: that w eb  of socialist 

and  transnational labour groups that e m e rg ed  out of the dialectical tension 

c rea ted  b y  transnational capitalism ’s sim ultaneous attem pts to cham pion 

hyper-nationalism  and  enlightenm ent universalism .4 While this thesis offers a 

m ore com plex historical account of internationalism  in late n ineteen th  century 

liberal thought and  institutions, it is worth noting A nderson’s point that both 

transnational socialist and pacifist m ovem ents, and  free trade  capitalism, 

he lped  force a constant rethinking of internationalism . However, the focus of

4 Perry Anderson, “Internationalism: A Breviary,” New Left Review 14 (2002): 6—14.
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my w ork is m ore on how Am ericans ad ap ted  the id ea  of internationalism  to 

local pow er netw orks and  struggles that reso n a ted  with pre-ex isting  local 

know ledge about the  world, while still m aintaining internationalism ’s 

universalistic potential.

This is not to suggest, on the opposite  en d  of possib le  objections, that 

internationalism  was so malleable that one cou ld  b e n d  and use it as one saw  fit 

within local contexts. Rather, build ing on recen t w ork on govem m entality, this 

thesis p roposes that the international is a b o u n d ed  instrum ent and  “effect” of 

particular historical d iscourses that afford som e possibility for change, but 

which also structurally limit those possibilities. Internationalism  cannot b e  

understood as universal. Instead, it must b e  seen  as an expression and  tool of 

a governm ental rationality, o r govem m entality, a p a rt of the constellation of 

“m undane p rocesses  of spatial organization, tem poral arrangem ent, 

functional specification, supervision and  surveillance, and rep resen ta tion” 

that w e consider in tegral to the m odem  state form.5 To study the international 

through govem m entality  is to explore both the  p rac tices of governing  and  the 

rationality of governm ent that m ake governing  in particular w ays ap p ea r both 

necessary  and  possible. G ovem m entality is not just about how political 

institutions behave; it is also about the “discursive fram ework that ren d e rs  

their practices m eaningful through the construction of particular objects (or

5 Thomas Lemke, “An Indigestible Meal? Foucault, Govemmentality and State Theory,” Distinktion: 
Scandinavian Journal o f  Social Theory 8 (2007): 43-64.
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subjects) of governance.”6 The international m ust b e  understood as bo th  a 

technique and  stra tegy by  which A m erican society w as m ade governab le , at 

the sam e time it is seen  as an  effect and  object of these  techniques.

G ovem m entality  and Liberal Internationalism

Seeing the international as both  an instrum ent and  effect of govem m entality  is 

especially  necessary  to the study of liberal internationalism  because  of its 

precise , albeit fluid and relational, form ations of ideas, ideals, and  practices. 

Historians of international relations have long shown how liberalism ’s 

cosm opolitan aspirations and  p ractices of transnational trade  and  hum anism  

w ere strong acids on the W estphalian system  of m odem  inter-state relations.7 

But as a critique of state-m onopolized sovereignty  and  politics, liberalism  d id  

not just e rode  the pow er of m onarchies throughout the  Enlightenm ent. By the 

nineteenth century, the liberal ideal of d ispersing  sovereignty  to the 

individual and away from the absolute state  also b eg an  to effect the 

in terpretation of the “law of nations”. This formal inter-state system , built out 

from the Peace of W estphalia in 1648, re s te d  on two principles: first, a 

“balance of pow er” am ong states to he lp  m aintain the territorial integrity  of at

6 Jonathan Joseph, “The Limits of Govemmentality: Social Theory and the International,” European 
Journal o f  International Relations 16 (2010): 223-246.
7 Stanley Hoffman, “The Crisis o f Liberal Internationalism,” Foreign Policy 98 (1995): 159-177; For an 
overview o f IR specialists who have explored the political theory o f liberalism and its international element 
from different angles see Barry Hindess, “Liberalism-What’s In a Name?,” in Global Govemmentality: 
Governing International Spaces, ed. Wendy Lamer and William Walters (New York: Routledge Press, 
2004), 23-51; Bruce Curtis, “After ‘Canada’: Liberalism, Social Theory and Historical Analysis,” in 
Liberalism and Hegemony: Debating the Canadian Liberal Revolution, ed. Jean-Francois Constant and 
Michel Ducharme, 1st ed. (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2009), 176-200; James T. Kloppenberg, 
“Nancy Cohen. The Reconstruction o f American Liberalism, 1865-1914,” The American Historical Review 
108 (2003): 843-844.
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least the G reat Powers; and  second, mutual resp ec t for national in terests. As 

Stanley Hoffman has noted, liberal understand ings of sovereign ty  w ere  

revolutionary because  they w ere  always understood  as pa rt of a la rger 

cosm opolitan struggle to g lobalize constitutional-representative dem ocracy, 

and  to em ancipate “dom estic” populations from undue state intervention into 

individual lives, public opinion, and  com m erce.8 In Hoffman’s words, “the 

international dim ension of liberalism  was n ev er an afterthought,” but ra ther 

one side of an evolving coin, such that “the constraints put on governm ent at 

hom e” w ere ex p ec ted  to “expand  into constraints on state pow er ab ro ad .” 

The revolutionary potential of liberalism  lay first in the fact that it res ted  

sovereignty at the level of the individual and  w as consistently focused on 

m arginalizing or restra in ing  the pow er of the state. But in developing  

cosm opolitan standards and  norm s for self-governm ent, liberalism  was also 

revolutionary because  it w as fundamentally and correlatively concerned with 

how to apply itself across the g lobe.9

And yet, desp ite  liberalism ’s limiting of the state  and priv ileg ing  of the 

individual-as-sovereign, the state remains integral to understanding the history 

o f liberal-internationalism. U nderstanding this m eans going som ew hat against 

the grain of liberalism ’s own self-conception. Historically, liberalism  has 

constructed itself as an anti-despotic form of governm ent, posing  the

o
Hoffman, “The Crisis of Liberal Internationalism,” 161.

9 Anderson is helpful on this point, noting that the liberalism that came out of the French and American 
revolutions imagined itself as part of globally emancipatory project anchored to a “patriotism” that was 
neither narrowly/ethnically nationalistic, but constituent of an international order where nationism and 
internationalism were mutually reinforcing. Anderson, "Internationalism: A Breviary," 11-13.
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princip les of self-governance and  g lobal trade  as challenges to authoritarian 

rule because  they defy the twin W estphalian notions of the s ta te ’s m onopoly 

on politics and  its right to rule a  dom estic population as it chooses.10 W hile the 

distinction betw een  liberal and  despotic  state forms is read, it is also an effect 

and  strategy that have b e e n  in tegral to liberalism ’s im age as a  socio-political 

ontology with an exceptionally cosmopolitam capacity, b e s t su ited  to 

p resc rib e  how to o rd er the w orld into an international system . The 

represen tation  of the liberal state  as anti-despotic—as the state-form  best 

situated to maximize and  elim inate undue intervention in individual liberty— 

must be  trea ted  as a strategy u sed  by  particu lar in terests to dem onstrate  the 

benefits of certain  pow ers (be they sta te-centered , civic, or cultural) to local 

and  foreign populations.11 The m arginalization of the state is never absolute, 

yet the prom ise of it, and  the p resen tation  of a society as exceptionally 

stateless, is a  key  strategy of governing  in liberal society.

William Novak has called  this the “myth of the weak A m erican sta te”: 

the artificial but still informative idea  that A m erica developed  out of the 

historical struggle for “political liberty , em ancipation from bondage, the rise 

of civil, econom ic, and  social rights,” situating “property , contract, and 

freedom  of speech, p ress, and  association form the constitutional backbone  of 

a free m arket, a  vigorous civil society, and a dem ocratic polity .” As Novak 

notes,

10 Charles Tilly, “The Time of States,” in Stories, Identities, and Political Change (New York: Rowman & 
Littlefield Publishers, 2003), 3.
11 Gilles Deleuze, Foucault, trans. Sean Hand, (New York: Continumm Press, 2006), 45.
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while the despotic pow er of the A m erican state (until recen t 
times) might have b e e n  lim ited, the scale and scope  of its 
infrastructural pow er is and  always has b e en  extensive.
From the founding of the first national governing institutions 
to the conquest of w estern  lands; from the creation of a  vast 
public infrastructure for the prom otion of com m erce to the 
construction of a pow erful defense and  m ilitary 
establishm ent; from the expansion  of governm ental pow ers 
of police, regulation, adm inistration, and  red istribution  to 
the invention of new  w ays of policing citizens, aliens, races, 
m orals, and  g e n d e r relations in the production of national 
culture, the infrastructural pow er of the Am erican state  
seem s at times boundless, even  bo rderless, as A m erican 
legal, corporate, econom ic, and  cultural forms sp re ad  
across the globe. It is this pow er—infrastructural pow er— 
that ren d ers  com m entary about Am erican state w eakness or 
statelessness unintelligible. And it ra ises the intriguing 
in terpretive possibility that the very  anti-despotic 
organization of the A m erican state might actually increase  
its infrastructural capacity.

Novak p roposes that the “m odels of state theory forged am id the  constant 

threat of centralized despotism ” cure problem atic for our own time, and  

com plicate the challenge of “ap p rehend ing  the new  forms of d istended  

pow er that p redom inate in twenty-first-century global political econom y.” In 

their p lace, he  em ploys M ichael M ann’s distinction betw een  “despotic  state 

pow er” and  “infrastructural pow er,” the form er referring  to the capacity  of 

state elites to rule, unchecked  by  o ther cen ters of pow er o r b y  civil society, 

and  the latter to the positive capacity  of the state to “penetra te  civil society” 

and im plem ent policies throughout a g iven territo ry .12 M ann’s distinction is 

helpful to understanding  the expansion  of Am erican adm inistrative capacities

12 William J. Novak, “The Myth o f the Weak American State,” The American Historical Review 113 
(2008): 752-772. Michael Mann, “The Autonomous Power of the State: Its Origins, Mechanisms and 
Results,” European Journal o f  Sociology /  Archives Europeennes De Sociologie 25 (1984): 185-213.
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in the context of a  political culture nom inally devo ted  to the pecu liarities of 

the liberal state.

Building on Novak’s insight that anti-despotic states a re  b y  no m eans 

“w eak”, this w ork treats the liberal state as a rea l force, but one that cannot b e  

understood as a fixed set of apparatuses (military, bureaucratic, executive, 

judicial) exerting  a distinct will o r in terest. Rather, the  state is an  effect of:

(i) rep resen ting  certain  in terests as synonym ous with the state  o r the 

will of a  nation; and

(ii)the expulsion of in terests d e em ed  ex ternal to the state, to other 

constructed spheres such as “society” or “the civic sp h e re ”.

The interests allow ed to rem ain in and  of the state a re  po rtrayed  as inherently  

and necessarily  e m b e d d ed  in its capacities, bu t this obscures that the state  is 

itself an effect of the very  discursive com partm entalization that allows us to 

talk about society, the civic sphere , the social, the private, and  so forth, as 

distinct, if often overlapping, sp h eres that b o rd e r  on bu t rem ain separa te  from 

the state. These b o rd ers  are  always contested , in battles that will b e  familiar 

to the contem porary reader: d eb a tes  over the nationalization of certain  

industries, fears over the linkages be tw een  the military, state, and  industry 

(who owns, p roduces and  controls what), resistance  to and  prom otion of 

privacy legislation, and  tensions over w hich civic institutions should influence 

politics and which should not. T here is no w ay to treat state-society b o rd e rs  as
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though they have b e en  or will b e  solidified once and  for all. Yet the  state still 

is som ething, at any given moment.

Treating it as an effect m akes acknow ledging the last point possib le , 

but it m eans attention must b e  given to how the state is historically constituted 

out of larger, shifting o rders of know ledge about how to m itigate the  tensions 

betw een  the constituent spheres d e em ed  external to the state. The liberal 

state w as not only a political reaction  to the  forces of im perialism  and  

m onarchy; it w as also the effect of a  d e e p e r  shift in m entality about w here  the 

authority to govern  ought to rest and  who w as qualified to d irec t this new  

order. This b rings us back  to the p rob lem  of liberal internationalism . As the 

following chapters explore, the tension be tw een  liberalism ’s cosm opolitan 

aspirations and  p retenses, on the one hand, and  its em bodim ent or 

“articulation” as a nation-state, on the other, have p lagued  A m erican social 

scientists throughout the nineteenth  and  tw entieth centuries. The prec ise , 

ideal form of a state capab le  of overcom ing this tension b e tw een  the 

cosm opolitan and the provincial has never b e e n  settled  at the level of the 

state. And, understood as governm ental conduct connecting states and  

nations together, the structure of the international rem ains as unsettled  as the 

contested  state forms it is supposed  to circum scribe. Therefore, this w ork 

p roposes that by  also treating internationalism  as an  effect and  instrum ent of 

liberal govem m entality, it becom es apparen t that liberal internationalism  

coheres around a sustained preoccupation  with the d ispersal of pow er away 

from “despotic state” m echanism s, into infrastructures that safeguard  popu lar
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sovereignty. However, for an  Am erica still recovering  from a devastating  Civil 

W ar (which facilitated u n p reced en ted  state-centralization, the apparen t 

victory of liberal-capitalism  over rival political-econom ic system s, and  an 

increasingly com plex national society), the questions of how to cap ture  the 

popular will, and  who was best ab le  to articulate its expression, w ere  far from 

settled.

The rise  of new  social science disciplines in the late n ineteen th  and 

early  twentieth centuries was very  m uch a reaction to this question  of 

governance. This is evident in the p e rio d  d eb a tes  over sovereignty , loaning 

historical w eight to Mitchell D ean’s contention that sovereignty  is “always an 

open  question, a m atter of historical, political, linguistic and  sym bolic 

construction and  contestation.”13 To ba lance  liberalism ’s tense  relationship 

with state sovereignty—its cosm opolitan vision of universal self-governing 

individualism on the one hand, and  its lingering  provincial attachm ent to the 

nation-state, on the other—we will se e  that A m erican social scientists often 

rationalized their right to local pow er b y  p lacing  their work at the cen ter of 

social governance, offering their profession an d  practices as a pilot that could 

navigate the governance of the nation-states in an  international system . Of 

course, as subsequent chapters show, the p ro p e r foundations of social 

scientific know ledge w ere highly contested; a  g rea t amount of thought was 

given to its p ro p e r relationship to the nation-state. But due to the lingering 

pow er of the state and its apparatuses, as w ell as the force of the m any non

13 Mitchell Dean, Governing Societies (New York: Open University Press, 2007), 141.
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state structures m eant to enhance or check  the s ta te ’s pow er, any expert 

hoping to increase  its own p res tig e  and pow er with a  nationalistic public  had  

to p resen t A m erican’s with a w orldview  that resonated  with p re-ex isting  

prejudices, beliefs and  values about the  state—which consistently m eant 

universalizing the divisions betw een  state  and  society, public  and  private, 

real and ideal, that A m erica’s political and  social elite enac ted  in their own 

lives.

Liberal Social S cien ces in A m erica

Histories of the social sciences in Am erica have largely  focused on their 

national developm ent. They broadly  ag ree  that liberalism  w as in tegral to their 

particular form in that nation. This is not to say  that Am erican social science 

was exclusively or exceptionally liberal. Dorothy Ross has convincingly 

shown that such a view m isses the com plex of protestant, repub lican  and 

liberal ideas that w ere  also integrally influential to their developm ent in the 

late e ighteenth  and early  n ineteenth  cen tu ries.14 My work is less concerned  

with the intellectual origins of social science or social scientific theory  and 

m ore concerned  with how  the “social sc iences” em erg ed  as 

epistem ologically organized, ontologically autonom ous bod ies of know ledge 

within particular netw orks of pow er from the late n ineteenth and  early  

twentieth centim es. One historical sociologist has argued  in his study of 

British social science that, “in the early  n ineteenth  century, social sc ience  did

14 Dorothy Ross, The Origins o f  American Social Science (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991).
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not exist, ne ither as a dom ain of know ledge nor even  as a set of defined  

practices. T here w ere  various activities b e in g  done that w ould eventually  b e  

done b y  social scientists but these  activities w ere  not ag g re g a te d  into 

system atic sets of tasks.”15 W hile certain  know ledge and constituent m ethods 

can b e  said to have m oved into what w ould la te r becom e the “social 

sciences,” and  there  w ere  certainly different trajectories for the British and  

Am erican scenes, this periodization holds constant for both English-speaking 

sides of the Atlantic.16

This narrative might seem  as though it rests on  a sem antic distinction. 

One could easily point to pre-C ivil W ar w orks that actually use the term  social 

science, or note that because  sociology and  political econom y ex isted  well 

before the la ter nineteenth  century there  is proof that nascent forms of social 

science d id  exist. My work does not reject the possibility of an intellectual 

continuity betw een  early  m ethodological innovations (e.g. statistics) and  the 

disciplines of sociology, econom ics, political science, and  international 

relations and, to a lesse r extent, history, anthropology, and psychology as we 

know them  today. The plurality of m eanings for “social sc ience” might 

p resen t a problem . But, to borrow  a defense  from a sociologist of state

15 Nadav Gabay, “The Political Origins of Social Science: British Parliament and the Emergence of 
Scientific Policy Making, 1803-1857,” (Ph.D. diss., University o f California San Diego, 2007). Also see 
Andrew Abbott, Time Matters (Chicago, University of Chicago Press, 2001), 15.
16 For a work that directly addresses the unique institutional-historical developments of “professional” 
social sciences see, Philip Abrams, The Origins o f  British Sociology, 1834-1914 (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1968). See also Michael J. Lacey and Mary O. Fumer, The State and Social Investigation in 
Britain and the United States (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2004); and Theodore M. Porter and 
Dorothy Ross, The Cambridge History o f  Science, Volume 7: The Modern Social Sciences (Cambridge 
University Press, 2003).
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formation, “in historical epistem ology, one distinguishes w ords from concepts 

in that the latter ‘m ake a  d ifference’ in theoretical d iscourse.” Or, as Foucault 

put it, a  concept “must give access to a structure of intelligibility.” 17 The 

construction of the social sciences cannot b e  understood  apart from the 

netw orks of pow er that agents lived in  and  had  to navigate, shap ing  the 

disciplinary boundaries and epistem ic com m unities of what w as and  is 

recognized  as social science.

There is a rea l danger of W higgish anachronism  in taking 

contem porary notions of what social science is as a starting point, thus 

focusing on academ ic, disciplinary forms as recognizable in today ’s 

universities and  developing  an account that culm inates in contem porary, 

p reconceived  alignm ents. There are  constantly rivaling ways of know ing the 

social world, shaped  b y  a multitude of d iscourses that shape and  re -shape  the 

ontology and  heuristics of social science. However, the concern  h e re  is not so 

m uch with the evolution of the social sc iences as diverse and  individual 

disciplinary bodies. Instead, I am  in te rested  in  two re la ted  threads. The first is 

showing how know ledge becam e  social sc ience using certain  m ethods, 

ontologies and practices for understand ing  social, political, econom ic and 

historical fields. The second  is show ing how this p rocess rationalized certain  

conducts and  p ractices as im perative to the m odem , political-econom ical 

m anagem ent of society.

17 Bruce Curtis, “Foucault on Govemmentality and Population: The Impossible Discovery,” The Canadian 
Journal o f  Sociology /  Cahiers Canadiens De Sociologie 27 (2002): 505-533.
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Specific to this rationalization w as the adaptation of new  institutional 

forms and  know ledge to a  concept of the  w orld-as-intem ational, a  concept 

that itself g rew  out of liberalism ’s cosm opolitan aspirations. For historians of 

social science, the crisis and  reconstruction  of liberalism  in the G ilded  Age 

and Progressive Era p rovides the m ajor b ackd rop  for understand ing  the 

developm ent of the social sciences. W hile periodization som etim es differs, 

w orks on the history of Am erican social science have no ted  that the 

institutional em ergence  and  evolution of the social sciences—w hether in the 

Am erican Social Science Association (ASSA), founded in 1865, o r in later, 

sm aller professional associations—was bo th  a  sym ptom  of and  a p rescrip tion  

for a crisis in Am erican liberalism  that th rea ten ed  classical, laissez faire 

variants and  h e lp ed  push it tow ards a m ore reform -oriented, interventionist 

social and  political ideology.18

Of course, there  rem ain im portant historiographical d isagreem ents 

about liberalism  in Am erican history. For exam ple, there is d eb a te  over the 

benevolence or m alevolence of a  socio-political o rd e r that re lies on social

18 The historiography of the social sciences in America has long been preoccupied with the primary 
formative influence and integrative capacity o f liberalism. Morton White in his Social Thought in America: 
The Revolt Against Formalism with a New Preface and an Epilogue (Boston: Beacon Press, 1969), argued 
that early social scientists in the US show that the “kinship among some o f our most distinctive intellectual 
currents...form the distinctive liberal Weltanschauung of twentieth century America.” It is not a 
coincidence that Eric Foner, when trying to explain the reconsolidation and reconstruction o f Northern 
liberalism, turned to the ASSA as an archetypal liberal reform body. See: Eric Foner, Reconstruction: 
America’s Unfinished Revolution, 1863-1877 (New York: Harper Perennial Modem Classics, 2002); 
Thomas L. Haskell, The Emergence o f  Professional Social Science: The American Social Science 
Association and the Nineteenth-Century Crisis o f  Authority (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
2000); Mary O. Fumer, Advocacy and Objectivity: A Crisis in the Professionalization o f  American Social 
Science, 1865-1905 (New York: Transaction Publishers, 2010). Thomas Bender, Intellect and Public Life: 
Essays on the Social History o f  Academic Intellectuals in the United States (The Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 1997); Nancy Cohen, The Reconstruction o f  American Liberalism, 1865-1914 (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 2001).

39



scientific, adm inistrative expertise  built upon a liberal political ontology of the 

world. There is also d ivergence  over the am oebic p roperties of liberalism , or 

what Gary G erstle has called  its “p ro tean  charac te r,” as a  political ontology 

that can circum scribe rival political m odes and  effectively m itigate m odem  

problem s without abandoning a comm itm ent to certain  co re  liberal 

princip les.19 This thesis is no m ore in te res ted  in try ing to p resen t a  universal 

definition for liberalism  than one for social science or internationalism , nor 

does it claim to explore exhaustively how existing literature has trea ted  

liberalism  as it re la tes to social science and  internationalism . For the pu rposes 

of this work, suffice it to say that extant intellectual and political histories 

continue to a rgue  over just how essential certain  principles o r ideo log ies (for 

exam ple, corporate  capitalism , the individual, equality, m ajoritarianism , civic 

virtue) are  to Am erican liberalism (s), and  w hat of these  m ade social science 

w ork so well within, to borrow  a term  from C anadian historiography, 

Am erica’s “liberal o rd er fram ework”.20 Historians broadly  ag ree , how ever, 

that Am erican social science deve loped  a distinctive disciplinary and

19 Gary Gerstle, “The Protean Character of American Liberalism,” The American Historical Review 99 
(1994): 1043-1073. This view of liberalism is curiously close to that developed by Michael Hardt and 
Antonio Negri in their works Empire and Multitude, where they outline the liberal-constitutional 
democracy’s impressive capacity to circumscribe and integrate dissent into a biopolitical regime they call 
“Empire,” Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Empire (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2001).
20 Ian McKay, “The Liberal Order Framework: A Prospectus for a Reconnaissance o f Canadian History,” 
Canadian Historical Review 4 (2000), 617-651. The debate in Canadian historiography around the efficacy 
of a viewing Canadian history and the formation of the state as the product of a liberal project speaks to the 
central debates in American political and intellectual history, on the proper characteristics (which McKay 
identifies as marked by a belief in the ‘possessive individual’) that define a liberal political or cultural order 
as such. As Bruce Curtis has noted in a recent review of McKay’s work, echoing James Kloppenberg’s 
criticisms of Cohen in the American scene, the terrain of liberal discourse has constantly reconfigured the 
conceptualization o f the nature o f self-possession, adapting to changing social networks and technologies 
of various contemporary environment. For Kloppenberg’s review of Cohen see, Kloppenberg, “Nancy 
Cohen. The Reconstruction of American Liberalism, 1865-1914.”
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heuristic form in large part because  of a dom inant belief that liberalism  w as 

best ab le  to balance the restive forces of m odernity  with the  dem and  for 

p ro g ress  and  universal liberty.

Liberal Social Sciences and American Exceptionalism

Even those w orks that argue that the un iqueness of A m erica’s liberal 

experience  have b e e n  exaggera ted , such as Dorothy Ross’s Origins o f 

American Social Science, recognize the im portant directive forces e x e rted  by  

nationalistic liberalism  on social science. Ross’s thesis deserves som e quick 

attention h e re  because  it is re fe ren ced  throughout m uch of what follows. Her 

landm ark study dem onstrated  how A m erican social sc iences ow e their 

“distinctive character” not only to liberalism , bu t also to “an involvem ent with 

the national ideology of A m erican exceptionalism .” Exceptionalism , the 

notion that Am erica occupies an exceptional p lace  outside the forces of 

history that effect other societies because  of its unique republican  

governm ent and  econom ic opportunity, w as built on and sustained by  

continually draw ing on an "intersection of protestant, republican, and  liberal 

ideas around the idea  of America."21 Importantly, Ross argues, by  the turn of 

the century, a thoroughly "liberal revisionism " of exceptionalism  deve loped  

with the election of President McKinley in 1896 and the  end  of the dep ression

21 Dorothy Ross, Origins, xv-xvii, 143-149, 343. Ian Tyrell, “American Exceptionalism in an Age of 
International History,” The American Historical Review 96 (1991): 1031-1055; David Keith Adams and 
Comelis A. van Minnen, Reflections on American Exceptionalism (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 
1994); John Torpey, “The Problem of American Exceptionalism Revisited,” Journal o f  Classical Sociology 
9(2009): 143-168.

41



in 1897. It was then that the strains of industrialization—which h ad  implicitly 

ra ised  questions about the ability of the United States to e scap e  from the 

historical p rocesses afflicting o ther states—a p p ea re d  to abate , and  a m ore 

thoroughly liberal exceptionalism  d ev elo p ed  in social sc ience  around the 

Progressive m ovem ent p roblem atics of co rporate  m onopolies, trusts, class 

conflict, incom e taxation, and  social w elfare reform s. Ross is careful to note 

that these new ly-fram ed social and  labour p rob lem s p laced  social scientists in 

a critical role, legitim ating the view  that a  harm onious liberal society was 

possib le  and  im perative to Am erica's future prosperity . This alone helps pu t in 

context Lippm ann’s optim ism  about the role of a universal discipline and 

adm inistrative class guiding dem ocracy. Like the first generation  of national- 

m inded  social scientific reform ers, who “thought of them selves as elite 

guardians of the Am erican Republic” and  m ade reform  central to social 

sc ience’s identity, the institutionalization of disciplines and  their 

professionalization throughout the Progressive Era crea ted  an environm ent 

w here change at the political level dem anded  that one continue to p lace  "the 

old principles of Am erican exceptionalism  on unassailable scientific g round ,” 

and portray  Am erica as truly apart from the historical forces that had  c rea ted  

“the p ro longed  class conflict of Europe and the necessity  for radical 

change.”22

Liberal Exceptionalism

22 Ross, Origins., xviii, 25, 54, 64, 96, 476
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Ross’s idea  that the social sc iences are  characterized  by  their 

interaction with the distinct national ideo logy  of A m erican exceptionalism  is 

im portant, and  is carried  forw ard at various points throughout this work. 

Am erican exceptionalism  ex e rted  a consistent and  influential force on the 

Am erican social sc iences’ fram ing of the nation-state as centred bo th  to their 

own disciplinary identity and  to the problem atics that anim ated them. The 

nation-state was not sim ply a  container in which social sc iences deve loped  

particular characteristics; it w as part of a socio-political identity  and  pow er 

structure that had  an effect on the developm ent of m ethods, ontologies, and 

boundaries of the disciplines. This thesis accep ts these foundational ideas 

from Ross’s work, but it also builds on them, arguing that Am erican 

exceptionalism  in the social sc iences was itself in  constant tension and 

dialogue with another equally  powerful exceptionalism : liberal

exceptionalism .

As the introduction touched on, “liberal exceptionalism ” is the ever 

m ore p resen t assum ption that liberalism  has a distinct m onopoly on liberty  

b ecause  of its anti-imperialism, its priv ileg ing  of the  voluntaristic individual, 

and  its distrust of state institutions.23 This second  exceptionalism  has 

som etim es b e en  a countervailing and  o ther tim es a com plem entary discourse

23 Go, “The Provinciality of American Empire,” 74-108. This is a modification of Go’s notion that “liberal 
exceptionalism” was the strand that “admits that the United States has been an empire, but insists that the 
empire has been unique. While European empires were tyrannical and exploitative, American empire has 
been beneficent and selfless.” Few of the early liberal exceptionalists that emerged in this period were 
willing to conceive that they were engaged in empire building. Rather, the very concept of anti-imperialism 
provided the rationale for much o f the intervention from 1895 to World War One, replacing the language of 
empire with equally squishy concepts like Civilization or Liberty or Democracy.
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alongside Am erican exceptionalism . Liberal internationalists in the social 

sc iences h ad  constantly to ba lance  the forces of national exceptionalism  with 

liberalism ’s faith in its capacity to offer a  totalizing, cosm opolitan know ledge 

built around the sovereign individual. The social sciences, I a rgue  here, 

form ed the body(ies) of know ledge that rationalized this tension, by 

rep resen ting  and shaping dom inant understand ings of the international to 

reconcile both  these exceptionalism s.

The Social Scien ces as International b eca u se  they are Transnational

Recent work on the international history of the social sc iences p rov ides 

som e im portant hints about the im portance of liberal exceptionalism  for the 

formation of Am erican social science. Tying A m erican innovations of the idea  

of liberal nation-states to a “g lobal context,” Thomas B ender’s A Nation 

A m ong Nations has shown that understand ing  the history of the social sciences 

dem ands understanding them  as part of a la rg e r g lobal cultural exchange of 

ideas that c reated  political iterations of progressivism  and  liberalism  

throughout the world. A grow ing body  of g lobal history has trea ted  the social 

sciences as a key  indicator of w hat Daniel Rodgers called, in the  transatlantic 

context, “conversation about social policy, reform  netw orks, and  regulatory  

and  w elfare policies enacted  b e tw een  the 1880s and  the 1920s.”24 B ender has

24 Thomas Bender, “The Industrial World and the Transformation of Liberalism” in A Nation Among 
Nations: America's Place in World History, (New York: Hill & Wang, 2006), 248. Also see Charles Bright 
and Michael Geyer, “Where in the World is America? The History of the United States in the Global age,” 
in Thomas Bender, ed. Rethinking American history in a Global Age, (Berkeley: University of California
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p ro p o sed  that different countries, connected  by  these  g lobal netw orks of 

ideas and  governm ental innovations, “p rom pted  the developm ent of new  

academ ic social-science disciplines that sp re ad  from G erm any and  France to 

all the industrial societies in the world, offering new  capacities for 

understanding  the “social question” that encou raged  and  m ade  possib le  a 

novel political response  to the social transform ations of the e ra —a social 

politics.”25

The standardization of solutions to the “social question,” via the sharing 

of ideas across borders, d id  not lead  to identical results; different institutions 

and social scientific fields e m e rg ed  in different local contexts. But, as existing 

works have shown, the in terconnectedness of national and political histories, 

rea d  alongside the history of the social sciences, reveals what can  only be  

characterized  as a global liberal m ovem ent en g ag ed  in a sh a red  struggle  with 

m odernity. For Bender, “the heart of the m atter is that the search  for solutions 

to social problem s caused  by  industrialization was an in tense international 

effort involving m any countries all over the w orld .”26 A m erican social

Press, 2002), 63-100. For more on Ross’s critique o f exceptionalism see Ross, “Grand Narrative in 
American Historical Writing: From Romance to Uncertainty,” American Historical Review  100 (1995). For 
more on the multivariate nature o f exceptionalism in American history see, Daniel T. Rodgers, “American 
Exceptionalism Revisited,” Raritan Review 24 (2004): 21-48; “Exceptionalism,” eds., Anthony Molho and 
Gordon Wood, Imagined histories: American Historians Interpret the Past, (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1998); Atlantic Crossings: Social Politics in a Progressive Age (Cambridge: Harvard 
University, 1998); James Kloppenberg. Uncertain Victory: Social Democracy and Progressivism in
European and American Thought, 1870-1920 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1986).
25 Bender, Nation Among Nations, 248.
26 Rodgers, Atlantic Crossings, 256. Thomas Bender cautions that while historians should be wary of 
exceptionalist claims, it is important not to deny the existence o f difference in state forms, distinctive 
political cultures and political organizations. This supplements Daniel Rodgers earlier contention that 
American exceptionalism meant more than difference, signalling a sense o f exceptionality to the historical 
rule of development followed by most other states. The US did not simply see itself as different, but as
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scientists w ere  not alone in w restling with the social question in the late 19th 

century, which could lead  us to conclude that the fram ing of the social 

p rob lem  as such, and  the idea  that it could  b e  m anaged  b y  a  new, m ore 

“social liberalism ,” was a boon  for the social sciences that in se rted  their 

know ledge of general social p rincip les at the core of adm inistrative 

dem ocracy.27 But if the new  “social liberalism ” of the late n ineteen th  century 

was fram ed as particularly, self-consciously international, it should  also follow 

that the social sciences w ere  not only reacting  to an expand ing  global 

consciousness, but w ere  increasingly o rdering  the w orld as an international 

space that reflected  that g lobal consciousness.

The centrality of internationalism  as a  construct calls up  one final 

h istoriographical concern. O ver the last decade, m uch em phasis has b e en  

p laced  on the pow er of transnational h istories to situate social, institutional, 

ideational and  practical netw orks within la rg e r g lobal flows outside a state- 

centric historical focus. Such histories, like international histories, a re  seen  as 

a way of displacing Am erican exceptionalism  b y  showing how Am erican 

intellectuals and  reform ers, influenced by  m any of the sam e forces as their 

g lobal counterparts, purposefully built institutions and  capacities that bypass 

the nation-state. In Europe and  m any Latin Am erican countries o r form er 

Am erican protectorates, w here the b le e d  betw een  national social scientific

outside o f the universal trajectory of history itself. And, Rodgers continues, implicit in all claims of 
exceptionalism is a prior understanding o f all other histories that constitute the supposed norm of this 
trajectory. That is, American historians only make claims about themselves based on juxtapositions with 
claims about (mostly) Europe.
27 Ibid., 256-257, 288.
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practices has b e e n  m ore ap p aren t and  the case  for insu lated  national 

traditions h a rd e r to make, h istorians of the social sciences have p u sh ed  the 

im portance of situating the social sc iences in a  transnational fram ew ork.28

On this score, I am in com plete  agreem ent. It is im perative to se e  the 

developm ent of the social sc iences as transnational to liberate  ourselves from 

clumsy universal concepts like “national in terests,” o r the id ea  that the nation

sta te’s p rac tices and  thought w ere  herm etically  sealed  off from outside 

influence. However, in displacing the nation-state as a container for our 

historical voir, historians must b e  careful not to treat historical ag en ts’ efforts 

to m ove around states, through actions in non-state or civic spheres, as proof 

of their non-participation in the  form ation of states. As Pierre-Y ves Saunier 

argues, “the transnational p e rsp ec tiv e  should not becom e the background  

narrative for positive or negative  assessm ents of globalisation, the 

handm aiden  for a post national w orld .”29 Historical actors in te res ted  in 

practices not explicitly concerned  with the nation-state, o r who tried  to 

bypass o r w ere  m arginalized b y  the nation-state, can still have b e e n  active in 

constructing the m ethods and  know ledge that w ere integral to particu lar state 

forms. In som e instances, as this w ork’s discussion of the variants of liberal

28 Johan Heilbron, Nicolas Guilhot, Laurent Jeanpierre, “Toward a Transnational History of the Social 
Sciences,” Journal o f  the History o f the Behavioral Sciences 44 (2008): 146-160. For slightly, older 
example, see Johan Heilbron, “The Rise o f the Social Sciences in France,” European Journal o f  Social 
Sciences 42 (2004): 145-157. For an example of a work that treats the international as a normative space in 
which the social sciences act see Mauricio Tenorio Trillo, “Stereophonic Scientific Modernisms: Social 
Science Between Mexico and the United States, 1880s-1930s,” The Journal o f American History 86 
(1999): 1156-1187.
29 Pierre-Yves Saunier, “Learning by Doing: Notes About the Making of the Palgrave Dictionary of 
Transnational History,” Journal o f Modern European History 6 (2008): 163.
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internationalism  will show, the s ta te ’s m arginalization is im perative to the 

p resen ta tion  of civic or social phenom ena  as transnational, an d  im perative to 

the social sc ience’s disciplinary expertise  on the latter. M oreover, social 

scientists consistently im agined the m arginalization of the  state and  its 

apparatuses as a  crucial part of the  developm ent of a  truly libera l international 

governm ental system , which looked  m uch the sam e as the sm all scale  liberal- 

states liberal internationalism  p rom ised  eventually to subvert.

The exam ple of Randolph Bourne, the first Am erican to call publicly  for 

transnationalism  in 1916, illustrates this point well. Taking the concept from 

his studies in Germany, Bourne positioned  the transnational as a way to 

expand  A m erica’s national identity  to include a m ultitude of nations, 

developing  what he  called  “a new  consciousness of what A m erica m eant...as 

a citizenship in the world." For Bourne, as with most liberal internationalists, 

transnationalism  was a way of de-essentializing the ethno-cultural foundations 

of the nation-state, attacking those who p ro tec ted  the hom ogeneous racial and 

territorialized space that he  derisively  re fe rred  to as the “G erm an realistic 

in terpretation” of the state as uni-national.30 Bourne im agined A m erica as

30 Randolph Bourne, “Trans-National America,” Atlantic Monthly, 118 (1916): 86-97. Emphasis added. 
For an older work on the promises and dilemmas of transnational approaches see Joseph S. Nye and Robert 
O. Keohane, “Transnational Relations and World Politics: An Introduction,” International Organization 
25, no. 3 (July 1, 1971): 329-349. For a newer and strong overview of this literature from a political science 
background see, Sidney Tarrow, “Transnational Politics: Contention and Institutions in International 
Politics,” Annual Review o f  Political Science 4, no. 1 (June 2001): 1-20. This, perhaps, explains the 
uncomfortably slippery conceptual terrain between “the international” and “trans-national” in historical 
literature. Too often is trans-national assumed to occupy a non-state, social sphere while the international is 
taken to represent state-to-state or nation-to-nation relations and institutional forms. The problem with this 
concept of the transnational is that it assumes that actions that are carried out in the global sphere are not 
done with an eye to presenting or representing a new international nor national form; it assumes an absence 
of consciousness about governance and an awareness o f its very real power in nation-states.
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unique (the exceptionalism  of this is contestable) because  it p ro v ed  that a 

peaceful settling of nationalities w as possib le  if the pow er of the “in teg ra ted  

State” w as m arginalized. “In a w orld which has d ream ed  of internationalism ,” 

Bourne noted,

w e find that we have all unaw ares b e e n  building up  the first 
international nation. The voices which have cried  for a  tight 
and  jealous nationalism of the  E uropean pattern  a re  failing.
From that ideal, how ever valiantly an d  disin terestedly  it has 
b e e n  set for us, time and  tendency  have m oved us further and  
further away. W hat w e have ach ieved  has b een  ra th e r a 
cosm opolitan federation of national colonies, of foreign 
cultures, from whom the sting of devastating com petition has 
b e e n  rem oved. Am erica is a lready  the w orld-federation in 
m iniature...H ere, notw ithstanding our tragic failures of 
adjustm ent, the outlines a re  a lready  too c lear not to give us a 
new  vision and a new -orientation of the American m ind in the 
w orld.31

Bourne envisioned the dissolution of sm aller nations into one la rge  one, bu t at 

the level of society -  som ething that, in Bourne’s m ind as in the m inds of m any 

others at the time, was (and should have b een ) separate  from the state. The 

m aking of one large  w orld society w as to involve the  abolition of the nation

state but not the abolition of nationalities, and  in p lace  of the form er w ould b e  

an international humanity. A hum anistic internationalism  w as go ing  to b e  the 

effect of a new  govem m entality, one built on non-essential cosm opolitan 

principles.

R egardless of his intentions, and  even  as an outlier co n cern ed  with but 

not officially involved in the formation of the social sciences, Bourne’s id ea  of 

the international as a sphere  built on cosm opolitan-transnational know ledge

31 Bourne, “Trans-National America.” 88.
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and  p ractices was the type of thinking that p ro v id ed  a perfect open ing  into 

which the professionalizing social sc iences could and  did insert them selves. 

Indeed , they w ere  ab le  to draw  on the discursive linkage betw een  

cosm opolitanism  and civic institutions, particularly  the universities, in 

Bourne’s ideas of the A m erican of the “younger generation ,” accep ting  and 

carrying forw ard from “his co lleg es .. .the study of m odem  history an d  politics, 

the m odem  literatures, econom ic geography , the priv ilege of a cosm opolitan 

outlook such as the peop le  of no o ther nation of to-day in E urope can  possibly  

secu re .”32 Exploiting this com m on linkage in Bourne’s and o th ers’ thoughts on 

transnationalism, social scientists w ould position them selves as the 

transnational experts with cosm opolitan know lege who could  estab lish  the 

guideposts and design  the m achinery to carry  a  nation to its post-national, 

international culmination. But w here  Bourne im agined a govern ing  role for 

“hum anity”, m any social scientists in the  early  tw entieth-century saw  a w ay to 

m ake the diffusion of the state through civic institutions look like its absence .

Rather than playing to this sleight of hand, the rem ainder of this thesis 

dem onstrates how Am erican liberal social scientists have often u sed  debates 

around and concepts of the international as a tool for perform ing their 

cosm opolitanism  and transnationalism, which reinforced  their unique capacity 

to b rid g e  the gap  betw een  the polis and dem os  without falling u n der the 

influence of either the state or society. By standing betw een, but outside of 

these two spheres, the state-society distinction becam e in tegral to the

32 Ibid., 88-89.
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developm ent of social scientists’ authority. As I will show, m any w ould view  

their discipline as informed b y  the nation-state or v ice versa  but few w ould 

contend that internationalism  w as itself a  p roduct of historical and  social 

netw orks of pow er that w ere  them selves d eep ly  invested  in the  ex istence of a 

particular state.

Ignoring the historical and  sociological developm ent of the concept of 

internationalism , pulling it out of particular circum stances, allows a view  of 

social science as capab le  of totalizing and  universalizing, and  shelters 

internationalism  from the sam e critical attention now be ing  p a id  to the nation

state. M oreover, to assum e the reg im es of international governance 

advocated  by  m any social scientists a re  international because  they  a re  not 

w ed  directly  to state apparatuses such as the bureaucracy, m ilitary o r other 

m echanism s of recognizably sta te -cen tered  im perial intervention, 

pe rpe tuates a view of the state and  society as distinct spheres. Not only d id  

this ideal of a definitive separation  of state  and  society allow social scientists 

to portray  their work as a g u a rd ed  b o rd e r  be tw een  the state and  society that 

assured  that the pow ers to govern  w ere  not w rested  b y  the state. The 

state/society  divide, p ro p o sed  as som ething best defined and  articulated by 

those who claim  to be , and  are  accep ted  as, “non-state” (legal associations, 

social science associations, social reform  organs, labor policy internationals 

or think-tanks), creates a tautology in our understanding  of governance: the 

success of non-state social scientific know ledge and  institutions serv ing  as

51



m ediators be tw een  state and  society is taken  as p roof that A m erica w as an 

exceptionally liberal and, therefore, stateless society.

C ivic and Social Internationalism : a final note on term s

This w ork traces two dom inant th reads of liberal internationalism  in 

America. The first is civic internationalism, which is built around the concept of 

civic institutions carrying the liberal em phasis on the  separation  of state  and 

society out into the w orld and  formalizing as an international. Civic 

internationalism  underw ent a num ber of shifts in em phasis on what k inds of 

know ledge and what experts could b est access that know ledge, bu t it 

consistently anchored  itself to a view  of the  nation as an  organic solidarity  that 

was best articulated by  particular civic infrastructure. So, while the em phasis 

on particular institutions and the cultural and  historical foundations of these 

institutions would b e  rationalized differently over tim e, the legitim ation of the 

state via adoption of m ethods, deferral to expertise, or the adoption  of 

legislation that took on particular rationalities, was in tegral to this 

internationalism .

The second  form of liberal internationalism  that this w ork traces is 

social or, alternately, social scientific internationalism. Social internationalism  

rem ained  m uch less anchored  to the legitim ation p rov ided  b y  existing civic 

institutions and  was much m ore skeptical of the im portance of the state in 

p reserv ing  liberalism  on a global scale. For this reason , social 

internationalists can largely  b e  d ifferentiated from their civic counterparts
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because  of the im portance they  p laced  on the  social scientific expert w hose 

principles w ere  m ore fundam ental to hum anity than those ex p re ssed  in civic 

institutions. Importantly, social internationalists saw  an im portant ro le  for the 

nation-state in p ro jecting  liberalism  outward. W hile the id ea  of the state as a 

tem porary  state-form w ould legitim ate state im perialism  for som e, for o thers it 

c rea ted  a d e ep  am bivalence around the use and harnessing  of its pow er. For 

this reason, social internationalists still s tre ssed  the im portance of a m ediator 

be tw een  society and the state, and  often form ed new  civic organizations. 

However, unlike those of the civic internationalists, these civic organs w ere 

trea ted  as m echanism s for acting on social scientific princip les and 

know ledge that generally  b y p assed  the nation-state and im agined society as 

already internationally in terconnected. T here w ere  m om ents w hen the civic 

em phasis on existing institutions and  the p ro tection  of the nation-state as an 

en d  b led  into social internationalism . And there  w ere  m om ents w hen social 

internationalism ’s em phasis on the social scientific know ledge and  experts, 

over and above legalism  or diplom acy, flowed back  into civic 

internationalism . But it is p rec ise ly  in the dialectic be tw een  these  two forms of 

internationalism  that liberal govem m entality  adapts, c ircum scribes and 

thrives.

This work does not use  the ra ther underexp lo red  concept of 

progressive internationalism . Thomas Knock, build ing  on earlie r attem pts to 

salvage W ilson from New Left and  Realist interpretations of his presidency , 

took this term  to em phasize W ilson’s political internationalism , resto ring  his
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leftist credentials by  show ing how his ideas of collective security, self- 

determ ination, and  political cooperation  w ere  influenced b y  socialists and  left 

liberals who w ere  part of a  p rog ressive  international m ovem ent.33 

Unfortunately, this concept seem s clum sy in its u se  of conservative versus 

progressive  internationalism , rely ing  on W ilson’s b iog raphy  to position him 

on a lim ited political spectrum  (left-to-right) that is itself one part of a vastly 

com plicated epistem ological terrain . C arsten  H olbraad  has a rg u ed  that as the 

institutions and  netw orks that constitute the  international m ay vary with 

different concepts of the international, “the aim  m ay b e  to m aintain or develop  

the existing o rder of international society, or to change that o rd e r and 

transform  international society in som e w ay or o ther.” W hile H olbraad 

p resen ts a basic distinction be tw een  conservative and  progressive  

internationalism s, he cautions that, even  the transgressive aim s of p rogressive  

internationalists are necessarily  anchored  to “the  existing society of 

nations.”34 For this reason, I have chosen not to study internationalism  in 

political but in institutional term s, focusing on those institutions and 

know ledges that w ere trea ted  as capab le  of b ridg ing  the  g ap  betw een  

societ(ies) and state(s).

In so doing, I engage  with som e of diplom atic history's central 

dichotom ies—the rea l/ideal, agen t/structure, in terest/in terpretation ,

33 For more on this historiographical distinction see David Steigerwald, “The Reclamation of Woodrow 
Wilson,” Diplomatic History 23 (1999): 79-99.
34 Carsten Holbraad, Internationalism and Nationalism in European Political Thought, 1st ed. (New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2003), 1-2.
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progressive/conservative, international/national, fo reign / dom estic, 

state/society  and the like—but I do not adopt them  as analytical principles. 

This is not to deny  their reality, pow er, and  im portance; quite the contrary. By 

showing how these dichotom ies becam e central to the  thinking, p rac tices and  

institutions that have b e e n  u sed  to o rd er g lobal society into an international, 

this work shows that such distinctions have very  real effects. It m erely  

maintains a sense of irony about the division b e tw een  the state  and  society, 

and  the contents of each. It asserts that what we think and  claim  to know 

about various spheres of life, while often assum ed  to b e  trans-historical or 

essential, is constantly changing; our claims to know ledge have rea l effects, 

bu t they are not foundational. Accordingly, this study uses the em erg en ce  of 

several institutions and disciplines at the b ase  of A m erican liberal 

internationalism  to show that its rep resen ta tion  is intricately dep en d en t on 

m aking certain forms of know ledge—not least the partitioning of the w orld 

into separate  spheres—ap p ea r self-evident. But ra ther than engag ing  with the 

realism  or idealism  of particular forms of internationalism , this thesis has two 

intertw ined concerns. First, it seeks always to show the underg ird ing  

rationality that allowed historical actors to rep resen t the liberal state-form  as 

the only solution to the global p rob lem  of how best to govern  states. Second, it 

is concerned  with showing how those who could lay claim to the m antle of 

social scientific know ledge ga ined  influence in the US by  positioning 

them selves as the m ediators b es t positioned  to b rid g e  those dichotom ies 

taken  as universal (state/society, foreign/dom estic, international/national)



without be ing  corrup ted  b y  or concerned  w ith exerting  pow er. These 

overarching concerns span  the chapters to follow, beg inn ing  next with the 

exploration of such them es in  the G ilded A ge and Progressive Era.
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C h a p te r  Tw o: “S o v e r e ig n ty  i s  o n ly  a m e a n s : ” S o c ia l  S c ie n c e ,  
I n te r n a t io n a l  Law  a n d  “ T h e  I n te r n a t io n a l” , 1867-1880

To b eg in  to explore the relational developm ent of the social sc iences and 

liberal internationalism  in the US w e m ust first turn to their concurrent rise  in 

the Reconstruction Era and early  G ilded  Age. The first section of this chap ter 

a rgues that internationalism  w as a  key  conceptual technology for Am erican 

liberal social scientists who h o p e d  to thrust them selves to the cen ter of 

governance in the post-bellum  state.The social sciences of post-bellum  

America, I contend, o rd e red  the flexible concept of internationalism  around  a 

belief that governance was b e s t g u id ed  by  formalizing d e e p e r  social laws, 

a lready  apparen t to and w idely accep ted  by  Am erican reform ers, in the 

apparatuses of the state and its juridicial m echanism s.1 Additionally, I argue 

that the attendant claim that social science p rov ided  the b est m eans for 

d irecting state and international governance—b ecau se  it could  b est elucidate 

the geographical and  popular contours of the dem ocratic-sovereign nation

state—d ep en d ed  on striking a balance betw een  “liberal” and  “Am erican 

exceptionalism .” To show this, the second section of this chap ter takes a 

b ro ad  look at how social science developed  within liberal intellectual circles 

in the 1860s and 1870s around two particular principles: 1) the belief that 

social science offered an instrum ental and /o r non-political position from 

which to m anage national and  international affairs through control of social

1 I borrow the idea o f “the international” or internationalism as a “flexible concept” from Timothy Mitchell, 
“The Limits of the State: Beyond Statist Approaches and Their Critics,” The American Political Science 
Review 85(1991): 77-96.
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laws; and  2) the im portance of arriving at social laws apart from  or outside the 

state.

As this chap ter concludes, liberal internationalism  was not a  monolithic 

concept in Reconstruction and  G ilded Age Am erica. Rather, two variant 

th reads are  apparent throughout the 1860s and  1870s. As A m erican social 

scientists tried  to balance a nationalistic exceptionalism , intent on p reserv ing  

the Am erican nation and  state, with the universalizing im pulse of liberal 

exceptionalism  two com peting threads, which I have a lready  outlined as 

“civic” and  “social” internationalism  em erged . Importantly, both  sh a red  a 

faith in social science as a m ethod for d iscern ing  fixed social laws in o rd er to 

b e tte r  govern the nation. But they  a re  definably different on the im portant 

question of the perm anence  of, and  role p layed  by, the  sovereign  nation-state 

in reaching  tow ards a la rg e r international community.

C hapter One touched on two indispensable poin ts about liberalism  and 

Am erican social science. First, although historians d isag ree  about m any of the 

details, there  is an em erg ing  consensus around the idea  that rap id  industrial 

m odernization brought about a  crisis for liberalism  in  Am erica.2 Second, it is

2 When trying to explain the consolidation and reconstruction of Northern liberalism in his study of post 
Civil-War reconstruction, Eric Foner turns to the ASSA to demonstrate how effectively an “ideology of 
reform” was institutionalized in a way that “helped crystallize a distinctive and increasingly conservative 
middle-class consciousness” and imagined an "administered democracy" as integral to the preservation of 
liberal democracy in America (Eric Foner, Reconstruction, 488-518). Though Thomas Haskell was more 
sympathetic to the intentions of liberal reformers, Foner’s reading echoes Haskell’s earlier work that treats 
the ASSA as a key site for the reconstruction of liberalism around a reform agenda. While Haskell notes 
that the ASSA’s institutional form would falter, in providing a space for deep discussions on civil service, 
prison, education, and industrial reform, as well as free trade, the generation of reformers in the ASSA 
helped focus the early identity of American social science, both making the reform of industrial and 
corporate capitalism its modus operandi, and naturalizing liberal-capitalism as a manageable form of 
modernity (Thomas L. Haskell, The Emergence o f  Professional Social Science). Unlike Haskell, Mary
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generally  accep ted  that liberalism  p layed  a fundam ental, form ative ro le  in the 

developm ent and  professionalization of social science in the US, as 

exem plified most clearly in the form ation of the A m erican Social Science 

Association (ASSA) in 1865. And yet, while m uch attention has b e e n  g iven  to 

the effect of “liberalism ” (particularly as a political ideology) on the social 

sciences, there  is only a  m arginal acknow ledgem ent of the reciprocity  

betw een  the two. Existing literature does little to he lp  answ er the question of 

w here the rise  of internationalism  fits into the narrative of the social sc iences’ 

em ergence  in the Am erican state at the sam e historical m oment. How do we 

m ake sense  of the coetaneous rise  of the liberal social sciences and  a 

particularly liberal form of internationalism  in the United States?

The construction of a concept, and  the represen tation , of 

internationalism  by  m any A m erican social scientists from 1867-1880 was 

always bound  b y  certain  pre-ex isting  discourses. In fact, as w e will se e  in the 

story of Joseph Lieber and  David Dudley Field reveals historical agents who 

understood and navigated particular constraints, not least the pow er of

Fumer has taken a much less charitable view o f the reform-based motives of social scientists, highlighting 
what she calls the ongoing tension between advocacy and objectivity that characterized the mission of 
social science. Fumer argues that early ASSA “amateurs” who focused on philanthropic, social-welfare 
reform, constituted the core of social science. But as social science became the disciplines we now 
recognize as social sciences, the reformatory focus of the ASSA was replaced with a more specialized and 
allegedly less activist academic rigor. Working from professional associations largely housed in 
universities in the 1890s, Fumer laments the retreat of social science from the social and public spheres and 
the ideological streamlining that steered the social sciences professional identity towards a more 
conservative consensus (see Mary O. Fumer, Advocacy and Objectivity)\ also see Nancy Cohen, The 
Reconstruction o f  American Liberalism, where she argues that from the formation o f the ASSA onward, the 
social sciences have been central to controlling and rationalizing administered democratic mechanisms 
aimed at regulating the worst excesses of corporatism and monopoly, through disinterested and specialized 
social scientific experts who advised on how best to expand and limit the administrative functions held by 
the state, underwriting them from a position o f disinterest.
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A m erica’s exceptional statelessness, bu t capitalized on these very  limitations. 

As nation-states around the w orld  becam e increasingly rationalized by 

m odem  know ledge, a  concept of internationalism  that reflec ted  shifting 

liberal notions of sovereignty  was a  logical consequence an d  a convenient 

arena for dem onstrating just how ideal was A m erica's division of state and 

society. G ilded Age social science then, conceptually and  practically, 

adap ted  internationalism  around the rising authority of social sc ience as a way 

of balancing the dual p ressu res  for a  sovereign  and  territorially  distinct 

Am erica with the liberal be lief in an  achievable international system  beyond  

the state. As w e will see , internationalism  w as a key  conceptual structure that 

allowed social scientists to shape  the w orld b y  rep resen tin g  the elite 

Am erican distinction betw een  society and  state as universal and  globally 

imminent.

Internationalism  and P rofessionalism  in G ilded A ge A m erica

Our g rounded  exam ination of internationalism  as an  effect and 

instrument for social science that underw rote a particular sta te  effect, beg ins 

in the so-called G ilded A ge.3 By the en d  of Reconstruction, ram pant patronism  

and corruption associated with the Jacksonian spoils system  in politics had  

c rea ted  a m oral panic am ong liberal elites. At the sam e time a d e e p e r  crisis

3 For the usage of the term Gilded Age and its genealogy see, Richard Schneirov, “Thoughts on Periodizing 
the Gilded Age: Capital Accumulation, Society, and Politics, 1873-1898,” Journal o f  the Gilded Age and 
Progressive Era 5 (2006): 189-224; and the very helpful "Forum: Should We Abolish The Gilded Age?" in 
The Journal o f  the Gilded Age and Progressive Era 8 (2009), especially Rebecca Edwards, “Politics, Social 
Movements, and the periodization of US History,” 461-^473.
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of confidence in the w age labour ideo logy  w idely cham pioned as the 

dem ocratic and  hum ane alternative to the  South's slave econom y cam e under 

new  scrutiny am ong the general public. The vast national m obilization of the 

w ar had  rap id ly  ex p an d ed  the adm inistrative capacities of the A m erican state, 

but it also left a  legacy  of accep tance of a  m ore centralized adm inistration that 

brought industry and the state into an open, if unseem ly, alliance—that is, 

open, but far from transparent.

As Ulysses S. Grant's first term  as P residen t p rog ressed , an influential 

g roup of W hig-liberals grew  discontent with the  political m achines at w ork in 

state and federal politics. One Republican lam ented  that the nation w as be ing  

run  by what seem ed  m ore like "Senatorial cabals" than p ro p er governm ents, 

w ielding im m ense influence and  consolidated  pow er.4 Against the  loom ing 

sense of a crisis in the legitim acy of governm ent and lingering  repub lican  

concerns over the influence of an increasingly  powerful state, W hig-liberals 

like E.L. Godkin, Frances Amasa W alker, H orace White, David A. W ells, 

Andrew Dickson W hite, Daniel Coit Gilman, and  politicians such as future 

President Jam es Garfield em erg ed  as giants of G ilded A ge reform . They 

would m ake what m any scholars ag ree  was a d isproportionate footprint on the 

Am erican cultural and  political scene, establishing influential journals such as 

The Nation, North American Review, the Springfield Republican, and  Chicago 

Tribune, expanding  and liberalizing universities and  colleges, and 

establishing the first professional social scientific b o d y  in the US, the ASSA. As

4 Foner, Reconstruction, 488.
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Eric Foner has argued , the grow ing p rom inence of this small g roup  of 

reform ers "reflected the com ing of ag e  of an  Am erican intelligentsia 

determ ined  to m ake its m ark on the politics of the G ilded  A ge.”5

The rise  of these  liberal intellectuals in the US was not unique, and  can 

easily b e  situated as part of a  b roader, g lobal shift in thinking about 

governm ent and sovereignty  that he ld  up distinctly territorialized nation

states, such as France or G reat Britain, as the m ost successful state form for 

capturing and  containing popu lar sovereignty. In the  US, Radical Republicans 

who had  b e e n  the staunchest supporte rs of the Civil W ar as a  m eans to 

abolish slavery, and  those liberals who had  fought for the pu rposes of either 

simply holding together the union or ex tending  the industrial and  w age labor 

system  to the South, found sh a red  language with liberal counterparts around 

the world, all echoing the rhetoric of the 1848 European revolts. As President 

Lincoln had  during the Am erican Civil W ar, m any liberals found “rom antic 

nationalism ” a convenient offset to the pow er of Kings and Em pires, arguing  

that the nation em bod ied  a  m ore realistic expression  of sovereignty  by  

resting  it with the peo p le .6

But for m any in the A m erican m iddle class throughout the 

Reconstruction Era this idea  of popu lar nationalism  was stra ined  as labor 

unrest and  the apparen t endem ic corruption of party-boss and  pa tronage

5 Ibid, 488-489; For more on this, also see John G. Sproat, The Best Men: Liberal Reformers in the Gilded 
Age (New York: Oxford University Press, 1968); Stephen Skowronek, Building a New American State, 42- 
46.
6 Bender, A Nation Among Nations, 178-179.
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politics th rea tened  the centrality of their socio-political values as the co re  of 

governance. As then-historian Francis Parkm an opined, m any m iddle-class 

Am ericans felt sandw iched be tw een  "an ignorant pro letariat and  a half-taught 

plutocracy" that had  "risen like spirits of darkness on  our social and  political 

horizon."7

As postw ar industrialization d e e p e n e d  this alteration of the social 

landscape, reform ers reac ted  by  p roposing  that the  p ro p er expression  of 

sovereignty re s id ed  not in a popular-political expression  b y  the nation, bu t in 

a scientific class passing  scientific legislation an d  p roperly  gu id ing  the 

governance of the state. As the political scientist John W. Burgess argued , the 

"nationalizing of civil liberty" under the pro tection  of the judiciary  w ould 

sustain a nation-state led  b y  "white-men, w hose m ission ...du ty ...and  right" 

was "to hold the reins of political pow er in their own hands for the civilization 

of the w orld and  the welfare of m ankind."8 Facing a political organization 

beholden  to w orkers and  ethnic constituencies, m any liberal and  "mugwump" 

elites ba lanced  a dual im pulse to nationalize by  building centralized  socio

cultural m echanism s while displacing an o lder political m achine that w ould 

use the centralized state  for personal gain  and  graft, costing industrialists and 

the country's en trepreneuria l m iddle-class. As Thomas B ender notes of the 

G ilded Age intellectuals, for this group "the 'State' becam e 'antonym  of the 

people .' The liberal ideal of rights-carrying individuals was questioned, and

7 Cited in ibid., 179-180.
8 Ibid., 179.
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political theorists a rg u ed  that the state con ferred  righ ts on the peop le , ra ther 

than the p eop le  conferring legitim acy on the state."9

It could b e  a rg u ed  that the Am erican reform ers ' re trea t from popular 

nationalism is b es t exp la ined  as a just effort to renew  the political apparatuses 

of the dem ocratic state, shaking loose the chains of pa tronage and  corruption 

by  m aking those apparatuses m ore scientific o r rational. The m ove to d isp lace 

political "bosses" and state-circles was no doubt m otivated b y  a desire  to 

check  corruption. North-Eastern elites h ad  long  re sen ted  the graft netw orks, 

and  the spoils system  cham pioned by  m any Jacksonians, which politicized 

apparatuses of the state in a  way that m ade them  h a rd e r  to influence and  seize 

without resorting  to transparen t m anipulation of m ajoritarian rule. And yet, 

w hen view ed at a  structural level, it is im possible to ignore that the G ilded  

A ge reform ers who p a re d  off from the "grand Republican organization" over 

corruption and pa tronage in the Federal and  local state  im agined them selves 

running the alternative organizational, ideological and  in terpersonal netw orks 

at the core of the state. Even m ore difficult to ignore  is the fact that to red re ss  

these local pow er struggles over the p ro p e r  division of state and  society, 

these reform ers rallied  around social scientific m ethods that p o rten d ed  to 

claim a universalism  that exp lained  society and  history not only of their 

nation, but of the world.

Much has b e e n  w ritten on the G ilded A ge calls for civil serv ice reform , 

their mostly failed dem ands for tariff reform s and free-trade, and  their m ove

9 Ibid. 178-179.
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to limit the interventionist capacity  of the state by  getting  governm ent out of 

the “pro tective” and “subsidy  business.”10 Still m ore has b e e n  written, mostly 

in a tragic vein, on the ASSA as a site of rising m iddle-class conservative 

consciousness around the m antle of reform , a case  study of A m erican liberals 

turning into apologists for free-m arkets and  against labor and  fully universal 

suffrage. The ASSA's w ork on health, prison, and  labor reform  reflec ted  a 

d eep  faith in classical liberalism  that m ade early  social science ap p ea r 

philanthropic and am eliorative but increasingly out of touch with the b ro ad  

social opinion it claim ed to channel.11 But p resen ting  social science as integral 

to m aintaining a m anageable  and  safe d istance be tw een  the state and  society 

h ad  substantial effects not only on the formation of the adm inistrative state, 

but also on the underg ird ing  rationalization of states. The insertion of social 

scientific m ethods and  know ledge into state apparatuses a lte red  the liberal 

horizons of the Am erican state effect, w here  netw orks of nationally m inded 

social scientists and influential intellectuals becam e increasingly central to 

m anaging the separation of state and  society.

Accordingly, across the US and  W estern  Europe, a shift w as underw ay 

w herein  governance cam e to increasingly reflect the  division in know ledge 

m ade by  professionals and  industrialists throughout the  late 18th and  early  19th 

century betw een their own ro les as authorities, on the one hand, and  the state, 

the social, and  society, on the other. This division h ad  been , throughout the

10 Fumer, Advocacy and Objectivity, 85-95; Robert H. Wiebe, The Search fo r  Order, 1877-1920 (New 
York: Hill and Wang, 1966), 2-10.

"  See especially Cohen, Reconstruction o f Liberalism, 261.
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18th and early  19th centuries, in tegral to a political ideo logy  that re s ted  the 

authority of governance in the white, m ale, property-ow ning individual, 

thereby  rejecting  m ercantilism  and  im perialism  ex e rted  b y  the state. For the 

prodigious institution bu ilders who w ould form the ASSA in the post-bellum  

era, professionalism  seem ed  uniquely positioned to take on the authority of 

governing. Secularized, self-policed and  deriv ing  their authority from 

participating in civic society ra th e r than in the state, it seem ed  natural that the 

social sciences would follow the exam ple of law yers, doctors, and  natural 

scientists who w ere  garnering  ev er m ore adm iration and  pow er in these  

countries.

But professionalism  also p rov ided  a  shibboleth, one that liberal 

reform ers like those in the ASSA used  to foment a sense  of distinction within 

an organic nation, w here the state trea ted  the social stratification that 

accom panied capitalist free m arkets as a  natural phenom enon, but p resen ted  

any resulting class-based  solidarities as aberrations of the sam e social system  

if they d id  not acknow ledge they had  an a priori functional ro le  in a A m erica’s 

liberal political econom y. As one ASSA m em ber no ted  in 1871: "While the 

spirit of class, like the spirit of sectionalism , in certain  m anifestations, ought to 

b e  d iscouraged and condem ned, there  can b e  no question that every  class in 

a nation...has peculiar in terests...[and] duties to perform  to the State, grow ing 

out of its own conditions and  relations which cannot b e
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m isunderstood...w ithout public loss."12 The professions offered a  liberal 

bourgeo is m ental fram ework that, at least for them, settled  the am bivalence 

left around federalism  after the Civil W ar.

By treating  econom ic “law s” of individualism  an d  contract as 

synonym ous with Am erican nationalism, it was possib le  to explain  the 

dram atic socio-econom ic inequality of the post-Civil W ar e ra  as stratification 

serving the nation—the distribution of w ealth reflecting the stratification of 

peop le  into classes with varying abilities and  interests. W hile this m eant 

accepting  differences in class interests, by  see ing  differences as functional 

ra ther than conflicting, the liberal reform ers a rg u ed  that it was their natural 

p lace  to m anage. As Frances Amasa W alker w rote in one read in g  of the 

p ro p e r function of various classes, the professional was "the p e rso n  who 

investigates the m aterial resources of the country," and "organizes industrial 

en te rp rises for the exploitation of those resources," and  was not to b e  

confused with one who "superintends and  directs labor."13 The liberal 

professional class in the US was not a class of m anagers; its m em bers fancied 

them selves m uch m ore. Their guidance of the resources and  en e rg y  of both 

the nation and  industry would assure the m ost econom ical m anagem ent of 

society and the state, am eliorating the effects of m odernization and 

m aintaining America's exceptional p lace  beyond  the historical dynam ic of 

class antagonism  that p lagued  E uropean nation-states.

12 H.A. Hill, “Relations of Business Men to National Legislation,” Journal o f  Social Science 3 (1871): 148.
13 Francis Walker, “Industrial Education,” Journal o f  Social Science, 19 (1884): 117-131.
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Thus the G ilded  A ge was, as M ary Fum er pu t it, “an exciting tim e for 

professions." Although the classical professions of theology, law, and 

m edicine h ad  long exerc ised  sway in A m erican society, the m iddle y ears  of 

the nineteenth  century  w ere  a  tim e of g en era l de-professionalization.14 That 

trend, how ever, w as rev e rsed  in the y ears  during and  after the Civil W ar. By 

then, the authority of the church was decided ly  eroded , particularly  in the 

North, as the sta te ’s apparatuses grew , sucking in the old professions of law 

and  m edicine directly, vesting them  with a new  authority independen t of the 

m oral authority of the church. Denom inational co lleges gradually  gave w ay to 

professional institutions and  d isciplines concerned  with m anaging society and 

the state. And new  specialized professional know ledge, particularly  in the 

physical and  natural sciences, ga ined  institutional m omentum  in m ajor state 

centers, not least W ashington.

There was a grow ing desire  am ong em ergen t social scientists in the 

1860s and 1870s to harness this current. Accordingly, they sought connections 

with old professions, which se rv ed  as “conservators of social authority.”15 But 

the detente betw een  the church and  the old  "liberal professions" of law, 

m edicine, and  teaching in antebellum  A m erica stifled the aspiring, secular 

social science from achieving a professional p res tige  like that ach ieved  b y  the 

natural sciences. And so, by  the late 1860s, Daniel Coit Gilman and  o thers in 

the ASSA w ere publicly w arning that the old  professions w ere  not p roperly

14 Fumer, Advocacy and Objectivity, xi
15 Ross, The Origins o f  American Social Science, 37.
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disinterested, but had  effectively lost their connection to the stream  of 

secularizing, civic society w hen they  becam e less concerned  with the 

developm ent of the university and the civic v irtues of the profession  than with 

the whims of politics and  com m erce.16

Most of those who com posed the m ulti-professional ranks of the ASSA— 

lawyers, doctors, professors, clergy, bureaucra ts—shared  Franklin Benjamin 

Sanborn’s sentim ent that the m ethods and data  of the  social sc iences would 

reinvigorate these  o lder professions b y  rem inding them  of their civic duty. 

This could no doubt do m ore "service to [the] country than the whole race  of 

politicians put together."17 E.L. Godkin, the m ugwum p ed ito r of The Nation, 

sha red  this derision for politicians in his sharp  attack on politics as a 

profession. In attacking a w ork that d e fen d ed  the  spoils-system  and  its 

politicians against his p roposed  civil-service reform , Godkin scoffed at 

attem pts to treat pa tronage as a  natural p a rt of dem ocratic o rder. He was 

especially  b o th ered  by  the notion that politics could b e  a profession  in itself, 

saying that such a view risked  creating  a  "political priesthood" that could 

draw  Am erica tow ard an old E uropean concept of "statecraft" that p laced  

politics beyond  reform .18 Rather than p lac ing  the authority of govern ing  in the 

hands of a "political" class, who w ould inevitably corrupt the state, using it to 

m eet parochial political ends, reform ers like Godkin im agined a state and

16 Daniel C. Gilman, “American Education, 1879-1879,” Journal o f  Social Science 10 (1879): 2-12.
17 Franklin Benjamin Sanbom, “The Work of Social Science in the United S ta t e s Journal o f  Social 
Science, 6 (1874): 36.
18 E.L. Godkin, “The Civil Service Reform Controversy,” The North American Review 305 (1882): 379- 
394.
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society led  by  professionals who understood  the  principles o r laws of social 

science. This new  foundation of know ledge w ould b e tte r d irect governance 

by  assuring that the pow ers of the dem ocratic state, while still answ erab le  to 

the general population, w ere  constrained  to w orking within the limits of 

d e ep e r social laws visible through scientific study. As the historian and  ASSA 

m em ber C harles Francis Adams announced at the Association’s first m eeting, 

"the student of social science can devo te  him self to no b e tte r  task than to 

purifying and  p ro tecting  the system , how ever c rude  and  unsatisfactory it m ay 

appear to him."19 The sense of civic duty that seem ed  to gu ide  the old 

professions, it was hoped, w ould b e  revitalized  in taking up  social scientific 

m ethods that would teach  the state to b e tte r  govern  without m eddling  with 

social o rd er or natural law.

The hope of ending  political corruption by  "purifying and  pro tecting  

the system" through social scientifically d irec ted  reform s h ad  far-reaching 

consequences. First, as liberal reform ers b rought the m ethods of social 

science to b e a r  on politics and  the co re  apparatuses of the adm inistrative 

state, they shifted the rationalization of governance toward a be lief that the 

state was best governed  through technocratic, social scientific system s which 

only professionals had  the capacity and  luxury of tim e to g rasp . But, pe rh ap s 

m ore important, in o rder to uphold a  view  that governing  through social 

scientific laws was possible, these professionals understood that it was 

im perative to appear insulated from bo th  the pow er that h ad  ossified in the

19 Charles Francis Adams, “The Protection of the Ballot,” Journal o f  Social Science 1 (1869): 91, 108-109,
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state and  from societal influences that sought to d irect state pow er. W hile a 

num ber of accom panying term s w ere  d ev e lo p ed  to dem onstra te  this 

distinction, am ong the most im portant accom panying conceptual structures 

was that of liberal internationalism.

Early International O rganizations & the R ise  o f Liberal Social Scien ce

As a chap ter in the history of A m erican foreign relations, Frank Ninkovich has 

noted, "the G ilded  Age rem ains the go lden  age  of isolationism" In m ost 

accounts of A m erican foreign relations and  political history.20 Even as the US 

becam e an econom ic juggernaut on the  w orld stage, high tariffs m eant that at 

the m om ent A m erican exports historically p e ak e d  in 1867-1885, the state and 

most of Am erican society rem ained  m ost p reo ccu p ied  with consolidating US 

territory and populations on the continent. This appears isolationist if one 

assum es that A m erican expansion w as a  natural manifestly d estined  sp re ad  of 

the US across the space  we now recognize as the Continental US. Using this 

logic, Am erica can easily b e  seen  as not focused on events across the ocean, 

but with “dom estic” concerns.21 Leaving aside the im perialistic assum ptions 

that must go into this read ing  of A m erican history, even  if one w ere  to assum e 

that A m erican’s w ere  not be ing  internationally m inded in the G ilded  Age,

20 Frank Ninkovich, Global Dawn: The Cultural Foundations o f  American Internationalism (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 2009), 15.
21 For realist interpretations of late nineteenth century foreign relations that focus on the conduct o f the 
state, and treating the continental US as the territorial embodiment of the nation’s interests and see Norman 
A. Graebner, Foundations ofAmerican Foreign Policy: A Realistic Appraisal from Franklin to McKinley 
(Wilmington: Scholarly Resources, 1985) especially chapters 2 and 3. For more recent accounts that take 
on this logic see Walter Russell Mead, “The American Foreign Policy Legacy,” Foreign Affairs 81 (2002): 
168; Paul R. Krugman, Pop internationalism (Boston: MIT Press, 1997), 207-212.
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there  was certainly a concept of internationalism  already circulating in 

Am erican and  writing and  thinking of the tim e. A quick exam ination of m id  to 

late-Victorian liberal circles in both  the US and  the  UK reveals a  particu lar 

aw areness, as Ninkovich shows, of the n e e d  for a language and  p rac tices that 

could m ake sense of the increased  flow of goods an d  peop le  across the g lobe  

without resorting  to the language and  structures of em pire that inform ed the 

internationalism  of so m any Europeans. Like Stanley Hoffmann notes, the 

international dim ension was never an afterthought for libera ls  and  liberal 

political thought, but ra the r was consistently a key elem ent in balancing  their 

aspirations for universal freedom  with the search  for liberal know ledge that 

could explain the historical trajectory  of the w orld  as pa rt of a shared  

developm ent.22

For exam ple, be tw een  the C ongress of Vienna in 1815 and  the 

revolutions of 1848, four identifiably international bodies w ere  form ed—the 

Royal Asiatic Society, the loosely knit W orld Evangelical Alliance, the Society 

of St. Vincent de  Paul, and the British and  Foreign Anti-Slavery Society. All 

w ere b ased  in Britain, excep t the Paris-founded St. V incent d e  Paul 

movement, and  by  the 1840s even  it had  becom e dom inated b y  an English 

and  W elsh m em bersh ip .23 Perhaps m ore im portant, all organs w ere  d eep ly  

connected  to that nation's rising m iddling class, m ade  up of law yers, doctors,

22 Stanley Hoffman, “The Crisis of Liberal Internationalism,” Foreign Policy 98 (1995): 161.
23 F.S.L. Lyons, Internationalism in Europe, 1815-1914, (Leyden; A.W. Sythoff, 1963). More precise 
numbers are presented in G.P. Speckaert, “Un Siecle d’Expositions universelles, leur influences sur les 
congres intemationaux”, Bulletin ONG (Brussels: 1951), 270.
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industrialists, academ ics, politicians, and  m en  of letters. Though woefully 

understud ied  as such, these early  g roups of professionals, philanthropists, 

and  hum anitarians gravitated  tow ard the social problem s c rea ted  by  

industrial m odernization, and  w ere  actually sym ptom s of as m uch as rem ed ies 

for the very  globalization of trade  that w as lifting the m iddle-class and 

professionals to a new  influence in the m anagem ent of states and  governance. 

For early  international organizations, the hum anitarian efforts of coordinating 

charitable acts, and  particularly the abolition of slavery, w ere  less about 

d irecting society through states and  m ore about creating the civilizational 

conditions, reg a rd less  of jurisdictional boundaries, w here states, sovereign  

rulers and  court custom s d id  not im pinge on the liberty  of individuals.24

From these  first international hum anitarian organizations, particularly  

the anti-slavery m ovem ent, em erg ed  a se ries  of lega l and  social scientific 

netw orks that p ro p o sed  the use of education  and reform, d ev e lo p ed  apart 

from the state, as the legitim ate way to ensu re  norm s and standards ach ieved  

a civic-cosm opolitan appeal. Perhaps the most influential and  pow erful of 

these organizations b y  the 1850s was the British National Association for the 

Promotion of Social Science, or Social Science Association (SSA).

The story of the SSA serves as an im portant juxtaposition for 

understanding the Am erican case, but the storylines also cross in telling ways.

24 For the rise of international norms in an historical context see Ethan A, Nadelmann, “Global Prohibition 
Regimes: The Evolution of Norms in International Society,” International Organization 44 (1990): 479- 
526. There are some serious problems in the language o f “deviancy” that Nadelmann uses, but his 
examination is one of the few that studies humanist impulses, within international organizations, as integral 
to the development of modem instmmental norms and standards. He also makes a convincing case for why 
these behaviors must be understood as circumscribing the conditions in which states must act.
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As historical sociologist Nadav G adbay  has shown, the SSA w as a response  to 

shifting governm ental p ractices in Britain that h ad  p laced  an increasing  

em phasis on investigatory com m ittees as a co re  m eans for prom oting and 

developing  legislation that could  m itigate the  effects of industrial 

m odernization.25 But as investigatory governm ental com m issions fell off 

because  of political tumult in the 1850s, the SSA becam e an influential "expert 

forum," w here as m any as 1200 professionals and  civil servants seek ing  

positions in a fast expanding bu reaucracy  m et and  "constituted the driving 

force of social investigation and  formulation of social policy."26

The SSA served  as m ore than a p lace  for lofty academ ic discussion. 

Historians still a rgue  about why the professionalization and academ icization of 

social science hap p en ed  later in Britain than it d id  in the A m ericas, France, 

and  Germany, but one line of historical study has suggested  that the SSA 

served  an im portant perform ative function for that nation’s em erg ing  liberal, 

bourgeois class, who felt p inched  be tw een  a stagnant gen try  class and 

grow ing w orking-class m ovem ents.27 The SSA, then, was an im portant 

showcase w here  crusades for prison, sanitation, and education  reform  

genera ted  public in terest and  popu lar support, and  further lent support to the 

mid-Victorian belief that investigatory technologies built on the professional 

virtues of self-discipline or self-regulation could offer a social authority that

25 Gabay, The Political Origins o f  Social Science, 186-241.
26 Ibid.
27 Lawrence Goldman, “The Social Science Association, 1857-1886: A Context for Mid-Victorian 
Liberalism,” The English Historical Review 398 (1986): 95-134.
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byp assed  inefficient sta te -cen tered  com m issions w hile still offering m oderate  

reform s. It is thus h a rd  to understate  the significance of the SSA in the 

govem m entalization of social science, in the rise of bourgeo is norm s as the 

core  of social science, and  on the formation of political-ideological alliances in 

the UK and US around the idea l of bourgeo is social authority generally . 

Lawrence Goldm an has a rg u ed  that the very  concept of "expertise" da tes to 

the 1860s and  mid-Victorian political discussion around how to ensure  

experts’ influence in the state.28

Even though a  substantial portion  of the SSA w as m ade up of politicians 

who aim ed at labour reform , rising organized  labour forces w ere  suspicious 

of how the association seem ed  less concerned  with informing the opinion of 

statesm en than with using facts and  p rincip led  stud ies "from a professional 

point of view" to "address the comm unity at large."29 And yet, even  segm ents 

of labour would join the SSA b y  the mid-1860s, w hile those labourists who 

b roke from the association for failing to take a sufficiently radical enough 

stance on industrial issues w ould still em ulate its conference, periodical, and 

expert-driven  structures. Importantly, the SSA was not shy about its politics. It 

aim ed explicitly to influence legislation and  governm ent. As T heodore Porter 

has noted, statistical science societies and  m any of the core m em bers of the 

overlapping M anchester society (the core of British laissez faire political

28 Lawrence Goldman, Science, reform, and politics in Victorian Britain: the Social Science Association, 
1857-1886 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 278-79.
29 N.A. “Introduction,” British Journal o f  Social Science, 1 (1865-1866): 3-4; Goldman, “The Social 
Science Association,” 109.
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econom y tradition) feared  that the  SSA's social science was too political, and 

th rea tened  to undo the de-politicization that Mary Poovey has show n w as at 

the heart of the m odem  taxonom y of know ledge that British political 

econom ists had  used  to professionalize and  still w ork closely with state 

statistical apparatuses.30

The SSA and the USA: Shared Foundations for Social Scientific G overning

In a political system  w here the sta te  w as still largely  controlled b y  the landed  

aristocracy, the SSA's pow er re s id e d  in its capacity  to convince o thers of its 

public in terest and  legitim acy as a  m oderate  site for expert d irected-reform . 

By pulling investigative com m ittees away from Parliam ent and  into an 

association of en ligh tened  m em bers, the SSA m oved inquiry into social 

p rob lem s away from the state, p lac ing  the association in a position of political 

externality but social influence. Though a substantial num ber of the SSA's 

m em bers w ere  politicians, particularly  Benthamites like John Stuart Mill who 

continually agitated  for im proved state efficiencies, it soon becam e c lear that 

draw ing social scientific com m ittees into the ever m ore articu lated  “civic 

sp h e re ” of expertise  had  the bonus effect of legitim ating the notion of a 

lea rned  m iddle-class of educa ted  experts as uniquely connected  to the social 

world. The m iddle class reform er, still of the peop le  but ed u ca ted  to identify 

the problem s that ailed society, could influence the state but never b e  fully 

w ed  to either old  political interests, defined  as aristocratic o r w orking class,

30 Porter and Ross, The Cambridge History o f  Science, 28-30; Poovey, A History o f  the Modern Fact, 304.
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or inefficient state bureaucracies.31 W hile SSA reform ers w ould continually 

take existing state structures as a ta rge t of reform , their m ost lasting legacy  

was in furthering a sense that the p ro p e r  running of the state w as achieved 

w hen adm inistered  by  professionals within a civic sphere, b o u n d ed  b y  social 

laws best articulated by  experts who understood  the state, but w ere  never 

in d eb ted  to the interests and  apparatuses identifiable in it.

For liberals across the industrialized world, the notion that p ressu re  for 

reform  was most effectively ex erted  b y  social scientific experts  p ro v id ed  a 

powerful fram ework from the 1850s until as late as the 1880s. For liberals, 

Europe was a mostly b leak  p lace  in the 1850s and particularly the 1860s, as 

their continued hopes for expanding  dem ocratic governm ent and  the 

franchise w ere  m et with reactionary  force that was startlingly successful. By 

the mid-1860s, Europe was still ru led  through the balance of pow er reg im e 

m ade up  of five g rea t pow ers that, w hile resid ing  over an u n p reced en ted  half 

century of peace , contained th ree  absolute m onarchies (Austria, Prussia, and 

Russia) “w hose main motive for cooperation ,” in the w ords of Martti 

Koskenniemi, “seem ed  to b e  their sh a red  wish to curb any p roposal for 

represen tative  governm ent o r increased  franchise.”32

Against this backdrop, the SSA drew  not only an im pressively 

influential crow d of bourgeois reform -m inded Britons, it also a ttrac ted  liberal 

reform ers from continental Europe and  the US. By 1867 the first chairm an of

31 Goldman, Science, reform, and politics in Victorian Britain, 281.
32 Martti Koskenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer o f  Nations: The Rise and Fall o f International Law 1870-1960 
(Cambridge University Press, 2004), 11.
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the ASSA no ted  the existence of “severa l such bod ies in different parts  of the 

world, fram ed after the m odel and  advocating the princip les of ou rs.”33 The 

Boston-based Am erican Association was only one such SSA sister- 

organization, and  not the first. Social science congresses h ad  b e e n  he ld  at 

M elbourne's W orld Fair in 1851, and  international statistical cong resses w ere  

h e ld  infrequently throughout the 1850s and  1860s. All h ad  a ttem pted  to 

sp read  the SSA m odel, always with an eye  to creating an international 

community of reform ers. Internationalism  was, in the 1860s, a pow erful tool 

for show ing and  understanding that local liberal m ovem ents, le d  b y  m odera te  

reform ers, could achieve m ore sw eep ing  dem ocratic reform s that challenged  

the aristocratic and  religious pow ers that w ere  so adep t at using the state  to 

cem ent their authority.

It w as no coincidence, therefore, that the first continuously m eeting  

social science association was the International Social Science Association, 

founded as the Association Internationale pour le P rogres des Sciences 

Sociales (hereafter re fe rred  to as AIPSS).34 AIPSS was conceived  during  early  

annual m eetings of the SSA in Dublin in 1861, w hen Ernest D esm arest, Michel 

Chevalier, and  Louis-Antoine G am ier-Pages from Paris met with Michel Corr- 

V ander M aeren from Brussels. These four distinguished econom ists and 

law yers "were so much struck by  the p ro ceed in g s” of the  SSA that they 

developed  the idea  of starting an  international organization that w ould use the

33 Cited in Goldman, Science, reform, and politics in Victorian Britain: 323.
34 Lawrence Goldman, “Exceptionalism and Internationalism: The Origins of American Social Science 
Reconsidered,” Journal o f  Historical Sociology 11 (1998): 1-36.
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“truths of social sc ience” and  sp re a d  “throughout the o ther countries in 

Europe." AIPSS ga thered  a m em bersh ip  of about 1000 m em bers, m ostly from 

Belgium, Holland, and  France, dom inated  b y  m iddle class lawyers, 

politicians, doctors, and  businessm en. Unlike the SSA, AIPSS took no p a rt in 

the formulation of national or m unicipal policies; having no lev e rag e  on 

national governm ents, it saw itself in stead  as forum for the exchange of shared  

civil p ractices and  ideas from various nations of the world. It w as short-lived, 

lasting less than a decade  and collapsing in 1866, but its short life highlights 

just how im portant certain  liberal p rincip les w ere  both to the problem atics 

that focused em ergen t social scientific associations, and  to the la rger 

epistem ology of the state, w here an  international system  w as seen  as 

instrum ental to harnessing, ra ther than just causally grow ing out of, 

m odernity.

AIPSS’s interpersonal netw orks an d  core  institutional functions 

developed  around a form of liberalism  particularly com patible with 

Continental traditions: constitutionalism, republicanism , anti-clericalism , and, 

above all, free trade. While the em phasis on the first three princip les m ade 

AIPSS a m ore socially radical body  than m any of its Anglo counterparts, there  

was a b ro ad e r working consensus around  the centrality of free  trade  to 

developing a strong international system . Michel Chevalier, a  form er Chair of 

Political Economy at the College d e  France and a m em ber of the Senate 

during the Second Empire, nurtu red  relations with the M anchester school via 

the SSA and would eventually w ork with the prom inent British Political
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Economist R ichard C obden  to negotiate  the Anglo-French free  trad e  trea ty  of 

I860.35

Liberal International Law, D isp lacin g  the State and Finding a Scien ce  of 
the Social

The affinity betw een  AIPSS and  bo th  the SSA an d  ASSA went b ey o n d  a shared  

devotion to free trade. Recent resea rch  has also show n that the radical-liberal 

law yers of AIPPS had b e e n  im pressed  b y  British Utilitarian and  M anchester 

visions of international law. Just as Sanborn w ould im agine social science 

m odernizing the o lder professions in the US years later b y  balancing  the 

rising pow er of the nation-state with the search  for universal know ledge apart 

from it, a  small num ber of core legal professionals in AIPSS also saw  it as 

im perative to use  their association to c rea te  a scientific legal journal that 

could counter the rising nationalist spirit that h ad  b e e n  h a rn essed  by  

aristocratic forces since the C ongress of V ienna (1814-1815) and  em phasize 

what one author called  "the superio r unity of the g rea t human society." For the 

liberal law yers of AIPPS, scientifically g u id ed  law (and hence governm ents) 

could develop  standards across national boundaries, informing leg islatures 

and law yers on how best to form their own legislation. By this thinking, 

developing common practices w ould he lp  assure an international p e ac e  that 

resp ec ted  the right of sovereign  rule, bu t anchoring that sovereign ty  to the 

individual and  contract law as social scientific law, rather than divine or 

natural.

35 Goldman, Science, Reform and Politics in Victorian Britain, 322-325
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Remarkably, the journal they estab lished , L'esprit d'internationaliste, 

conceived of social science as a  non-statist, non-political, know ledge best 

positioned to balance the authority of national sovereignty  with liberalism ’s 

desire  for universal standards or laws. It w as c lear to m any AIPSS m em bers 

that using social science as a  com plem ent to international law p ro v id ed  a 

sense of universalism  to what w ere  otherw ise the laws of individual nations, 

doing so b y  shifting the conduct of governm ent tow ards princip les and  laws 

that effectively naturalized the liberal ideals of free-trade  and  individual 

sovereignty regard less  of local conditions an d  developm ent. Just as one could 

not talk of states determ ining the rights of peop le , this m odified and  liberal 

internationalism  did  not assum e that states h ad  the capacity  to act as 

autonomous entities gu ided  by  raison d'etat.36As one author in L'esprit 

d'internationaliste no ted  of the 1864 G eneva Convention that developed  

standard  provisions for the treatm ent of w ounded  and  sick soldiers, and  a 

Brussels conference in 1869 on princip les for hum anizing w arfare, the force 

and capacity for inter-state cooperation d id  not re s id e  with states. Rather, it 

res ided  with a sovereign  peop le  com pelling states to action.37

Of course, public opinion w as not in te rp re ted  as the whim of the 

untutored m asses. Rather, the public opinion that inform ed the actions of the 

state cam e from elite "opinion that is serious and calm ,” and  “b ased  on the 

application of certain  principles of universal justice, with constant elem ents,

36 Koskenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer o f  Nations, 13.
37 Ibid., 15
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an opinion that is gradually confirm ed and  generalized  in the  judgm ent of 

history." L'esprit was, Koskenniemi argues, "bom  out of a  sensibility  that 

looked  for social p rogress, em phasized  responsibility  and sought a  via m edia  

b e tw een  individualism  and collectivism , abstract speculation and  political 

action." M oreover, the w ork of the journal’s w riters in em phasizing the 

centrality of the enlightened  expert can  easily  b e  seen  as an attem pt to try to 

carve out an internationalism  that, while it d e s ired  dem ocracy and  reform , 

saw  the nation as a site w here social laws w ere  best exam ined and  in te rp re ted  

b y  a lready  bourgeois experts. The journal a ttacked the concept of the 

sovereign  state p e r  se  as m onarchical absolutism , bu t offered a concept of the 

state as a product of social laws that only transnational liberal social scientists 

w ere  in a position to see. Unlike the SSA, AIPSS "gave energetic  voice to just 

these  fundam ental political and  econom ic princip les of the liberal o rd e r  so 

m uch for g ran ted  that they m erited  no discussion and  gave no rise  to debate: 

hence  the absence  of discussion at the SSA on the ‘boundaries of the s ta te ’ that 

w as almost entirely  absent until the 1880s in Britain.”38

The potential for constm cting internationalism  around social scientific 

know ledge was not only recognized  b y  m em bers of AIPSS. Utilitarians in 

Britain h ad  long seen  adherence  to liberal principles as antithetical to the 

reigning  view of divine or natural law as a p ro p e r basis for law b e tw een  

nations—an objection that becam e m ore po in ted  as the  anti-slavery 

m ovem ent forced the question of how to enforce abolition across state

38 Goldman, Science, Reform, and Politics in Victorian Britain., 366, 266.
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boundaries throughout the com m onw ealth.39 Before 1833, courts in the US and 

UK h ad  arrived  at essentially the sam e conclusion, that the law  of nations was, 

in effect, a neutral force subordinate  to civic laws.40 The fear of c reating  a state 

with the capacity and jurisdiction to in terfere with free trad e  m ade most 

liberals skeptical of any attem pt to g en era te  a  h igher law that p laced  reason  

and in terest solely within the state, ra ther than within its social body . W ith the 

rise  of abolitionism, however, liberal jurists on bo th  sides of the Atlantic 

b e g an  to re-w rite the foundations of law  b e tw een  nations using Jerem y 

Bentham’s notion of the international.41 By 1860, the SSA h ad  estab lished  an 

International Law and  Trade division, its sixth section, which focused on the 

fundam ental correlate  to trade  of develop ing  universal weights an d  m easures, 

and  standardizing trade  laws, while agitating governm ents for further 

liberalization.42 By 1866, cooperating  with visiting de legates from Europe and 

the US, SSA m em bers w ere  openly  discussing international law  as a p ro jec t of 

"codification." Discussion m oved increasingly  tow ard the potential for a  social 

scientific foundation for international law  form alized b y  an international 

parliam ent and  courts.

There w ere, from the outset, tensions in liberal international law over

39 M. W. Janis, “Jeremy Bentham and the Fashioning o f ‘International Law’,” The American Journal o f  
International Law 78 (1984): 405-418.
40 David Brion Davis, The problem o f  slavery in the age o f  revolution, 1770-1823 (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 1999), 505.
41 Janis, “Jeremy Bentham and the Fashioning o f ‘International Law,’” 405-418; H. B. Jacobini, “Some 
Observations Concerning Jeremy Bentham’s Concepts o f International Law,” The American Journal o f  
International Law 42 (1948): 415-417.
42 Ed. George Hastings, Transactions o f  the National Association fo r  the Promotion o f Social Science 
(London: John W. Parker and Sons, 1862), 693.
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how to balance  a p e o p le ’s right to self-governm ent and their own legal 

comm on law traditions—enforced  and  em b o d ied  b y  dem ocratic states—with 

a political ontology that posited  all populations could  becom e liberal. Some in 

AIPPS p ro p o sed  that m elding social sc ience with law  would p lace  an expert 

professional class in a position w here  it w as possib le  to s te e r  law and 

governance without becom ing en trenched  in e ither a  sta te-sheltered  political 

elite or beh o ld en  to a fickle populace. The construction of the social w orld  by  

AIPSS social scientists in this p e rio d  w as not only liberal and  reform ist, it was 

also constantly reacting  to the p e rc e iv e d  n e e d  for a structure of 

internationalism  that ba lanced  trade  and  hum anitarianism  through laws that 

inscribed  the social norm s and standards to b e  enforced b y  (but exist apart 

from) states. As Theodore Porter notes, "social sc ien ce ...d ev e lo p ed  during 

the m iddle th ird  of the nineteenth century  above all as a liberal, reform ist 

answ er to the upheavals of the e ra . It was less autonom ous vis-a-vis 

governm ent and  u rban  life than it w ould becom e in tw entieth century 

universities," bu t social science in this p e rio d  is perhaps best understood  as 

"not itself a  calling, but a charitable activity or a m anner of exercising  som e 

other profession or office."43

Historians are  right to note that "the growth of international 

nongovernm ental organizations was g rea tly  facilitated by the developm ent of

43 Porter and Ross, The Cambridge History o f  Science, 28.
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w orldw ide netw orks of goods, capital, an d  labor" in this p e rio d .44 However, 

internationalism  was not only a  reaction  to econom ic globalization or 

increased  in te rdependence . The optim ism  of the  1850s and  1860s, 

particularly around the legislative influence of the SSA, reveals a w id esp read  

belief that the sta te’s m ain functions ought to b e  security and  adm inistration, 

with its legislation and  m anagem ent d irec ted  b y  social scientists who w ould 

ensure  international cooperation—unlike aristocrats o r royalty—through the 

gradual assim ilation of national laws into a h igher law balancing  

hum anitarianism  and trade.

International Law and the Authority o f “T euton ism ” in A m erican Social 

Science45

For Am erican m iddle-class intellectuals, particularly  those in the northeast, 

Britain was a touchstone for social and  political affairs throughout the G ilded 

Age. Am erican periodicals and  reform ers closely followed British society and 

politics, and  saw the rivalry be tw een  Tory and  Liberal forces in that nation as 

an inkblot on which to re a d  their own national struggles. As Frank Ninkovich 

has shown, "reporting on British politics took on a clear b lack  and  white 

aspect, with the g rea t leaders W illiam G ladstone and Benjamin Disraeli

44 Akira Iriye, Global Community: The Role o f  International Organizations in the Making o f  the 
Contemporary World, 1st ed. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2004), 12.
45 For works that already explore the effect of Teutonism see, James Farr, “The Historical Science(s) of 
Politics: The Principles, Association, and Fate o f an American Discipline,” in Modern Political Science: 
Anglo-American Exchanges Since 1880, ed. Robert Adcock et al. (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University 
Press, 2007), 66-96; cf. Reginald Horsman, Race and Manifest Destiny: The Origins o f  American Racial 
Anglo-Saxonism (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1981), 64-77.
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serving as the foci of good  and  evil." For the m ajority of m em bers in the ASSA, 

while Disraeli was vilified, the Liberal G ladstone w as lionized as a  cham pion 

of anti-aristocratic reform  who ex p an d ed  the franchise, advocated  civil 

service reform , and ardently  suppo rted  free  trade— all causes n ear to the 

heart of the ASSA’s liberal elite. G ladstone was, one A m erican journal 

proclaim ed, "by far the g rea test lea d e r England has ever had." But he  was 

only the political manifestation of a  la rg e r British liberalism  that fed  the 

laissez-faire social scientists of the ASSA. "John Stuart Mill w as our prophet," 

Godkin w ould later write, "and [historian G eorge] G rote and  Bentham w ere  

our daily food."46

For the ASSA, from its inception in  O ctober 1865, the w ork of 

Utilitarians such as Mill and  Bentham, and  M anchester political econom ists 

such as C obden  w ere the staple of the social scientist’s diet. Indeed , histories 

of Am erican social science have a rg u ed  that th ree particular lines of thought 

fed  into what would becom e recognizable as A m erican Social Science: British 

political econom y, with its defense of laissez-faire econom ics and  articulation 

of classical liberalism ; French sociology, an d  Auguste Com te’s positivism , a 

conservative defense of scientistic thinking as the culmination of civilized 

society; and  G erm an idealists w hose consciousness of the chauvinistic nature 

of the French claim to universal culture and  civility, coupled  with their own 

desire  for unification, gave them  a particularly  statist b ias and  c rea ted  the

46 Ninkovich, Global Dawn, 85.
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foundation of political science.47 W hile Thomas Haskell has no ted  that there  

was little "concrete institutional coordination" betw een  the SSA and  ASSA, 

there  was a certain  likeness and  exchange betw een  the British, the 

burgeon ing  reform  organization b a se d  in Boston and, to a  le sse r extent, 

W ashington and Philadelphia. The ASSA, one m em ber w rote, “traces its 

origins to the British National Association from which we have taken  the idea  

and  general principles of our Constitution." It also significantly reflected  the 

structural organization of the SSA, lead ing  the Association’s second  p residen t, 

Samuel Eliot, to point out the connection in “our nam esake and to a  g rea t 

extent our pa ttern .”48 The ASSA, as G oldm an notes, was an exam ple of the 

cultural transference that occu rred  be tw een  the two self-identified Anglo- 

Saxon nations, and  also of "a yet w ider context of 'scientific internationalism ' in 

an age  dom inated by  liberal ideas and liberal political econom y."49

But the scientific internationalism  that G oldm an identifies was not a 

static system  of practices. Instead, it should b e  seen  as a fluctuating epistem ic 

community that took on shifting forms, projecting a concept of 

internationalism  that was reflected  their organization’s own internal pow er 

struggles, and those with the state and other various political system s. In this

47 Ross, Origins, 45.
48 Franklin Benjamin Sanborn, “Address of the Executive Committee of the American Social Science 
Association: Constitution, Address and List o f Members,” 12; and Samuel Eliot, “Presidential Address,” 72 
ed. Franklin Benjamin Sanbom and American Social Science Association, Journal o f  social science: 
containing the Proceedings o f  the American Association, (1872).
49 Lawrence Goldman, “Exceptionalism and Internationalism,” 22. What Goldman overlooks is that this 
self-identification is only possible because this racialism was articulated in emerging social scientific 
disciplines like anthropology and racial sociology. They melded the positivism that had made the natural 
sciences so professionally successful, with the quest to preserve some semblance of social order after the 
collapse of the church or aristocratic orders to make create new unities.
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way, the ASSA was a reaction that, while it can now  b e  seen  as part of the 

em ergen t scientific internationalism  Goldm an identifies, actually identified 

itself as internationalist p rec ise ly  because  so m any of its m em bers be lieved  

that it was am ong those institutions, often identified  as carry ing  forw ard 

“Teutonic” cultural traits that m ade the US and  ASSA historically and  

structurally contiguous to Britain and  the SSA respectively . Put another way, 

the scientific internationalism  of the G ilded Age w as practically  synonym ous 

with the belief that statistical, legalistic, scientific and  social scientific societies 

w ere  an integral part of the historical m arch of civilization, which Teutonic, 

and  tow ards the en d  of the nineteenth-century w as increasingly  called  Anglo- 

Saxon, society had  most successfully realized.50

To see  just how synonym ous certain  civic institutions and  problem atics 

w ere  to liberal internationalism  w e only have to look at the departm ental 

structure shared  am ong the SSA, AIPSS and ASSA, and focus on those 

departm ents w here an international system  (the international, or 

internationalism) was explicitly d iscussed  or considered  p a rt of its purview. 

W hile they would d iverge som ewhat into the 1870s, the co re  departm ents 

shared  by  the SSA and ASSA in 1865 w ere  Education, Public Health, Free 

T rade and Finance, Jurisprudence and Economy.51 All w ere built around the 

know ledge and disciplinary divisions of an existing professional class that 

included doctors, lawyers, sanitarians, educators, and  political econom ists

50 Farr, “The Historical Science(s) of Politics,” 66-96.
51 Franklin Benjamin Sanborn, "Introductory Note," Journal o f  Social Science 1 (1869): 1.
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and scientists. And all departm ents in the ASSA w ere m eant to have a  shared  

institutional space  w here opinion and  intelligence could b e  standard ized  so 

that, as Sanborn proposed , "our law givers have the opportunity, as in Europe, 

of calling upon the w isdom  and  accum ulated experience  of pe rsons who have 

m ade the welfare of their fellow m en  a special and  long  pu rsued  study."52

Perhaps because  of the focus on informing legislation, com bined  with 

the still substantial role of jurists in the professional m ake-up of both 

Associations, internationalism  w as trea ted  therein  as largely  a  legal structure, 

a corollary to the question of regulating  national trad e  but roo ted  

fundam entally to practices of law. "It is not without good  reason," one jurist 

a rg u ed  to the SSA in 1862, "that T rade has b e en  com bined  in one with 

International Law, for the connexion [sic] be tw een  the two subjects is so 

intimate, that whilst C om m erce m ay b e  re g a rd e d  as the handm aid of 

International Law, International Law has b e e n  the foster paren t of 

Com m erce."53 But seeing  internationalism  as laws, especially  if only those 

provincial laws c rea ted  by  independen t nations to facilitate com m ercial 

interpenetration, could not alone p rov ide  the liberal reform ers in the SSA and 

ASSA with the universal foundations and  know ledge that law  anchored  to 

social science could. Rather, only social scientific inquiry, one author argued, 

could unearth  "the laws of that universal society of the hum an race ...tha t all

52 Goldman, “Exceptionalism and Internationalism,” 12.
53 Tavers Twiss, “On Trade and International Law,” Transactions o f  the National Association fo r  the 
Promotion o f  Social Science 6 (1862): 71.
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m en a re  bound  to cultivate” culm inating in "the institutions of civil society."54

David Dudley Field's An International Code  (1866) aptly illustrates this 

wish to root international law  in a  social science that was b o rn e  out of p re 

existing civic institutions. A prom inent Republican and influential lawyer, 

Field w as also a well-known conservative W hig reform er, GOP organizer, and 

advocate of the W omen's P roperty  Act. Field cam e to the attention of the 

British SSA for his efforts, b e tw een  1847 and 1865, to codify New York state 

law, which was procedurally  and  substantively b a se d  on English Common 

Law. His new  notoriety a le rted  F ield that the potential of codification w ent far 

beyond  his state. In the first issue of the Journal o f Social Science, h e  pub lished  

his case  for codification—previously  pub lished  and  p re sen te d  to the SSA— 

proposing  the "Scientific ordering" of the existing body  of ru les recognized  

am ong nations, defining their rights and  duties tow ard each o ther.” “The law 

is vast," he  argued, and holds "the strongest nations in its grasp," so that "no 

sovereign  is so haughty, no subject so poor, as to b e  beyond  its authority," 

and yet "the law has not b e e n  definitively settled  as it should b e  b y  the 

concurrence of the civilized world." Field p roclaim ed that "a comm unity of 

nations under the m ild and beneficent ru les of an  international 

code ...guaran teed  by  treaties and  enforced by  courts, is within the g rasp  of 

the p resen t age."55 Field’s p resen ta tion  to the ASSA carefully p lay ed  up how

54 Ibid., 72.
55 David Dudley Field, An International Code: Address on the Subject Before the Social Science 
Association at Manchester, 5 October 1866 (New York: W.M. Read, Book and Job Printer, 1867); for 
ASSA reading see “An International Code,” Journal o f  Social Science 2 (1870): 188.
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international law m erely  enhanced  the existing institutional connection 

betw een  civilized nations but particularly  be tw een  the sh a red  com m on law 

traditions of Britain and  America, w here  international law w as m erely  a m atter 

of codifying civil legal structures a lready  ex p re ssed  on a sh a red  cultural and 

civic foundation.

This is not to say that his id ea  of codification went unchallenged. One 

British law yer no ted  of F ield’s SSA presen tation  that it contained  problem atic 

assum ptions that as nations d ev e lo p ed  sh a red  legal practices, state structures 

w ould also converge. “No nation can  enforce its own territorial law  beyond  

the limits of its territory”, the law yer contended, “and  the laws of a nation can 

only have effect or obligation within the territory of another nation b y  virtue of 

the exp ress or tacit consent of the latter.” By Field's thinking, international law 

was achieved via consent outlined in treaties, bu t critics po in ted  out that 

treaties am ong nation-states w ere  w eak  without comity at the  socio-cultural 

level. O n the one hand, as som e jurists noted, this perspective  effectively 

priv ileged  the common law tradition and  dism issed the N apoleonic code of 

law that still governed  France. Because that code assum ed “jurisdiction rests 

in the individual” rather than the “territorial” or “sovereign ty ,” any 

standardization through comity or reciprocity  w ould risk be ing  red u ced  

entirely to the level of the individual, challenging the v e ry  existence of 

territorialized states as the containers for jurisdictional authority.56 If, 

however, one priv ileged  British com m on law, as F ield  did, it w as possib le  to

56 Transactions o f  National Association fo r  the Promotion o f  Social Sciences (1862): 73-74.
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territorialize nations with com m on law  structures by  universalizing their 

juridical structures, at the sam e time calling other nations’ sovereign ty  into 

question.

As with other attem pts to develop  a  social scientific basis for 

internationalism  around liberalized  law, questions lingered  as to the p ro p e r 

p lace  of the state, and  about who could  serve  as the in terlocutor be tw een  

national populations—situated in sovereign  states—and the cosm opolitan 

liberal population putatively p resen t in the la rg e r comm unity of nations. For 

Field, the answ er to the first question re s te d  in  a scientific codification of legal 

codes, com piled by  law yers and  experts  from across the nations, w orking 

cooperatively to arrive at accep tab le  cross-national norm s. Law, Field 

im agined, would direct the en erg ies  of nation-states tow ard international laws 

reflective of the constitutional values of a g lobal population. Of course, he 

assum ed that the customs and norm s that w ere  taken as the aim  of codification 

in the international sphere  w ere  those that deve loped  in civilized, “Christian 

nations.”57

Privileging the British com m on-law tradition satisfied ASSA m em bers 

such as Godkin, who believed  that innovating governance at the national level 

w as “accom panied, through the m ere  grow th of civilization, b y  a g rea t m any 

reform s in legislation," but that "reform s in legislation w ere  not its final or 

m ain ob ject.” “Sovereignty is only a m eans,” Godkin concluded; “the  en d  for

57 Field, An International Code, 182.
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which political societies exist is right living. ”S8 For his p a rt in a small 

transnational community of jurists explicitly concerned  with how to facilitate 

p eace  through legal standardization, Field is rem arkable  for his p rocedural 

approach  to treating sovereignty  as a m eans. W orking in law, F ield took m uch 

of liberal Am erican thinking about US sovereignty  in this p e rio d  and  

attem pted  to m ake it the core  of an internationalism  that he  assum ed w as an 

inevitable form of social organization beyond  the sovereign  nation state. And 

yet, at the sam e time, the sovereign  nation-state rem ained  an indefinite m eans 

to ensuring  the achievem ent of such an international legal fram ework, and 

rem ained  anchored  to social scientific realities. G uided b y  a rationality that 

trea ted  liberal institutions and self-governm ent as natural laws observab le  to 

the social scientist, F ield’s legalistic structure for internationalism  reflected  

the optimism that social science could draw  nations into a harm onious social 

exchange gu ided  by  social scientific laws, supplem enting an d  sp read ing  the 

civic structures already p resen t in the US and Britain.

Many ASSA m em bers a ttem pted  to m aintain the connection betw een  

international law and liberal social science throughout the 1870s, pro tecting  

their own p lace as arb iters of social o rd e r nationally and  internationally. 

Perhaps the most notew orthy d efender was Francis L ieber (1798-1873). Bom 

in Prussia in 1798, L ieber was a  naturalized Am erican who had  m oved to 

Boston in 1827, before  teaching political econom y at South Carolina C ollege 

and  at Columbia C ollege in New York City. Lieber, a  prom inent public  figure

58 Godkin, “Legislation and Social Science,” Journal o f  Social Science 3(1871): 116-117.
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in A m erican cultural and  intellectual circles, w as b est known bo th  for the w ork 

he d id  for the Union Army (creating the L ieber C ode, which la ter form ed the 

basis of the "laws of war" form alized in the G eneva convention), and  for 

establishing what Ross has called  one of the “principal social science 

traditions form ed in the milieu of an tebellum  A m erica”: political sc ience.59 A 

prodig ious institution builder, L ieber w as a  founding m em ber of the  ASSA and 

a R epublican Party supporter.

Lieber's deep ly  philosophical com m itm ent to republicanism  da ted

back  to his time in Napoleonic Prussia. There, s teep ed  in the  G erm an

Historicist tradition and  rom antic nationalism, he developed  a theory  of the

state “as the highest form of social life to which man was destined , and

governm ent as a natural extension of the family and  a positive g o o d .” This

H egelian idea  aligned with A m erican W hig ideals about g radual historical

developm ent through institutions that e x p re ssed  the p eo p le ’s will. A staunch

advocate of free  trade as "the distinct course of history," L ieber d id  not see

increased  com m ercial in tercourse b reak ing  dow n the nation-state. Rather, he

im agined it leveling international inequity, effectively assuring that p e ac e  was

upheld  by  bringing  individual liberty  in line with national liberty . But national

liberty, L ieber a rgued  in turn, was also in tegral to assuring individual liberty:

It is im possible to im agine liberty  in its fullness, if the p eo p le  as 
a totality, the country, the nation ...o r its governm ent, is not 
independen t on [sic] foreign in terference...This independence  
of national self-governm ent farther im plies that, the civil 
governm ent of free  choice or free  acquiescence b e in g

59 Ross, Origins o f  American Social Science, 38-39.
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established, no influence from  without, b es id es  that of freely 
acknow ledged justice, fairness, an d  morality, m ust b e  
adm itted.60

Internationalism  was, for L ieber, a  system  of relations a rrived  at through 

cooperation of states for sh a red  just and  m oral ends that w ere  at the heart of 

the nation. The state was therefore  a  tool for ensuring that the fair, liberal 

values of the nation reach ed  bey o n d  its bo rders , while pro tecting  it from less 

just and  moral forms. The ultim ate goal of international system s, b y  this 

thinking, was not a m ovem ent tow ards a supranational system , bu t ra th e r to 

cultivate and  equalize the m ultitude of sovereign, self-determ ined  nation

states. The state was a necessity  for consolidated, strong nations each  with “a 

num erous and hom ogenous population .. .perm anently inhabiting and 

cultivating a coherent territory, with a  w ell defined  geograph ic  outline, and  a 

nam e of its ow n...speaking their own language, having their own literature 

and com m on institutions.” And these  states w ere  p resum ed  to have a unified 

netw ork of developed  societal and  governm ental institutions that would 

create  a  plurality of nation-states “equal in ...sovereignty  and  legal rights.”61 

Like Field, L ieber im agined laws developed  b y  the conscientious and 

voluntary actions of individuals apart from but d irecting legislation in states, 

which then could work to establish  international laws reflective of these  social 

scientific laws. Both m en trea ted  the English and Am erican libera l em phasis

60 Cited in David Long and Brian C. Schmidt, “Francis Lieber, Imperialism, and Internationalism,” 
Imperialism and Internationalism in the Discipline o f  International Relations (New York: SUNY Press, 
2005), 34.
61 Ibid., 30-35
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on private p ro p erty  and  local self-governm ent under overarching  

constitutional p rincip les as the true and  just basis for all governance. But only 

L ieber v iew ed the developm ent of nations through a  W hig’s historicist lens, 

seeing  the sovereign  nation-state as the culmination of socio-political 

developm ent ra ther than a passing  point. W hile Field, his AIPPS, an d  m any in 

the SSA im agined the bonds of sovereignty  shifting from the nation to a la rg e r 

international governm ental form, L ieber im agined sovereign  nations working 

to uplift o ther nations to equal state forms, “draw ing the chariot of civilization 

abreast, as the ancient steeds d rew  the car to v ictory.”62 Sovereignty w as a 

m eans in L ieber’s concept of the international, just as it w as for rom antic- 

nationalist liberals elsew here. The sovereign  state, as an exp ression  of the 

nation, was not going anyw here, and  could not b e  overcom e without exposing 

the nation within to foreign intervention in social an d  political m atters from 

without.

The Paris Com m une and the Threat o f Labour Internationalism

Though Lieber d ied  in 1873, his W hig distrust of any m ajoritarian dem ocracy 

rem iniscent of Jacksonianism, and  his faith in the universality of Teutonic civic 

institutions as the carrier of liberal values, found new pu rchase  with the 

controversy over the Paris Com m une in 1871.63 Perhaps m ore than any other

62 Cited in Ninkovich, Global Dawn, 108.
63 Ross, Origins, 63, 123. While most accounts of the rise of American social science argue that noticeable 
cracks in the ASSA began to develop with the move to professionalization in the 1880s, the handling o f the
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foreign issue, the Franco-Prussian W ar and  the resulting Paris Com m une 

prov ided  a central event around which young and  o ld  G ilded A ge reform ers 

a rg u ed  about the p ro p e r shape and role of the state and  dem ocracy  in 

America, and, by  extension, its relationship  to form alized international 

structures. The installation of the Com m une in M arch 1871, following the 

French su rrender to the Prussians that year, su rp rised  even  the most 

assiduous followers of French politics and  society. After an uprising  of 

d iscontented w orkers, the Com m une estab lished  a com pletely separa te  

ruling authority in the French capital, opera ting  u n d er socialist p rinc ip les.64 

Though it only lasted  two months, from M arch 18 to May 28, the Com m une 

g en era ted  im m ense fear am ong the G ilded  A ges liberal elite that the 

contagion of popular labour struggles and  the language of class conflict w ould 

sp read  to Am erican w orkers.65

Though it is unlikely that it alone c rea ted  such an effect, the tim ing of 

the Commune and discussions around it reveal that Am erican rationalizations 

of internationalism  w ere shifting. Before the Com m une, the conceptualization 

and practices of internationalism  in Am erica h a d  b e e n  anchored  m ost often to 

an optimistic faith that liberal social scientific reform ers w ere  ideally  situated

international question shown here reveal noticeable splits between Whig nationalists and internationalists 
as early as 1872-3.
64 Stewart Edwards, The Paris Commune 1871 (London: Eyre and Spottiswoode, 1971). For more recent 
accounts of the Commune see Donny Gluckstein, The Paris Commune: A Revolution in Democracy 
(Chicago: Haymarket Books, 2011); Alistair Home, The Terrible Year: The Paris Commune, 1871 
(Phoenix: Orion Publishing, 2004); David A. Shafer, The Paris Commune: French Politics, Culture, and 
Society at the Crossroads o f the Revolutionary Tradition and Revolutionary Socialism (New York:
Palgrave MacMillan, 2005).
65 See especially Philip Mark Katz, From Appomattox to Montmartre: Americans and the Paris Commune 
(Harvard University Press, 1998), 179-180.
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to d irect the reform  of societal p rob lem s (such as sanitation, prisons, 

education, adm inistration etc.) through legislative o r judicial m echanism s that 

d id  not call for the state to unduly in terfering in the  natural law or o rd e r  of 

things—namely, without im pinging on the rights of the individual. These early  

internationalists w ere, therefore, mostly accep ting  of the id ea  that it was 

possible to standardize or codify various laws am ong civilized nations w here 

sovereignty was an ind ispensab le  m eans to a la rg e r cosm opolitan end. But 

the Franco-Prussian W ar dem onstra ted  the lingering  pow er of European 

im perial-states, and  the subsequent Com m une was in te rp re ted  as revealing  

the peril and  possibility of m ass social revolution. Both threats, reform ers in 

America w ould argue, clearly  show ed that E uropean  politics and  p roblem s 

w ere  a m enace to the exceptional civic institutions that m ade the US a 

stateless state. With little sense  of irony, it was actually the pro tection  of this 

exceptional statelessness that pushed  A m erican libera l thinking into a  m ore 

territorialized vision of the US state, sep ara ted  and  b u ttressed  from the 

influence and pow er of Europe.

L ieber’s faith that the m arch of w orld history culm inated in the liberty  

realized by  the Am erican nation, and  his distrust in any dem ocracy  that 

overthrew  existing social o rders ,66 m eant he w as supportive of G erm an 

national unification with the Franco-Prussian war, and  vehem ently disdainful 

of the Paris Commune. W hen he d iscovered  that the Com m une had  em ployed  

banners with his personal motto "No Right without its Duties, No Duty without

66 Francis Lieber, On civil liberty and self-government (New York: Richard Bentley, 1853), 243-55.
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its Rights," and  that the Societe Internationale in G eneva (w here lead ing  

anarchists and  communists m et within the  W orkingm en’s International 

m eeting) had  also u sed  it in their m eetings, h e  w rote of the “disgust which he 

felt at the profanation of his favorite term .” “L ieber loved liberty  and  reform ,” 

one contem porary eulogy o bserved  of his reaction  to the news, “but as rights 

enjoining m oral and  juridic [sic] responsib ilities.”67 Importantly, L ieber's own 

idea  of how to organize international law reflec ted  his notion of the "Rights of 

Nations" and  the necessity  of develop ing  them  as equal pow ers. L ieber 

im agined a com m ittee com posed of "the m ost prom inent jurists of the law  of 

nations, of our Cis-Caucasian race," who w ould b e  "not diplom atic, although 

international," and  who w ould settle questions independently  of the state. 

Their work w ould "stand as an authority by  its excellence, truthfulness, justice, 

and superiority in every  respect."68 A m erica was an  exceptional nation not 

only because  of its firm adherence  to the laws of liberal political econom y, 

Lieber believed , but it was exceptional also b ecau se  these princip les w ere  

em b ed d ed  in the laws and  institutions of the nation-state. A m erica had  

achieved its sovereign  destiny by  historically realizing its p lace  at the 

vanguard of liberalism , which it could sp re ad  into the w orld through 

cooperation with the elite g roup of European, civilized nations.

L ieber’s concept of the international as a  legal structure that d e p en d e d  

on a liberal, civilized elite d irecting the energ ies of the state, as well as his

67 Eliakim Littell and Robert S. Littell, The Living Age (Littell, Son and Co., 1873), 117.
68 Elihu Root and George B. Davis, “Francis Lieber,” Proceedings o f  the American Society o f  International 
Law at Its Annual Meeting, 1907-1917, 7 (1913): 18.
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use of the Commune to illustrate A m erica's exceptional liberal-republican  

dem ocracy as antithetical to unruly m ass dem ocracy, ech o ed  sentim ents 

am ong Am erica's North E astern elite. Philip M ark Katz has a rg u ed  that the 

Com m une was the m ost rep o rte d  on foreign event in 1870s Am erica, though it 

se rved  different pu rposes for different c lasses and constituencies. Some p ress  

sym pathetically covered  the conflict as a dem ocratic  revolt akin to the Civil 

W ar, but this “A m ericanisation” of the Paris Com m une was a d o u b le-edged  

sw ord.69 It m ay have fed  a form of Am erican exceptionalism  about the US and 

liberty, but, at least until the country s ta g g e re d  into a dep ression  in 1873, it 

also largely  c leansed  any read ing  of class conflict from Am erican 

understandings of the event.

This changed, how ever, with the first G reat D epression  in 1873 and  the 

rising specter of a "ragged  Am erican proletariat" fom enting radical labor 

unrest.70 During this period , Katz argues, A m ericans b eg an  to speak  about the 

Commune using the language of class conflict in o rder to reflect back  a 

fram ework for understanding  Am erican socio-political dynam ics. This m ove 

d iv ided  Am ericans into those who trea ted  the plight of E uropean and 

Am erican labourers as shared , and  those who clung to an exceptionalist be lief 

that American republican  traditions, grow ing suffrage, and  plentiful land  in 

the W est m ade them  a society that could p reven t the social decay  that spu rred  

revolutions like the Commune—so long as foreign radicalism  was locked  out.

69 Katz, From Appomattox to Montmartre, 123.
70 Ib id ,154,167.
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This exceptionalism , Katz notes, becam e m ost p ronounced  with the m assive 

railroad strikes of 1877. The Com m une rece ived  m ore  coverage  in the last 

w eeks of 1877 than any o ther p e rio d  since 1871, as  the now historic Paris 

uprising p rov ided  A m erican com m entators with the sh ibboleth  of the 

“Am erican Commune," a dystopic and  polem ical concept that was u sed  to 

delegitim ize local and  national labour organizations an d  political m achines.71

ASSA com m entary on the Com m une and  “The International” associated  

with it, in the Journal o f Social Science an d  closely connected  popular 

periodicals on internationalism , follows this shift in  public opinion, but was 

still generally  staunchly exceptionalist and anti-Com mune. In the 

N ortheastern US, labour had  grow n into a form idable organizational force in 

the late 1860s and  into the early  1870s, flexing its political m ight in state and  

national elections. In M assachusetts, the first Labor Reform party  sprung  to life 

around the cause of w ork hours and  conditions in that state, forcing 

Republicans to court the support of labour m ore overtly. The ASSA had  

already p laced  itself in the m iddle of such upheaval, heed ing  calls for a 

commission on the reform  of w orking conditions and hours of w ork in 

M assachusetts. M em bers cam e out looking m ore like defenders of the status 

quo than reform ers for their fear of giving the state the capacity  to regu late  

hours.72 But b y  1871 Senator G eorge F. Hoar (R-Mass), with the support of 

several represen tatives from his state and  New York, pushed  a  bill to establish

71 Ibid.,172.
72 Cohen, Reconstruction o f  Liberalism, 35.
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a federal comm ission on w ages and  labor hours an d  the division of profits 

be tw een  labour and  capital. In the d eb a te  that ensued , severa l Republicans 

p ra ised  the Com m unards and  their valor against reactionary  forces, arguing  

to C ongress that it "had not h eard  their side of the story," and  that theirs w as a 

cause "entitled to the resp ec t of A m ericans everyw here."73 A small num ber of 

new spapers, and  even  a  few prom inent A m erican political figures such as 

W endell Phillips, d e fen d ed  the Com mune, argu ing  that its battle  w as a 

republican  fight, m uch like the A m erican Revolution and  efforts to overthrow  

slavery.74

But ASSA m em bers such as Godkin and  G eorge  Curtis w ere  deep ly  

suspicious of the Com m une and  the concurrent rise  of the International 

W orkers Association, treating each  as m alignant outgrowths of a co rrup ted  

social order. Godkin's Nation w as transfixed b y  the Com mune, which becam e 

its single m ost-reported  event from ab road  in  1871.75 Indeed, Nancy C ohen 

has a rgued  that the Com m une was a  definitive m om ent for Godkin, who 

publicly b eg an  to question A m erica’s insularity from the labour unrest that 

had  c rea ted  divisive class politics in Europe. In an a tm osphere w here 

com m entators vastly over-estim ated the streng th  of the North A m erican

73 David Montgomery, Beyond Equality: Labor and the Radical Republicans, 1862-1872 (Urbana: 
University of Illinois Press, 1981), 370-372.
74 Samuel Bernstein, “The Impact of the Paris Commune in the United States,” The Massachusetts Review 
12 (1971): 438. The North American Federation of the International had about 5000 members at its height, 
early in 1872, but French police observers in the US put the number at as much as 1,400,000 in April 1876, 
just as the organization’s end was nearing.
75 “Index to volume XII, January to June 1871,” Nation. Half the column inches devoted to stories outside 
the United States during the first half of that year focused on France, tripling the number of stories from 
any other foreign state-including Britain.
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Federation of the International, Godkin concluded  that the rise  of the 

Commune—despite  its defeat—foreshadow ed A m erican events w here  

political corruption and  party  m achines had  b e e n  unreform ed.76 The id eas of 

the Com m une and the International, Godkin w arned , “will not c ease  to sp read  

... until they have m ade one g rea t attem pt for the conquest of m o d em  society, 

and  have in that attem pt shaken  our p resen t civilization to its foundation.”77 

Perhaps m ore than any o ther ASSA m em ber, Godkin took the Com m une as an 

indication of serious and  global social p rob lem s.78

He sym pathized with earlie r strikes and  saw unionization of labour as 

an im portant developm ent in the US, but be lieved  that unions and  organizing 

w ere for labour what sovereignty  was for the nation: a tem porary  solidarity on 

the way to a m ore just and  scientific society.79 The id ea  of m aking 

w orkingm en’s organizations the perm anent basis for a  state and  governm ent 

offended Godkin-the-anti-political m ore than Godkin-the-anti-m ajoritarian. 

Certainly, the Com mune governm ent h ad  “shown itself capab le  of 

m aintaining an army, and carry ing  on w ar for two m onths,” but for Godkin this 

was not proof of com petence to govern  without estab lished  state system s so 

m uch as proof “that it is not im possible for a g rea t crow d of persons, whom 

society denounces as lunatics and  loafers to seize on the governm ent of a

76 Bernstein, “The Impact of the Paris Commune in the United States,” 438-41.
77 E.L. Godkin, “The Week,” Nation, June 1, 1871.
78 Bernstein, “The Impact of the Paris Commune in the United States,” 440-441.
79 Cohen, Reconstruction o f  American Liberalism, 50-51.
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grea t capital, and  adm inister it for a  tim e, at all even ts.”80 G odkin saw real 

social questions in the Com m une and  w as m ore delicate than m ost not to fall 

back  on “red -sca res” rhetoric o r treat it as little m ore than a ho rro r story.81 But 

the Com mune nevertheless show ed G odkin that the rise  of a new  

“international” risked  his A m erican state form, structured  as it was around  the 

fallible idea  of self-discipline and  social authority built on institutions and  

values he  p o se d  as the true and  natural basis of governm ental authority.

G eorge William Curtis, then-editor of the North American Review  and  

ASSA President from 1873 to 1874, w as typical in his view of internationalism  

as the balancing of in te rdependence  through trade  with hum anitarian reform s 

to am eliorate its most negative consequences. Curtis jo ined  Godkin, w arning 

of the threat of social d iso rder and  savagery  and  com paring Parisian w orkers 

to barbarians and “Com anche h o rd es .”82 But Curtis's North American Review  

was less sym pathetic with dom estic labour than was The Nation, accusing local 

organizers of falling victim to “foreign influence.” The Com mune w as part of a 

rising “International,” one Review  author argued , the rise  of w orker 

organizations in Paris sym ptom atic of historical conditions particu lar to 

France, w here  the Jacobin overthrow  of the “G uardians of o rd e r” during  the

80 E.L. Godkin, “The Commune’ and the Labor Question,” Nation, 18 May 1871, 334.
81 Bernstein, “The Impact of the Paris Commune in the United States,” 439-440; For a more conservative 
reading of Godkin see Edward T. Gargan, “The American Conservative Response,” International Review 
o f  Social History 17(1972): 240-249; For broader context on the Commune as conflated with The 
International see Michael Forman, Nationalism and the international labor movement: the idea o f  the 
nation in socialist and anarchist theory (University Park, Penn.: Pennsylvania State Press, 1998), 58-65. 
Importantly, some including the likes of Woolsey were careful to differentiate between the actions o f the 
Commune and those of The International in their political scientific work.
82 Katz, From Appomattox to Montmartre, 131.
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French Revolution h ad  c rea ted  cycles of violent social revolution.83

The Com m une’s “socialistic agitation,” one ASSA p re sen te r  ech o ed  in 

1873, “has given Europe two Napoleons. It w as Jacobinism  running to 

Communism which com pelled  F rance... to choose b e tw een  end less 

anarchy ...and  a concentration of pow er in the ab lest hands; and  of that cam e 

the First E m pire,” just as later anarchy brough t about the Second Em pire. The 

International w as not the p roduct of som e legitim ate class-consciousness; it 

w as the result of w eak social leadersh ip  fom ented b y  state corruption  an d  its 

failure at social reform . If, as Curtis a rg u ed  to the ASSA in his P residential 

speech  that year, “all advance from barbarism  to civilization is the 

developm ent of social sc ience,” then  barbarian  Com m unards and  the new 

Internationalists seizure of a civilized nation like Paris w as not due  to a 

legitim ate right to govern, but b ecau se  that nation lacked  social authority in 

m odem  institutions and laws built on social science.84

The crisis of the Com m une and mid- and  late-1870s labour strife in the 

US pushed  Am erican internationalists d e e p e r  into the  chauvinism  of patriotic 

nationalism and m ore obviously in line with Am erican exceptionalism , 

priv ileg ing  the social authority of a  small g roup  of liberal reform ers. As labour 

organizing grew , political pa rties  splin tered, and strikes sp re ad  across the 

US, the hope of an international system  built on social com ity b e tw een  all 

civilized nations, consum m ated through international trade  and

83 A. S. Hill, “Causes of the Commune,” The North American Review 116 (1873): 90—109.
84 George William Curtis, “Opening Address,” Journal o f  Social Science 6 (1874); 33-37.
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circum scribed b y  international law, seem ed  m ore and  m ore dubious. C racks 

appeared , how ever, as the optimistic cosm opolitanism  that h ad  defined  

Am erican liberal internationalism  before  1871 b e g an  to show up  in the  ASSA. 

As early  as that year, Joseph W harton, a  prom inent philanthropist, industrialist 

and  co-founder of Swarthmore C ollege and  the  W harton Business School at 

University of Pennsylvania, com plained to the  Association that im agining a 

w orld w here  nations would m atter gradually  less as trad e  in creased  

in terpenetration ignored  the staying pow er and  im portance of nationalism  as 

an im portant basis for statehood. “The advocates of unrestric ted  com m erce in 

particular seem  to m e,” he argued, “to d isreg ard  too much the ex istence of 

nations, each  of whom is to take thought of his p resen t and particu lar w elfare 

alone, unmindful of his nation, for the collective w ellbeing [sic] of which no 

one is to ca re .”85

It w as not enough to follow the M anchester school of political 

econom ists, W harton noted, and  assum e that the “entire race  of m an is but a 

b an d  of brothers...A ccidentally  g a th e red  into groups d esigna ted  b y  the 

geographical expressions of America, England, France of the  like .” Nations 

will always develop, he  im plied, and  it w as natural for local labour to w ish to 

benefit from its “own m arkets,” and  therefore sim ply rem oving trade  tariffs in 

nations overlooked John Stuart Mill's observation that "a p ro tective  duty, 

continued for a reasonable  time, will som etim es b e  the least inconvenient 

m ode in which a country can tax itself for the support of an  [industrial or

85 Joseph Wharton, “International Industrial Competition,” Journal o f  Social Science 4 (1871), 49.
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m anufacturing] experim ent.86 W harton, like Mill, b e lieved  an expert-m anned  

Commission of Customs could p ro p erly  gu ide  “conditions of tra d e ” 

cultivating cooperation betw een  nations bu t still respecting  the unique 

relations be tw een  labor and capital within them , and  sim ultaneously assuring 

Am erican sovereignty and its national exceptionalism .

W harton was not in a m ajority am ong ASSA reform ers in a rgu ing  for 

advocacy on behalf of labour b y  the state  even  before the even ts of 1871. 

W hile for him  the Franco-Prussian W ar illustrated the  pow er of nationalism , 

for others the Commune illustrated the startling pow er of m ass social 

upheaval, m aking the idea  of a  socialized state  m ore repu lsive  and 

em phatically “foreign.” Still, som e political econom ists such as Francis 

W alker echoed  W harton in noting that classical econom ists h ad  left out the 

historical effects of “econom ic and  social structure, of national differences, 

and of actual conditions.” W alker was m ore sym pathetic to industrial p ro test 

in the US and Britain than m any ASSA colleagues, arguing in The W ages 

Question (1876) that, contrary to econom ists who thought w ages cam e from  a 

fixed pool of capital at a given m oment, w ages w ere  a re tu rn  on p ro jec ted  

increases in production.87

Although he m odified the p recep ts  at the b ase  of a capitalist econom y, 

W alker reinforced a  functionalist in terpretation  of Am erican social o rd e r  in 

the US, one that posited  that w orkers and  capitalists alike h ad  a  responsibility

86 Ibid., 66.
87 Ross, Origins, 83.
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to uphold econom ic cooperation within the existing natural/social o rd e r of 

things. W alker’s response  to the social upheaval of the labo r revolts across 

the W est was to re trea t as L ieber d id  to an A m erican exceptionalism  w here  

civic liberal-republican  institutions ultim ately d irec ted  the state, and  lim ited 

its interventionist pow er, by  influencing social norm s and standards at the 

social level. Such institutions, which “h ad  thus far kept the w orking class 

sound—genera l education, free  access to trad e  an d  land ow nership, and  full 

civil and political righ ts”—w ere  still effective tools in the A m erican art of

* Q Qgoverning.

W hile som e ASSA reform ers show ed m odera te  flexibility throughout 

the 1870s around  the modification of econom ic levers, such as w ages, 

because they insulated Am erica from foreign class-antagonism , the Com m une 

seem ed  to p rove  that the exceptional continuity of social o rd e r that the US 

enjoyed was a product of particularly  institutions that w ere  taken  as 

em bodying Teutonic cultural characteristics creating  certain  civic institution 

that ac ted  as vessels that carried  liberty  from Germ any, through England, and  

stopping to rest in the US.89 Again, Godkin is instructive as a case  study of this 

point. Like m ost m em bers of the ASSA, before  the Com mune Godkin had  

openly identified with Mill’s Principles o f Political Economy.90 He a g re e d  that 

“immorality which pervades the com m ercial world, and taints nearly  every

88 Ibid., 84.
89 John Higham, “Herbert Baxter Adams and the Study of Local History,“ The American Historical Review 
89(1984), 1228
90 William M. Armstrong, E. L. Godkin: A Biography (New York: SUNY Press, 1978), 43-4.
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branch of business” was not a  sign  of the failure of the laws of political

econom y, but ra ther a result of

the decline of habit and  social force, before  m ental an d  m oral 
culture has reached  a sufficiently advanced  stage to take its 
place. The break ing  up of old habits that the [French] Revolution 
mainly consisted. The habit of o b ed ience  to the law in w hich 
p eo p le  are  b red ...n o  amount of physical force on the side  of the 
law would suffice to p reserve  o rd er and  save civilization. If a  
p eo p le  once loses it, and  has not sufficient m oral culture to take 
its place, the result, as w e see  in Mexico, is anarchy, until long 
suffering has roused  the social instinct into activity.91

By the late 1860s, Godkin and  m any in the ASSA h ad  already b e g u n  publicly 

to split with the likes of Mill over the id ea  that the state could offer tem porary  

relief to the w orking classes.92 Godkin b e liev ed  in “Economic M an”, w hose 

actions could b e  p red ic ted  “with alm ost as m uch certainty as the opera tion  of 

a law of chem istry or physics,” and this m ade him much less com prom ising 

than Mill.93 Unlike those historicists, particularly  G erm an-influenced thinkers, 

who tried  to “supply morality to trad e  through som e sort of governm ent 

interference, not as yet clearly defined ,” Godkin im agined a  w orld  g o verned  

through the social o rd er cem ented  b y  Anglo-Saxon habits and  institutions.94 

He understood by  the 1870s that followers of Germ an historicists, French

91 E. L. Godkin, “Commercial Immorality and Political Corruption,” The North American Review  220 
(1868): 250-51.
92 Edward Caudill, “E. L. Godkin and the Science o f Society,” Journalism Quarterly, 66 (1989): 57-64; 
Armstrong, E. L. Godkin, 72-3.
93 E. L. Godkin, “The Economic Man,” in Godkin, Problems o f  Modern Democracy: Political and 
Economic Essays, ed. Morton Keller, (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1966), 159, 162. See also E. 
L. Godkin, “The Difficulties of Economic Discussion,” The Nation, 22 July 1869, 65; and see “The 
Working-Men’s View of Capital,” The Nation, 4 February 1869, 85-6 for an earlier, less absolute 
characterization of the scientific nature of economic laws.
94 Godkin, “The Economic Man,” 158, 159.
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Positivism, and  British liberal-Utilitarians, w ith Mill as their to rch-bearer, 

offered increasingly sophisticated rationalizations for incorporating labour 

dem ands and  state regulation into their national and  international worldview s. 

And he recognized  that such intellectual underpinnings had  the pow er to 

legitimize alternative political forces b y  giving voice to the new  social laws at 

their base . “No ‘cause’ has as m uch chance of success in our tim e,” Godkin 

wrote, “which has not a  regu lar ‘ph ilosopher’ at its back .” But, “Mr. Mill,” he 

noted, “supplies the bo ld  intellectual p o rt of w hich so many ra th e r w eak and  

noisy bod ies m ake so comical a display... [about] the labor m ovem ent.”95

But the state and philosophers could not maintain o rd e r alone. The 

social upheavals around the Com m une rev ea led  to Godkin the undesirab le  

effect of what he  saw as state intervention in social order. The split b e tw een  

him and Mill was indicative of a la rg e r rift that developed  be tw een  the  ASSA 

and SSA as the form er becam e increasingly  hostile to labour through the 

1860s and  1870s, and  the latter actively circum scribed  organized labour into 

the social and political system .96 But the  exceptionalist view that A m erica’s 

Teutonic civic-institutions re lieved  it of the n e ed  for a strong state, and  

allowed it to stand  outside the forces of history and  social forces racking  

Europe, had  ironic ramifications.

At the time w hen m any ASSA m em bers broke with their British 

counterparts over the labour question, the re trea t to chauvinistic nationalism

95 E. L. Godkin, ‘“ The Commune’ and the Labor Question,” The Nation, 18 May, 1871, 334.
96 Goldman, “Exceptionalism and Internationalism,” 18-19.
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and exceptionalism  also c rea ted  a  substantial b rea k  betw een  A m erican legal 

internationalists in the ASSA and  continental international social science 

groups like AIPPS. Following the ideological and  institutional rifts develop ing  

in the Am erican social science scene, the  years that followed the Com m une 

revealed  a another significant shift in Am erican thinking about 

internationalism , which p rov ided  a key  field of contestation for Am erican 

social scientists to explicate their in terpretations of the state-society divide in 

the US. There w ere  those who advocated  codification and  international 

integration versus those who cham pioned L ieber’s vision of national 

sovereignty  as the highest form of developm ent. For the first cam p, liberalism  

was trea ted  as the historical force that diffused governance to the level of the 

individual, such that the sta te’s territorial sovereignty  was sim ply a reflection 

of nationalism, but only a finite m eans to a la rger historical p rog ression  away 

from the state.

For those who would com e to cham pion L ieber’s notion, sovereignty  

was still a  m eans, but the nation was the culm ination of that p rogression , and 

the Am erican nation had  a lready dem onstra ted  the protection of libe rty ’s 

dependence  upon existing sovereign  territorial alignm ents. G odkin w as in 

this second cam p, arguing for international laws but skeptical of attem pts at 

codification. In 1875 he wrote that the “philosophers and  pro fessors” m eeting 

at The Hague w ere  b e tte r off “reform ing p e o p le ” :

[i]t would b e  at once recognized  as som ewhat an absurdity  for a body  
of distinguished clergym en, lead ing  fathers of families, and  ed ito rs to 
get together and hold a convention for the study of reform  of m orals
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over the world. Yet there  is really  m uch g rea te r  reason why this should 
b e  done than that a  num ber of jurists and  philanthropists should 
undertake to am end  and codify the  law of nations.97

Referring to the large  1878 Peace conference in Paris, Godkin m aintained that

no “m echanical contrivances” such as “courts of arbitration and  the

draughting [sic] of ru les for a governm ent of disputants w hen they get

angry”98could m ake nations obey  an international code  as effectively as could

the comity that cam e through social harm ony. Courts and ru les w ere  best

seen  as sustainable ends, coalescing around  sh a red  social and  m oral laws.

International law  had  to follow from these  d e e p e r  social laws, know able

through social science and already  p resen t in the en d  state for the US and

Britain. A rem arkable  shift, then, b e g a n  in the p e rio d  after the

Commune. Some reform ers affiliated with the  ASSA increasingly fell away

from liberal exceptionalism  and  m oved tow ards an American exceptionalism

that trea ted  the US state form as in tegral to the p reservation  of liberty  on a

global scale. This was now here m ore ev ident than in the changing ontology of

internationalism  at the base  of legalist international organizations. In 1873

cam e the establishm ent of the International C ode Com m ittee in the  US, the

Institut de  Droit International, and  the Association for the reform  and

Codification of International Law. Not coincidentally, Field w as the cen tral—if

not the only—Am erican at these  organizations’ founding m eetings.99

97 Armstrong, E. L. Godkin, 185-187.
98 Ibid.
99 Irwin Abrams, “The Emergence of the International Law Societies,” The Review o f  Politics 19 (1957): 
361-380.
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Though legalists such as Field had  w orked  closely with the p eace  

m ovem ent before  1873, by  the tim e of the Brussels p eace  conference that 

year, even  Field had  shifted tow ards advocating a p rogram m e for arbitration 

that ra ised  the advocated military sanctions, and (echoing the sentim ents of 

Johann Kaspar Bluntschli, p rofessor of political science at H ie ldelberg  

University and  a  long-tim e corresponden t an d  adm irer of L ieber) p roposing  

that issues of conflict be tw een  nations arising from “the vital in te rests” of 

states ought to b e  excluded  from any international arbitration. Placing 

disarm am ent and  o ther “internal” state m atters beyond  the purview  of 

international law w as tantam ount to a be trayal of the cosm opolitan 

hum anitarianism  for m any in the p eace  m ovem ent. By 1880, Field was 

w orking closely with Bluntschli and  T heodore Dwight W oolsey (L ieber’s 

form er student and  then Yale C ollege President) to establish  a  code  of conflict 

law and to prom ote Am erican b ranches of the International A rbitration and 

Peace Society of G reat Britain and  Ireland (est. 1880) as distinctly legalist and 

professionalist societies. As one author has noted of these  sam e 

developm ents, the splintering of legal societies from  the p e ac e  m ovem ent 

was partly  an attem pt to publicize the splin ter g roups as distinct professional 

bod ies by  “using the p ropaganda  dev ices which h ad  hitherto b e e n  left to the 

p eace  m ovem ent.” But it was also retaliation against the grow ing alliance, in 

Britain at least, be tw een  the Peace Society and the International 

W orkingm en’s Peace Association, for their stance against British im perial 

annexations and their dem and for parliam entary  control over foreign



policy .100 Am erican jurists w orking with international lega l organizations 

followed a similar pattern, d istancing them selves from the p e ac e  m ovem ent, 

re trea ting  to increasingly professionalized spaces that m ethodologically and 

institutionally p ro jec ted  a  central ro le  for them selves and  legalism  in 

governing  the international.

It w as h o p ed  that law yers articulating social scientific laws could 

balance the en d  goal of a  liberal international o rd e r with the  dem and  for 

recognition of distinct national identities. International organs that connected  

professionals across the W est b e liev ed  that their w ork and institutions w ere  

essential to stateless, civil society, as only they could transm it o rd e r and 

g radual reform  of the social, ra th e r than rad ical change of the political, the 

latter b e in g  what pacifist, socialist or labour internationalism  ostensibly  would 

do. “Sovereigns and States a re  u n der no obligation to h e e d  their 

suggestions,” then University of M ichigan President Jam es B. Angell a rg u ed  of 

international legal organs like the International A rbitration Society. “But I 

believe that the c lear and  distinct u tterances of these lea rn ed  b o d ies  on grave 

questions cannot b e  without m arked  a influence on public opinion, and  so on 

the policy of nations.” It was not that legal-m inded internationalists w ere  

abandoning  the vision of cosm opolitan p eace  altogether, Angell told the 

Am erican Social Science Association at one m eeting, assuring them  that “the 

visions of good  m en like St. P ierre, Liebnitz, Rayual, Bentham, Kant...of

100 Francis Harry Hinsley, Power and the Pursuit o f  Peace: Theory and Practice in the History o f  Relations 
Between States (Cambridge University Press, 1967), 128.
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securing perpe tual peace, m ay still rem ain  visions.” N evertheless,

The extravagant expectations of som e advocates of arbitration 
and  codification may not b e  rea lized  [and] wars as ab su rd  as 
the Franco-G erm an w ar m ay still b e  w aged...[but] the  civilized 
w orld  has reached  a point, thank God, it p refers p e a c e  to war, 
w here  neutral rights will b e  g u a rd e d  as jealously as be lligeren t 
rights, and  w here its publicists a re  sure  to b e  sustained  b y  the 
m oral sense of the w orld  in try ing  to shape  international law  so 
as to conduce to what a re  b e liev ed  to b e  the true in terests of 
hum anity.101

Law itself was not only at the co re  of this liberal international o rder; for Angell, 

the work of non-state civic organs like international legal associations h e ld  up 

a  liberal o rd er that governed  b ey o n d  but within states, an d  also at their 

b o rd ers  to buttress sovereignty.

But speaking  as the “judicial conscience of the civilized w orld” 

d e p en d e d  on an organization’s ability to em body and  dem onstrate  the  divide 

betw een  professionals who accep ted  the  centrality of the sovereign  nation

state to international o rder (and therefore  arbitration) and  advocates who 

be lieved  in w orking m ore im m ediately tow ards cosm opolitan p e ac e  (via 

codification).102 In the US, the split of international arbitration organizations 

from their one-tim e allies h e lp ed  stem  a grow ing skepticism  about those 

internationalists who had  till then  co opera ted  with labourists, socialists or 

other g roups seen  as “illiberal”. Early in  1871, the settlem ent of the Alabama 

Claims, under the W ashington Treaty of 1871, b rea th ed  som e legitim acy into 

the idea  of arbitration. After arriving at a  settlem ent that saw  British

101 James B. Angell, “The Progress of International Law "Journal o f  Social Science 8 (1876): 40-54.
102 Koskenniemi, The Gentle Civilizer o f  Nations, 14-17.
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reparations pa id  to the US for the sale of arm s to the C onfederacy during  the 

Civil W ar, L ieber p red ic ted  that “the opinion of our race, pe rhaps, would 

soon ripen  to an energetic  conviction that arb itrators ought to b e  perm anently  

appointed, read y  to m eet and  act w hen called  upon .” But m ore importantly, 

L ieber and  m any of his co lleagues saw  the settlem ent as p roof that “the 

G erm ans, the English, and  the A m ericans” should “take the le a d ” and assure 

“the steady tram p of onw ard civilization.”103

N ew  Professions and M ethods in  C ivic Internationalism

The shift of social scientific authority away from generalists, publicists, 

advocates and philanthropists cannot b e  understood as exclusively 

ideological or as a reaction to external changes in the world. Rather, the 

interplay b e tw een  concepts of internationalism  and the Am erican nation-state 

h e lp ed  usher in new  professional identities, and  vice versa, b y  offering a 

conceptual foundation around which m ethods and  institutional standards w ere 

stream lined to sit at the cen ter of A m erican political science. From the mid- 

1870s to the 1880s, som e experts in international law clung to old institutional 

netw orks like the ASSA, w here they rem ained  connected to the scientism  of 

liberal political econom y. However, as Ross argues, with the  new  “g en try” 

self-consciousness that developed  in the 1870s around claim s of Anglo- 

Saxonism, the nationally-m inded reform ers of organizations like the ASSA

103 Francis Lieber, "On Some Points in International Law," The Miscellaneous Writings o f  Francis Lieber: 
Contributions to Political Science, Including Lectures on the Constitution o f  the United States, and Other 
Papers (New York: J.B. Lippincott, 1881), 322.
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followed the exam ple of “natural scientists who h ad  b een  push ing  A m erican 

scientific institutions tow ard g rea te r professional rigor” b y  focusing on 

academ ic reform .104

As a civic institution, the university h e ld  particular pow er and  cachet 

am ong those whose Am erican exceptionalism  revolved around  civic 

institutions, professionalism , an d  law. Angell even  attem pted  to explain  the 

“pow er” of new  international legal associations as “akin to that of certain  

universities in the m iddle ages; e .g . that of Paris in theological m atters, and 

that of Bologna in law .”106 The university was a powerful m etaphor for 

pro jecting  a state-society divide, as an institution that “articulated lib e rty ” and 

p ro tec ted  the Am erican social o rd e r from foreign influence. The university 

was, for an em erg ing  cadre  of jurists and  social scientific reform ers, apart 

from the state and  other extrinsic activist forces, but still ab le  to channel 

popular opinion by  articulating otherw ise inarticulate d es ires  for self- 

governm ent into institutional form s.106

W hile som e of this new gen try  class (especially  jurists, publicists, and 

those “social reform ers” who w ere  locked  out of the move to academ ia) clung 

to the ASSA, a new guard  of university reform ers carved  out a  distinct 

professional space  for international law  in university history an d  political 

science departm ents. Overwhelm ingly com posed  of L ieber’s students and 

close colleagues, this new  guard  of university experts im agined an Am erican

104 Dorothy Ross, The Origins o f  American Social Science, 61-62.
105 James B. Angell, “The Progress of International Law.”
106 Lieber, On Civil Liberty And Self-Government, 276.
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state and  international system  fortified b y  civic institutions. They w ere  

convinced by  L ieber’s argum ent that “to last long—to last with liberty  and 

wealth—is the g rea t p rob lem  to b e  so lved  b y  a  m odem  sta te ,” and  that only 

the “institutional self-governm ent” d ev e lo p ed  by  the  Teutonic p eo p le s  and 

she lte red  in its institutions could do  it.107

One of L ieber’s adm irers was D aniel Coit Gilman, the first P residen t of 

Johns Hopkins University (w here g raduate  studies w ere  in troduced  to North 

America) and  a founding m em ber of the ASSA. Upon arriving at Johns Hopkins 

(after starting his ca ree r as a librarian  an d  institution-builder at Yale) he  set to 

w ork gathering  and  archiving L ieber’s personal an d  pub lished  p ap ers . He 

w ent on to do m ore than any o ther academ ic (save p e rh a p s  T heodore 

W oolsey) to docum ent, publicize, and  re-publish  L ieber’s lib rary  as pa rt of a 

la rg e r liberal international circle of jurists-gone-political scientists. H oused 

alongside the works of L ieber’s G erm an colleague, Bluntschli, w hose lib rary  

was gifted to the university in 1882 b y  G erm an imm igrants, and  L ieber’s 

correspondence  with the French repub lican  and  form er supporter of the Paris 

Commune, Eldouard Rene de  Laboulaye, Gilman trea ted  these  collective 

w orks as proto-political scientific and  historical docum ents of the liberal and

107 Ross, Origins, 41. Lieber’s connection to the generation o f liberal internationalists and university 
reformers is more than coincidental. As Ross notes, “Lieber’s version of historico-politics would be so 
attractive to the reforming university gentry” because it offered a comprehensive national and international 
framework in which to situate American exceptionalism in the spreading crisis of the 70s and into the 80s. 
By framing American national sovereignty as the archetype of civil liberty and, by extension, positing an 
international system built around liberalization by civic/social rather than state means, Lieber’s liberal 
internationalism coupled the nationalist-legal emphasis on maintaining juridical sovereignty with the 
philosophical ideal of a cosmopolitan peace. The spread o f liberalism, by this thinking, only occurred 
through a gradual adoption of the institutions that historically developed in Teutonic civic-cultures, and 
could not be forced by an activist state.
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m eritocratic m ovem ent that h ad  c rea ted  a truly international law .108

Like Gilman, T heodore Dwight W oolsey p lay ed  an initiating ro le  in the 

transition from the generalist environm ent of the  ASSA to the distinct 

university-anchored professions of political sc ience  and history. A student of 

L ieber’s and  President of Yale from 1846-1871, W oolsey w rote of the n e e d  for 

a distinct discipline of Political Science, and  even  though he  re tired  in 1872, 

attacked the rise of The International and  the Com m une as sym ptom atic 

failures of socialism  and com m unism ’s attem pts to institute state  activism. 

Political science, he argued, understood  the  state as the “la rg e  association, 

stretching over a vast territory, acting by  itself and  em pow ering o thers to act, 

leaving individuals in their pressdom , but p rov id ing  for num erous wants of a 

whole community.” But the state w as not society; rather it touched it at a 

“m ultitude of points, while jural institutions touch them  at very  vital, indeed , 

but at single points.” Thus, W oolsey was dism issive of the idea  that a  jural 

state “under private control” could b e  ach ieved  through international law. “It 

w ould manifestly b e  a failure,” he  insisted, b ecau se  it m arked  an attem pt to 

force a polity w here there  was no com m on ethos. Internationalism  for 

W oolsey, as for Lieber, was only a legal system  that p ro tec ted  the right of 

sovereignty while m aintaining the view that “a universal society and the 

sp read  of all truth and im provem ents” becom es possib le  w hen nations are  

brought together by  a common sense  of want, and  “what is due betw een

108 Daniel Coit Gilman, Bluntschli, Lieber and Laboulaye (Baltimore: Privately printed for a few friends in 
Baltimore, 1884).
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nations.”109 But the protection of liberty , w hen rea d  through this view  of the 

state  and  accom panying historical laws, w as fixed to the developm ent of 

Anglo Saxon institutions and  to dem ocratic and  liberal sensibilities.

A ndrew  Dickson W hite, a  student of W oolsey and  colleague of Gilman, 

w ould also help  institutionalize political science and its cognate  of 

international law in the university. After sitting as Chair in History at the 

University of Michigan in 1857, W hite sat in C ongress for a  term  and  re tu rned  

to the academ ic fold after cooperating  with form er Senate co lleague Ezra 

Cornell to establish  Cornell University in 1865. W hite se rved  as C ornell’s first 

P resident in 1867, w here he  prom ptly  built, on p a p e r  at least, “a school of 

political sc ience.”110 W hite sh a red  W oolsey’s view of the social developm ent 

of the state, and  w hen he  se rv ed  at the behest of President G rant in 1871 on a 

comm ission to study the possibility  of annexing Santo Domingo, the  racialist 

implications of this read ing  of history found a  political voice in Senator Carl 

Schurz, w hose speeches W hite felt, “appea led  both to reaso n  and to 

patriotism ,” and  his argum ents on “the dan g er of ex tending  the dom ain of 

Am erican institutions and the p riv ileges of A m erican citizenship over reg ions 

like the W est Indies carried  g rea t w eight with m e .” Though W hite would 

eventually file a  report that advocated  annexation, h e  resp ec ted  Schurz for 

challenging Republican Senators to nam e a single “republican  institution, 

b a sed  upon popu lar self-governm ent, under a  tropical sun,” echo ing  L ieber’s

109 Theodore Dwight Woolsey, Political science: Or, The state Theoretically and Practically Considered 
(New York: Scribner, Armstrong & company, 1877), 261, 199-200.
110 Quoted in Ross, Origins, 67.
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own notion that liberty  w as p roperly  articu la ted  only in nations that 

deve loped  according to fixed historical laws b y  institutions m ade up of 

disciplined intellectuals.111

But perhaps the most famous and significant cham pion of L ieber’s 

Teutonism was H erbert Baxter Adams. A student of Bluntschli, Adam s studied 

history and political science at H eidelberg; he se rv ed  as a fellow at Johns 

Hopkins from 1876-1883 and as p rofessor of A m erican and Institutional history 

from 1883 onward. In 1884, Adam s and W hite estab lished  the Am erican 

Historical Association, the first of a long line of institutions to b reak  away from 

the ASSA, with the intention of b e tte r  b lend ing  the  “union of History and 

politics” which “Bluntschli and  Lieber, Arnold an d  Freem an re g a rd e d  as 

in separab le .”112 W hile ASSA m em bers like G odkin sought to distance 

them selves from historicist notions of state formation, the new  political 

scientists, who used  the university to p a re  off from  “activist” liberals and 

social reform ers, em braced  W hig historicism  as a way of elevating their 

disciplinary practices to the level of scientific certainty, and  to the cen ter of 

the m anagem ent of the nation-state. It was not a coincidence that the historico- 

political approach  of those early  political scientists, who w ere  so overtly 

concerned  with articulating the formation of the state and  the p ro p er 

foundations of their authority, w ould com e to dom inate the liberal im agination 

of internationalism  in the US at the turn of the century.

111 Nicholas Guyatt, “America’s Conservatory: Race, Reconstruction, and the Santo Domingo Debate,” 
Journal o f  American History 97 (2011): 974 -1000.
112 Cited in Ross, The Origins o f  American Social Science, 69.
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C onclusion

Throughout the Reconstruction and  G ilded  Ages, A m erican social science and 

internationalism  developed  as relational conceptual and  institutional 

structures. Much of the literature on  the em ergence  of the social sc iences in 

the US has focused on the role of liberalism  in A m erica’s post-bellum  social 

and  political order, elucidating how this o rd e r was reflected  b y  institutional 

formations in the social sciences like the Am erican Social Science Association 

(ASSA). As this chapter has shown, how ever, liberal internationalism  

d eveloped  relationally to the social sciences, its ideational and  institutional 

structure shifting to fit a changing ontology of the state increasingly g en era ted  

by  the social sciences and their various cognate fields.

The dom inant concept of internationalism  in Am erica following the 

Civil W ar to the early  1870s ad ap ted  to the challenges of local p ressu res  and 

was, in substantial part, an attem pt by  a new  reform ing class to reconsolidate  

their authority around the social institutions at their disposal b y  carving them  

off as uniquely civic. But as liberal social scientists w orked  to thrust 

them selves to the center of the A m erican nation, pulling the authority of 

governm ent away from the state and  into social and  civic institutions, they 

w ere  also adapting to discursive p ressu res  over which they h ad  little control. 

Social scientists’ claims of articulating liberty  and  m anaging the political 

econom y of the US w ere particularly  constrained b y  two alternately  clashing

122



and  com plim entary d iscourses of exceptionalism , which h a d  long  anim ated 

the idea  of Am erica as an  exceptionally  sta teless or w eak-state society.

Throughout the 1870s, two variants of liberal internationalism  em erged: 

the social and  the civic. Both sh a red  a faith in social sc ience  as the base  

instrum ent for guiding governm ent, and  both  im agined society as the p ro p er 

foundation of sovereign  and  state authority. But these  two th reads of liberal 

internationalism  varied  over w hat ro le  the territorially-sovereign sta te  p layed  

in w orking with the civic-institutions that gave articulation to the social world. 

In the p e rio d  betw een  the close of the Civil w ar and  the Paris Com m une in 

1871, internationalism  in the US v e e re d  tow ards a m ore b ro ad  social 

foundation, increasingly understood  as a  bourgeo is form, w here  trained  

professionals and  m iddle-class experts  im agined their know ledge as the 

sinew  of international society. Social science institutions like the SSA and 

AIPSS becam e m odels for liberal reform ers around the world, p roposing  that 

civic o rgans could dissolve the pow er of states and b rin g  populations 

together at a social level that a p p e a re d  un-im perious and  w ould cultivate civic 

institutions. This early  internationalism  revolved around and  c rea ted  

professional structures of international law  societies and  jurists w orking out of, 

o r closely aligned with, transatlantic social science organizations. It a ttem pted  

to challenge the diplom atic-legal structures that had  existed  since the Peace 

of W estphalia with an alternative world-system , in which qualified authorities 

u sed  social science to channel popu lar opinion and articulate civil liberty  into 

institutions and  laws for all sta tes to obey .



However, as the crisis of the Paris Commune an d  the threat of 

international labor unrest rose , liberal social scientists across the W est m oved 

quickly from a statist concept of internationalism  in which law  am eliorated  the 

distinct pow er of sovereign, la rge ly  m onarchical an d  autocratic states, to a 

concep t of civic internationalism  that trea ted  the sovereign  sta te  as in tegral to 

the pro tection  of a social o rd er that, in turn, could sp read  itself without the 

state. C onstrained b y  an en trenched  national exceptionalism , post-Com m une 

legal internationalists built on L ieber’s legacy, em phasizing that national 

sovereignty  res id ed  in social alignm ents and  institutions with the exceptional 

ability to articulate liberty, not only for the A m erican nation, but also for the 

w orld at large. The shift was a  sim ple one: w here once liberal internationalists 

be lieved  that sovereignty was a finite m eans to a cosm opolitan end, w here 

nation states w ere subsum ed and  rep laced  b y  sh a red  jurid ical institutions 

above and  beyond  the state, after 1871 state sovereignty  w as increasingly 

trea ted  as an infinite and definite m eans to the sp re ad  and  p reserva tion  of 

liberalism  across the world.

For the overwhelm ingly m iddle-class, Anglo-American social scientists 

at the vanguard  of calls to econom ize governm ent an d  check the pow er of the 

state, it was not a  coincidence that such calls sim ultaneously vaunted  their 

own norm s and standards to the position of social laws that w ould form the 

basis of internationalism . Like their British liberal counterparts, social 

scientific reform ers w ere not so m uch intent on displacing the state  as they 

w ere  on objectifying a  particu lar state-social distinction that p laced  their
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social scientific expertise at the nexus o f reform o f the nation and the state. 

However, treating laissez-faire liberal princip les as the social and  historical 

basis of liberty  in the nation, and  therefore the m ost accurate reflection of 

popu lar opinion, had  different consequences in the US than in Britain. Rather 

than having to balance these  forces against the goal of rem oving aristocratic 

control of the state, Am erican social scientists w ere m uch m ore p reoccup ied  

with socialism  as a threat to A m erica’s liberal and  republican  institutions, 

those which allowed m any to vaunt the US as a shining beacon  of liberty  for 

the w orld to follow. Am erican social scientists’ attem pts at reform  a re  easily 

se en  as attem pts to m ore firmly e m b ed  an already  powerful social stratum  

within the m echanism s of the state, while sim ultaneously develop ing  policies 

in organizations that w ere  seen  as ex ternal to the state  but w hich still w ielded  

an im m ense influence on law and  policy that would direct the sta te ’s pow er. 

Internationalism  p layed  an im portant supporting role in help ing  social 

scientists illustrate how liberal institutions and  p ractices en su red  stability not 

b y  enforcing norm s and standards through the state, but b y  enforcing them  

through civic or social in term ediaries that could assure  the m ost efficient and 

realistic governance by  m anaging, m aintaining and b rid g in g  the gap  

be tw een  the state and society.
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C h a p te r  T h ree:
“A M a n d a te  F rom  H u m a n ity ” : D i s c ip l in in g  S o c ia l  S c ie n c e  a n d  
I n te r n a t io n a l is m , 1 8 8 0 -1 9 0 5

Introduction

A ndrew  Dickson W hite sat in his personal lib rary  at C ornell University, 

w arm ed b y  a blazing fire as a w inter storm  how led off the tip of C ayuga Lake. 

Now in his early  sixties, W hite h ad  led  an im pressively  accom plished 

academ ic and  political life.1 Shortly after settling dow n to his daily routine that 

day in D ecem ber 1895, a courier in te rrup ted  him with a confidential note from 

the Assistant Secretary of the T reasury of the United States. It k indly  req u ested  

that W hite ag ree  to join a governm ent commission, called  toge ther by  then- 

President G rover Cleveland, to settle  a lingering  dispute over the p ro p e r 

boundary  betw een  V enezuela and  British-Guiana. A year earlier, few would 

have c a red  about the m atter. But now it “had  attracted  g rea t attention, not 

only in the United States, but throughout the w orld .”2 For years the 

V enezuelan governm ent h ad  req u ested  that the boundary  b e  settled, 

appealing  first to the British and  b y  the 1880s to America. With the help  of 

recently  h ired  Am erican law yer-lobbyists, V enezuela’s governm ent a rg u ed  to 

the Am erican governm ent and  p eo p le  that British encroachm ents onto newly

1 White had been a student of Francis Lieber’s at Yale, later studied with Leopold von Ranke at the 
University of Berlin, and at the Sorbonne and College de France (1853-54), then sat as Professor of English 
and History at University of Michigan (1858-63) and became a senator (1863-65). After the Civil War, 
White served as the founding president o f Cornell University (1866-85), served on the mostly ignored 
Commission to Santo Domingo (1871), sat as US ambassador to Germany (1879-81) served as the first 
President of the American Historical Association (1884-86), and was ambassador to Russia (1892-94).
2 Andrew Dickson White, Autobiography o f  Andrew Dickson White (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
1905), 117.
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discovered  gold-fields w ere  not only a b rea ch  of V enezuelan sovereignty , but 

also challenged  the 70-year-old M onroe Doctrine—w hich p roclaim ed 

A m erica would not to lerate any future colonization b y  European pow ers in the 

W estern  Hem isphere.3

Less than a year had  p a sse d  since a congressional resolution calling for 

arbitration over the b o rd e r rece iv ed  unanim ous support. In the six months 

before  W hite received  the letter, C leveland’s Secretary of State, R ichard 

Olney, sent a b rash  m essage—which he  and  C leveland ca lled  the “twenty- 

inch gun”—to the British, invoking the “safety” and  “honor” of the United 

States. They received  an equally  b rash  rep ly , re jecting  the notion that a  third- 

party  state had  any say in the British Em pire’s affairs, and  denying  the 

applicability of the M onroe D octrine to this d ispute.4 Faced with the choice of 

backing  down or starting a distant w ar over a little-known b o rd e r  w here 

A m erica’s elite had  few com m ercial and  strategic  interests, O lney d o d g e d  the 

horns and  announced a unilateral investigative commission. W ith jingoistic 

calls for w ar grow ing louder, C leveland  d ispatched  three prom inent law yers 

and  two university presiden ts (White an d  his old Yale room m ate, Daniel Coit 

Gilman) to add ress the “jungle of geographical and legal questions”

3 White, Autobiography, 117-130. For the then widely read work of legal-lobbyist, William L. Scruggs, 
making the case for American intervention see William Lindsay Scruggs, British Aggressions in 
Venezuela: Or, The Monroe Doctrine on Trial (New York: The Franklin printing and publishing co., 1895).
4 Gerald G. Eggert, Richard Olney: Evolution o f  a Statesman (University Park: Pennsylvania State 
University Press, 1974).
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confronting W ashington.5

The first two sessions, W hite w ould recall years later, w ere  “fought 

over in a  legal w ay,” debating  the almost 250-year-old Treaty of M unster, in 

which the Dutch and Spanish had  "se ttled” the boundary  in a  single clause 

that gave the Dutch (whose territo ry  had  la ter p a sse d  to Britain) the  righ t to 

“carry  on warlike operations against certain  o ther p e o p le .” After hours of 

d isagreem ent over this single clause and  w hether the “other p e o p le ” re fe rred  

to the native “C aribbean  Indians” o r Brazilians, W hite in terjected. This “w as a 

historical, and not a legal, question” that “could  not possib ly  b e  se ttled  b y  a 

legal argum ent”. If the comm ission was to do  its job , he p ro p o se d  it would 

have to first explain why the clause had  b e e n  in serted  in the  treaty; to do  so 

necessitated  knowing “the whole history lead ing  up  to it,” and  “who those 

‘other p e rso n s” thus vaguely re fe rred  to ...m ight b e .” White “insisted  that this, 

b e in g  an historical question, must b e  solved b y  historical ex p erts .”6

With the comm ission’s approval, W hite contacted form er student and 

still close administrative and  academ ic assistant G eorge Lincoln Burr, a  fellow 

social science professionalizer of the historico-political school in vogue in 

m any of the w orld’s most p restig ious universities.7 “The facts,” W hite w rote to 

Burr, “can only b e  determ ined  b y  a clear know ledge of the history of the

5 For jingoism see Stuart Anderson, Race and rapprochement: Anglo-Saxonism and Anglo-American 
Relations, 1895-1904 (Rutherford, N.J.: Fairleigh Dickinson University, 1981), 97. For list of 
Commissioners see White, Autobiography o f  Andrew Dickson White, 119.
6 White, Autobiography o f  Andrew Dickson White, 117-118.
7 Dorothy Ross, “Anglo-American Political Science, 1880-1920,” in Modern Political Science: Anglo- 
American Exchanges Since 1880, ed. Robert Adcock, Mark Bevir, and Shannon C. Stimson (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2007), 23.
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period , as bearin g  on the Treaty.”8 W orking w ith two o ther prom inent 

professional historians and  co lleagues from  the  A m erican Historical 

Association, J. Franklin Jam eson and  Justin W insor, Burr c rea ted  a  form idable 

repo rt that drew  on m aps and diplom atic docum ents uncovered  in the Library 

of C ongress and  the Library and Archives of the  H ague.9 With the gu idance  of 

Gilman, a tra ined  G eographer, the com m ission a rrived  at a  boundary  line and 

lea rned  that the Court of A rbitration in Paris, convened  after the British had  

a g reed  to arbitration in 1896, had  recen tly  arrived  an alm ost identical 

boundary. The commission never formally p ro p o sed  the  boundary  the 

determ ined, instead  supplying an atlas and fourteen volumes containing m any 

of the docum ents, treaties and  m aps it h ad  unearthed .

Historians have long trea ted  the V enezuela Boundary D ispute and  the 

rapprochem ent be tw een  Britain and  the  US as a sem inal event in Am erican 

diplom atic history. It is generally  a g re e d  that the crisis was geopolitically 

significant because  it signaled  that the A m erican state was willing and  ab le  to 

exert its fiat over the W estern  hem isphere. This he ra lded  the US as a “w orld 

pow er,” and  also c rea ted  a convenient alliance be tw een  the US and  UK, as the 

form er effectively becam e the dom inant colonial-police pow er in reg ions that 

a re treating  British Empire stra ined  to k eep  out of the hands of rival p o w ers.10

8 White, Autobiography o f  Andrew Dickson White, 199-120; A.D. White to G.L. Burr, 2 March 1896 (box 
74), Andrew Dickson White Papers (#01-02-02), Division of Rare and Manuscript Collections, Cornell 
University Library. (Hereafter refered to as White Papers)
9 George Lincoln Burr, “The Search for the Venezuela-Guiana Boundary,” The American Historical 
Review 4 (1899), 470-477.
10 For summaries of US foreign relations historiography on this period see, Edward P. Crapol, “Coming to 
Terms with Empire: The Historiography of Late Nineteenth Century American Foreign Relations,”
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Cultural histories have no ted  that the crisis and  d eb ates  around  international 

arbitration cem ented  a  once-buried  cultural affinity betw een  the two nations. 

“Anglo-Saxonism” becam e a powerful w ay of articulating a sen se  of “racial 

bro therhood ,” adapting  the language of Darwinism to justify A m erica’s foray 

into formal sta te-cen tered  im perialism  in 1898.11 Perhaps the m ost lasting 

assessm ent of the crisis, how ever, cam e from New Left historians who 

em phasized it as one way-point in a la rg e r and ongoing econom ic expansion 

of Am erican com m ercial and  financial in terests, extending  A m erica’s 

econom ic reach  and  quelling the endem ic concern  with overproduction  and 

m arket stagnation.12

This chap ter p roposes that the V enezuela Commission, if v iew ed 

through the lens of the relational developm ent of the social sc iences and 

internationalism, b e  understood as another event that highlights the how 

intem aitonalism  reflected  the alignm ent of certain  kinds of know ledge and 

disciplines in Am erican social science. W hite and  the host of academ ics he

Diplomatic History 16 (1992): 573-598; James A. Field, “American Imperialism: The Worst Chapter in 
Almost Any Book,” The American Historical Review 83 (1978): 644-668; Hugh DeSantis, “The Imperialist 
Impulse and American Innocence, 1865-1900,” in American Foreign Relations, A Historiographical 
Review, ed. Gerald Haines and Samuel J. Walker (Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing, 1981). For 
contemporary account that draws this geopolitical concern into the same frame as other cultural, intellectual 
and economic changes see, Thomas McCormick, “From Old Empire to New,” in Colonial Crucible:
Empire in the Making o f  the Modern American State, ed. Alfred W. McCoy and Francisco Antonio Scarano 
(Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 2009), 67-68.
11 Anderson, Race and rapprochement, 95-111; also see Paul A. Kramer, “Empires, Exceptions and Anglo- 
Saxons: Race and Rule between the British and United States Empires, 1880-1920,” Journal o f  American 
History 88 (2002): 1315-1353.
12 See Walter LaFeber, The New Empire: An Interpretation o f American Expansion, 1860-1898 (Ithaca: 
Cornell University Press, 1998); William Appleman Williams, The Tragedy o f American Diplomacy (New 
York: W.W. Norton, 1988). For a modification of the Open Door to a global World System argument that 
emphasizes the continued importance of economic factors in this period see, Joseph A. Fry, “From Open 
Door to World Systems: Economic Interpretations of Late Nineteenth Century American Foreign 
Relations,” Pacific Historical Review 65 (1996): 277-303.
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called  to deliver “the facts” to the commission, I argue, m ust b e  seen  as 

exem plifying a shift in expert authority and  the  disciplining of know ledge in 

the social sciences available to conceptualize internationalism . They shifted 

from civic foundations, most comm only found in sh a red  juridical institutions 

and  restric ted  to “civilized” nations, tow ards m ore  encom passing social 

scientific foundations, which im agined the w orld as a lready united  b y  social 

forces waiting to b e  form alized in governm ent apart from the nation-state. 

W hite’s insertion of the expertise  of disciplinary history and  geography  into 

what was otherw ise a legalistic and  diplom atic d ialogue hints at how shifting 

institutional and  m ethodological alignm ents in the  social sc iences w ere 

shaping and be ing  shaped  b y  a g rapp ling  with how to best govern  the 

international sphere  in this period . The professionalization, disciplinary 

fragm entation, and m ovem ent of the social sc iences into the m odem , and  now 

industrially funded university had  a very  real effect on the concept of 

internationalism  in America. This chap ter p roposes that internationalism  was 

m odified and (re)-articulated to reflect particular in terpretations of the state, 

society, and the boundary  betw een  them  leaving intact A m erican 

exceptionalism  as the core  of the rationalization of governance in Am erican 

thinking.

For the circle of historico-political scientists that rad ia ted  out from 

Lieber following the A m erican Civil W ar (see C hapter Two), and  who 

be lieved  Am erica an exceptionally stateless society that had  ach ieved  

dem ocracy through the nurturing of Anglo-Saxon civic institutions, it was
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apparen t that state-sovereignty had  to b e  the en d  and  the m eans of liberal 

international developm ent. By the 1880s and  1890s, how ever, the institutional 

and  intellectual foundations of social science w ere  shifting, p lacing  new  

p ressu res on the dom inant political econom ic consensus, as intellectuals 

adap ted  their w ork to the rap id  changes of a m ore self-consciously globalized 

A m erican society. The conception of liberal internationalism  followed this 

shift. But as this chap ter shows, it was con tested  as a  concept and  a  se ries of 

re la ted  practices in the final quarte r of the 19th century. C om peting concepts 

of the state—differing over its distinction from society, the ro le  of certain  civic 

institutions in m aintaining that split, and  the universality of the nation-state as 

the prim ary unit in an international system —m eant the  social sc iences w ere  

conceived of in different in term ediating capacities that d e p en d e d  greatly  on 

one’s view of what the international was and how  it ought to b e  governed .

To illustrate this I first look at the em ergence  of the W ashington Circle 

of social scientists, exploring the early  em erg en ce  of a m odified liberal 

political econom y, in the w ork of Francis W alker, and  positivism, em bod ied  in 

the likes of Lester Frank W ard, to view  the nation-state and  international 

governance as gu ided  by  social p rincip les that w ere  universal, ra ther than the 

expression of class interests, so long as they strove with the state to achieve 

egalitarian ends. Following from this, I explore  a se ries of d eb a tes  be tw een  

the professional social scientists in the W ashington Circle and  the ASSA and 

both the famous socialist author Matthew Bellamy an d  the econom ist Henry 

G eorge. Using these deb a tes  over the role and  shape of nation-state, as well
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as the political econom ic princip les at the b ase  of international trade  and 

conflict resolution, I p ro p o se  that w e are  ab le  to se e  the em ergence  of a 

liberal internationalism  that—in adapting  and  subsum ing the criticism s of 

A m erican socialists in the 1870s and  1880s—im agined  an international system  

built around a m ore active ro le  for the state w here  social scientists g u a rd ed  

against unacceptable im balances in pow er or w ealth b y  d irecting  the 

resources and energy  of the state tow ards m ore egalitarian  ends.

Next, carrying forw ard the shift tow ards historical and  geographical 

know ledge m ade visible by  the  story of W hite’s intervention in the Venezuela 

boundary  dispute, I show how social science and internationalism  w ere  again 

ad ap ted  to m ake sense of the challenges p re sen te d  by  A m erica’s foray into 

formal state-cen tered  im perialism  in the late 1890s.

The civic internationalism  that dom inated the im m ediate post-Civil W ar 

p e rio d  particularly after the hysteria  of the Paris Com mune, fragm ented  as a 

reaction, into two com peting bu t in terconnected  liberal variants. The first was 

an a ltered  civic internationalism , and  the second  w as a m ore encom passing 

social intemationalismAThe social internationalism  that sp lin te red  from its 

civic counterpart also p laced  non-state institutions at the vanguard  of its b ran d  

of internationalism. But unlike civic internationalism , it p eo p led  those 

institutions with experts on the social w orld as a  varied  but still unified 

whole—positivists who b e liev ed  it possib le  to understand  the social w orld 

with scientific certainty, and  that civic institutions (such as juridical, 

educational and  political institutions) w ere  local, situated, and  therefore

133



b iased . In other words, for social scientists, civic institutions could  not by  

definition play the role cut out for science, and  becam e only one part of a 

la rg e r social sphere . Not only d id  this subsum e the civic u n der the social; the 

state also becam e a structure linked  to particular sociological and  historical 

conditions. W hile they varied  over what know ledge best d irec ted  the state 

and  society, and  what institutions em bod ied  that know ledge, with the 

overseas expansion of A m erican em pire  in 1898-1902 both internationalism s 

em erg ed  with a shared  ontology of the nation that im agined the state and 

society as separa te  and  the em ergen t social sciences, though with different 

disciplinary rationalities, as in tegral to sp read ing  liberalism  across the world.

The W ashington C ircle and the Foundations o f Social-Liberal 

Internationalism

O ne of the most significant tem pering  forces on  the historico-political tradition 

that rad ia ted  out from Lieber in the early  G ilded ag e  cam e from the w ork of 

Francis Amasa W alker, Lester Frank W ard, and  a sm all but influential circle of 

W ashington-based social scientists. W orking from the beach -head  of the 

Smithsonian Institute, W ard, W alker, John Eaton, John W esley Powell, and 

Carroll D. W right took a lead ing  role, in Michael Lacey’s w ords, in 

“establishing im portant scientific agencies of a la rger, m ore purposeful and
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p rogressive  post-bellum  governm ent.”13 As it had  b e e n  w ith the historico- 

political school, the Civil W ar w as formative for these  men. They lost m uch of 

their distrust of federal s ta te -cen tered  governance, and im agined  the new 

secular authority of social sc ience  playing a  chief ro le  in reform ing society 

through federal bureaus, reports, and  institutes such as the  Sm ithsonian.14 

Save for W ard, all the m ajor m em bers of the W ashington circle  w ould hold 

high positions in the ASSA, and  w ould walk be tw een  W ashington and  New 

England with g rea t ease. But what differentiated the W ashington circle that 

developed  in the 1860s and 1870s from most of their ASSA counterparts w as a 

desire  to professionalize social science around the state ra th e r than civic- 

hum anitarian institutions.

Their vision of professionalizing the social sc iences within apparatuses 

of the state nevertheless m ade the W ashington circle strong allies of the ASSA, 

especially  on the m atter of civil serv ice reform. Indeed , with the  Civil Service 

Reform Act in 1883, their vision ga thered  substantial m om entum , helping

13 Michael J. Lacey, “The World of Bureaus: Government and the Positivist Project in the Late Nineteenth 
Century,” in The State and Social Investigation in Britain and the United States, ed. Mary O. Fumer and 
Michael J. Lacey (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 129.
14 Adapting Richard Hofstadter’s concepts of social and reform Darwinism to observations that the post 
Civil War period saw new institutions and secular forms of knowledge emerge, many have assumed that 
Darwinism was integral to a revolution in the sites of social authority, moving away from religion and 
towards a more scientific order. But, as a substantial body of literature has well documented, protestant and 
particularly egalitarian reformers were often among the staunchest advocates of Darwinism and on the front 
line of adapting it to broader social theory and governance. It is beyond the scope of this thesis, but while 
the language used to articulate social order may have shifted towards a more secular vernacular, just as 
Max Weber noted of the protestant work ethic, the dilution of religious language did not mean that the 
values and hierarchies of religion were removed altogether. Rather, religion continued to play a prominent 
role informing articulations of egalitarianism and hierarchy even with Darwinism. Ronald L. Numbers, 
Darwinism Comes to America (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998), 23-26. Also see James R. 
Moore, The Post-Darwinian Controversies: A Study o f  the Protestant Struggle to Come to Terms with 
Darwin in Great Britain and America, 1870-1900 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1979); David 
N. Livingstone, Darwin's Forgotten Defenders: The Encounter between Evangelical Theology and 
Evolutionary Thought (Edinburgh: Scottish Academic Press, 1987).
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them  create , according to Lacey, a  vast and  “com plex structure of institutions, 

public  and  p rivate .”15 The United States National Museum, U.S. G eological 

Survey, Bureau of Ethnology, U.S. W eather Bureau, Bureau of Forests, 

Biological Survey of the D epartm ent of Agriculture, the  foundation e lem ents of 

the U.S. Fish and  Wildlife Service, D epartm ent of Education, the Bureau of 

Labor Statistics, and  b y  the turn of the century  a perm anen t Bureau of 

Statistics, w ere  all legacies of this small circle of W ashington reform ers, 

loaning substantial scientific w eight to the w ork of the ASSA, even  as m any in 

the ASSA sought to minimize the reach  and  capacity  of the s ta te .16

W hile som e rem ained  dogged ly  w ed  to laissez-faire liberalism , the 

new  liberalism s that w ere  articulated b y  those thinkers in W ashington w ere  

m arkedly  different and  h e lp ed  pave the w ay for new  concepts of social 

scientific specialization and  internationalism . As others have noted, the 

W ashington circle d id  not seem  to “harbo r the sam e fear of dem ocratic 

participation that m any of the gen tee l reform ers did, and they  h a rb o red  no 

pessim ism  about the nation’s future.”17 For the W ashington m en, their work 

m easuring the data  that would m anage and rep re sen t the nation c rea ted  a 

unique “understanding of the relationship be tw een  governm ent and  the state 

and  betw een  the individual and  society,” which re s te d  m ore “squarely  on the 

republican  tradition, which req u ired  a  virtuous and know ledgeable  citizenry

15 Lacey, “The World of Bureaus,” 130-131. Fumer, Advocacy and Objectivity, 42-44.
16 Lacey, “The World of Bureaus,” 129.
17 Edward C. Rafferty, Apostle o f  Human Progress: Lester Frank Ward and American Political Thought, 
1841-1913 (New York: Rowman & Littlefield, 2003), 10.
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for the continued p rog ress of A m erican institutions.” 18

Figures like W alker, who h e a d e d  the 1870 and  1880 censuses, and  who 

“p icked  up on the strain of m odera te  criticism  a lready  at w ork in English 

econom ists seek ing  to accom m odate their d iscipline to industrial p ro tes t,” 

w orked  to establish governm ental p rac tices inside the state  and  in political 

econom y that would gradually  furnish “society with the know ledge of social 

and  econom ic conditions that could p rov ide  for the p ro g ress  and  health  of the 

sta te .”19 As Matthew G. Hannah has argued , W alker w as a particularly 

poignant m odel of how the W ashington reform ers d istinguished “betw een  

restrictive and coercive regulation  and  supportive or fostering  regu lation ,” 

im agining a m ore subtle bu t still nascent politics of regulation that c rea ted  

disciplined, self-governing citizens. Indeed, W alker no ted  in an  1887 essay  on 

socialism  that the state could  certainly p lay  a “lead ersh ip ” ro le  that 

com plem ented  the private sp h ere  to “stimulate individual action,” bu t he 

im agined w orkers and capital as bound  in a relationship of consent and 

mutual in terest.20 The distinction b e tw een  governm ent and the state for the 

W ashington m en was roughly sim ilar to their distinction b e tw een  individual 

and society. “Governm ent was a com ponent part of the state just as the 

individual was em b ed d ed  in the la rg e r society ,” so that the state  w as defined 

as the whole social order, or, as Lacey pu ts it in summarizing the argum ents of

18 Ibid.
19 Ross, Origins, 82; For more on this also see, Rafferty, Apostle o f  Human Progress, 10.
20 Matthew G. Hannah, Governmentality and the Mastery o f  Territory in Nineteenth-Century America 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 188-190; Francis Amasa Walker, “Socialism,” Scribner’s 
Magazine 1 (1887): 107-119.
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John W esley Powell, “the com bination of public an d  private  agencies that 

m ade up the organizational structure of society.”21

The ability of the W ashington m en m ade them  ideally  su ited  to m ove 

seam lessly betw een  w ork in the  “h a rd ” or physical sc iences (such as geology 

or biology) and social reform , public  bu reaus and  private associations. This 

attracted  Lester W ard, who d id  not have the patrician  upbring ing  of W alker 

and Carroll W right but sh a red  their fusion of “liberal faiths in freedom  and 

self-rule and  the republican  faith in virtue and  responsib le  citizenship.”22 As 

Ross has noted, his background  was a “product of the im proving W hig culture 

in its most egalitarian form ,” and  his early  attem pts at articulating an 

intellectual space for sociology in his influential Dynamic Sociology  (1883- 

1897) reflected  this in its “artisanal stra tegy  of self-help,” w hich trea ted  

education as the ultimate m eans to individual liberty  and social cohesion.23 

W ard en te red  the Geological Survey under the watch and influence of Powell 

in 1875, and refined his work on the virtues of education an d  the p lace  of the 

state reconciling access to free  m arkets with the societal goal of a  m ore 

egalitarian society. W ard re je c ted  the political ethics of H erbert Spencer, 

which he would later say im parted  “the character of a gospel of inaction. ”-| 

Instead he turned  to Com te's s tages of sociological developm ent, which 

distinguished betw een  natural and  social developm ent, h e ld  that hum an

21 Lacey, World o f  Bureaus, 135; Rafferty, Apostle o f  Human Progress, 10.
22 Rafferty, Apostle o f  Human Progress, 10-11.
23 Ross, Origins, 89.
24 Lester F. Ward, “The Political Ethics o f Herbert Spencer,” Annals o f  the American Academy o f  Political 
and Social Science 4 (1894): 127.
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action could d irect the forces of p ro g ress , an d  im agined the latter 

culminating, via a p rogressively  ed u ca ted  population, in a “sociocracy.”

“Sociocracy” prov ided  a  foundation for a  substantial re-articulation not 

only of liberalism , as it was im agined in the new  social science of sociology, 

bu t also of liberal internationalism . W hile the laissez-faire intellectuals of the 

ASSA had  im agined  social o rd e r h e ld  together b y  civic institutions that 

c ircum scribed norm ative social laws, W ard  im agined  that educated , scientific 

m inds could lead  the cause of reform  by  innovating techniques of governm ent 

and  inserting them  into the state 's regulatory  apparatuses. His adm ission that 

rea l psychic and  institutional structures—not least his contem poraries' faith in 

laissez-faire econom ics—constrained social reform , was not an  adm ission that 

reform  was im possible or undesirable  (as his intellectual foil, W illiam G raham  

Sumner a rg u ed  it was).25 W ard's time in W ashington circles convinced him 

that “governm ent pow er must have a h an d  in social change or the dam ages of 

ram pant grow th th rea tened  to tea r apart the nation.” It w as not enough for 

political scientists to continue m erely  discussing the principles of governm ent 

and  politics as if they w ere tim eless, norm ative forces. Rather, if one truly 

be lieved  that a “scientific politics is theoretically possib le ,” then  the m ethods 

of invention used  to arrive at these  principles, and  their application, w ould 

stand the test of experim ent. And, because  the only laboratory  w here one 

could test scientific principles of politics in a popular dem ocracy  w as the 

state, it stood to reason that the state h ad  an integral ro le  to p lay  in

25 Ross, Origins, 91.
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governing.26

Like his W ashington colleague, W esley Powell, W ard saw  the state as 

an essential site for the expression  of cultural interconnectivity and  identity. 

W hat Powell called  the “g rand  unit of social organization,” W ard  called  “the 

most im portant step  taken b y  m an in the d irection of controlling the social 

forces.” As Lacey notes, what w as novel in this stance w as “the refusal to 

recognize as the em bodim ent of special virtue e ither governm ent o r civil 

society at the expense  of the other; instead  the em phasis was on the com bined  

effects of governm ental and  civil society in determ ining  the overall condition 

of social o rd e r.” The W ashington circle d ifferentiated betw een  governm ent 

and  the state, but the latter was trea ted  as “the m ore inclusive term  roughly 

synonym ous with 'the social o rd e r '” , “pointing to a  com plex and  com pound 

structure of connections be tw een  public and  private  held  toge ther b y  the 

legal and regulatory  operations of the form er.” G overnm ent w as the sum  of 

the m eans of regulation; “the institutions of civil society w ere subsid iary  to it,” 

but there  w ere  no hard  and fast lines separa ting  public and  p rivate .27 

Sociological dynam ics w ere  too fluid and  com plex to be cap tu red  effectively 

in tim eless political, legal, and  econom ic doctrines, m eaning that the state 

would constantly have to re-calibrate  its governm ental boundaries.

W ard’s scientifically-guided state w as anything but a rad ical or illiberal 

expression. Rather, he  was careful to rem ain anchored  to a W hig-liberal faith

26 Lester F. Ward, “The Claims of Political Science,” Science 72 (1884): 748.
27 Lacey, “The World of Bureaus,” 148, 160.
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that education could  d irect p ro g ress  and  m ove tow ards the harm onization of

conflicting interests. As Ross notes, for W ard  “th ere  w ere no irreconcilab le

conflicts of in terest or value that could  not b e  harm onized b y  scientific

rationality.”28 With the Com mune in 1871, W ard ’s b ro ther, C yrenus O sborne

W ard, had  b e e n  a rre s ted  as a  spy during  the Franco-Prussian W ars and  then

jo ined  Marx an d  Engels in the International W orkingm en’s Association. In

response, W ard  a ttem pted  to soften the radicalism  of the Com m une for his

Am erican audience. “The ‘com m une’ m ovem ent appears  to b e  a  genera l

rather than a national one, and  is intim ately connected  to the International

W orkingm en’s Association,” he  told his liberal colleagues and rea d e rs  of The

Iconoclast. W ith little patience for denunciations of the “te rro r” of the

com m unards for their destruction of som e significant landm arks in Paris, he

argued, “few g rea t and  sudden  changes in the  organization of hum an society

or governm ent are  ach ieved  without sacrifice of life and  p ro p e rty .”29 He

sym pathized with the Commune, in terp reting  it as a localized effort to

establish self-governance in the face of autocracy. For him, the insurgency

was the m anifestation of a g lobal p rob lem  (not a uniquely French one as

others had  alleged) and  could only truly b e  a d d re ssed  by a m ore liberal and

thorough education of citizens:

The w ord  education em braces all those varied  events, 
influences, fluctuations, and  vicissitudes which surround and  
attend  the life of every  individual from crad le  to grave...T his

28 Ross, Origins, 43.
29 Timothy Messer-Kruse, The Yankee International: Marxism and the American reform tradition, 1848- 
1876 (Durham: Univ of North Carolina Press, 1998), 142-145.
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is the  g rea t truth of the century, the  g rea t ba lm  of the w ounds 
of the world, and  the en tering  w ed g e  w hich is to cleave 
asunder the m ountain of w rath w hich society h as b e en  so long 
heap ing  over itself, and  lay the foundations for that b ro ad  and  
exalted  charity and that liberal ennob ling  education which a re  
to go  hand  in hand  and  consum m ate edenization of the 
w orld.30

W ard recogn ized  the strife of the Com m une as a sym ptom  of large , m odem  

forces, as pa rt of a general desire  to rem ake the very  w ay that p eop le  

constituted and thought about governm ent, that was as apparen t in 1870s and 

80s Am erica as it was in Paris. But conflict w as not inevitable for W ard. Rather 

it p roved  the n e ed  to c rea te  a m ore flexible sta te  that h e ed e d  calls for a m ore 

equal social o rd e r by  incorporating m ethods and  principles that could 

am eliorate social d iso rder and inequality. Implicit in his vision of the state, 

however, was an acceptance that the  nation was the basic  unit of 

governm ental order, and  the nation-state therefore a p ro p e r  target of 

govem m entalization.

This socio-political o rder reach ed  far beyond  its local or national 

context, how ever, in terpreting  international events as p roof that scientific 

m anagem ent of the state and  society w as a g lobal solution that dem anded  

coordinated international action. “Com peting labor is everyw here com pelled  

to contract on unequal term s with com bining capital,” W ard  noted. But to 

b ring  these  conflicting interests into harm ony, peop le  everyw here  would 

have to admit that the state and governm ent ex isted  for the good  of society

30 Lester Frank Ward, Dynamic Sociology, or Applied Social Science: As Based Upon Statical Sociology 
and the Less Complex Sciences, V.l [1883] (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2009), 196.
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and  that “no pow er short of that of society itself, i.e., the State, can p reven t this 

condition of things.”31 W ard's positivism  seem s naively utopian about 

sc ience’s ability to solve the w orld 's prob lem s, but it was an expression  of the 

la rger scientific optim ism  of his time. W ard  b len d ed  positivism  with a 

republican  belief in the virtues of a know ledgeab le  citizenry, and  im agined  

developm ent as a W higgish progression  tow ards an egalitarian utopia. W ards 

w orld was one gu ided  b y  a  scientific elite, and  upheld  through the b ro ad  

education of the citizenry. The result of this com plex of d iscourses w as a 

unique articulation of liberal-intem ationalism  that differed from the historico- 

political school that em erg ed  from Lieber. W ard’s vision of the international 

was an extension of his belief that liberal subjects, though anchored  to forces 

of nature and  bound  by  virtue, could act and  think in ways that ch an g ed  their 

social environm ent and, by  extension, their states.32 n i

Unlike later generations that would tackle the  question m ore directly,

31 Ward, “The Political Ethics of Herbert Spencer,” 121.
32 For more on Ward’s assertion that “society should imagine itself an individual see,” Wilfred M. McClay, 
The Masterless: Self & Society in Modem America (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1994), 
120-136. Ward never explicitly discussed internationalism but he did offer thoughts on diplomacy. 
Diplomacy, he argued, was a natural human capacity that was as apparent in person-to-person exchanges as 
it was in state-to-state relations. But, as a human behavior, diplomacy was pregnant with ethical choice.
One could choose to work towards harmony by emphasizing the social interdependence of races and 
nations, or one could allow “ambitions” to triumph and give in to the illiberal “desire o f the ruling class” to 
manipulate a people for selfish gain. Rulers and shrewd strategic politicians, Ward argued, are the ones 
who are treated as the fittest to survive from a “strictly biological standpoint... Those, therefore, who teach 
sociology from the laws of biology should not only treat them as the highest types but should welcome 
them as the most perfect examples of social development.”32 But Ward believed that the capacity for 
intuitive reason that made it possible to manipulate people like animals proved that diplomacy and human 
behaviour were not naturalistic but adaptive, at a social level related to nature but still distinct from it. 
Therefore there was as much a capacity for cooperative, diplomatic relations between nations as there was 
for acrimonious and manipulative ones -  as with individuals -  if  built around shared social foundationsSee 
Lester F. Ward, The psychic factors o f  civilization (New York: Ginn & Company, 1892), 154-161. Also see 
Lester F. Ward, “Contemporary Sociology. II,” American Journal o f  Sociology 7 (1902): 637.
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W ard’s internationalism  was never explicitly e luc ida ted  in his work. Rather it 

developed  as a corollary to his own attem pts to create  a  local disciplinary 

space for sociology which he  be lieved  was, and  d id  much to ensu re  becam e, 

an “international” m ovem ent that could facilitate p ro g ress  tow ards sociocratic 

conditions w here  individuals understood  their nation-states as a  m eans to 

building their “distinct m oral obligation tow ards the  m em bers of o ther races 

and nations.”35

The W ashington C ircle and the Specter o f Socia list Internationalism

The liberals of the W ashington circle, w hile skeptical of the m etaphysics of 

laissez-faire individualism, w ere  equally  suspect of the collectivist 

abstractions that g rew  throughout the 1880s and  1890s. W alker w as an 

especially vicious critic of Am erican socialism s, tackling both  the w riter 

Edw ard Bellamy and  the econom ist H enry G eorge. Like W ard, Bellamy 

resen ted  the chauvinism that certain  be lief system s engendered , and  was 

especially scornful of the use of nationalism  to b re e d  the patriotism  that 

suppressed  hum anity’s la rger social solidarity. “The sentim ent of national 

solidarity,” Bellamy argued, “was a rray ed  against the sentim ent of hum an 

solidarity” so that “a lesser social enthusiasm  w as set in opposition to a 

g rea ter and  the result was necessarily  full of m oral contradictions. Too often 

what was called  love of country might b e tte r  have b e e n  d escribed  as hate and

35 Ibid.
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jealousy of o ther countries.”36 Bellamy’s m ost famous w ork (and the th ird

bestselling  book  in 1 ̂ - c e n tu ry  America), Looking Backward, d e sc rib e d  a

future utopia w orld  com posed  of “New N ations”:

The g rea t nations of Europe as w ell as Australia, Mexico, and  
parts of South America, a re  now organized  industrially like 
the United States, which was the p io n ee r of the  evolution. The 
peaceful relations of these  nations a re  assu red  b y  a  loose 
form of federal union of w orld-w ide extent. An international 
council regu la tes the mutual in tercourse an d  com m erce of 
the m em bers of the union and  their joint policy tow ard the 
m ore backw ard  races, which a re  gradually  b e ing  ed u ca ted  
up to civilized institutions. C om plete autonom y within its own 
limits is en joyed  by  every  nation ... Each nation has a bu reau  
of foreign exchange, which m anages its trading. For 
exam ple, the A m erican bureau , estim ating such and  such 
quantities of French goods necessary  to Am erica for a given 
year, sends the o rder to the French bureau , which in turn 
sends its o rder to our bureau. The sam e is done mutually by  
all the nations.37

F reed  from industrial com petition, exploitation, poverty, and  unem ploym ent, 

Bellamy im agined the New Nation as the  co re  social solidarity and 

administrative unit in a la rg e r socially-based internationalism , s trip p ed  of the 

im perialism  and  inequality that seem ed  to accom pany international trade  and  

globalizing capital. Bellamy's novels w ere  rem arkab le  because, though they 

advocated a socialized state as the sole controller of industrial and  financial 

affairs, their utopianism  ex p ressed  liberal and  m iddle-class values, ra ther 

than working class or pro letariat social consciousness associated with m ore 

radical socialisms. The “New Nation” would b e , for the deep ly  Christian and

36 Edward Bellamy, Equality [1898] (New York: Cosimo, Inc., 2008), 187.
37 Edward Bellamy, Looking Backward (New York: Applewood Books, 2000), 145.
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egalitarian Bellamy, the product of a non-violent revolution that transform ed 

Am erica and  the entire  civilized w orld into a  cooperative, liberal 

comm onwealth w here all individuals shared  in the w ealth  of nations.

Perhaps b ecause  of the popularity  of Bellamy’s vision, reaction  from the

W ashington circle w as swift. W alker publicly castigated  Bellamy for aim ing at

a utopian en d  that w as neither achievable nor desirab le . Although he

understood the d esire  to g rasp  the grow ing challenges of industrial

m odernity, W alker cautioned  a genera l readersh ip , and  fellow econom ists, of

Bellamy’s p lan for a hyper-nationalized international:

[U]nexercised and  unbreathed , w e w ould reduce  our 
descendan ts...to  the m oral state  of the Polynesian. W e know 
that it is of the very  essence  of social p ro g re ss  that as fast as 
we are  re le a sed  b y  arts, inventions and  im proved 
organization from cares and labors which have w orn and 
w earied  us, w e should c rea te  for, ourselves new  wants which 
shall take up all the time and  strengths thus se t free; and  that 
it is not rest m an needs, but w ork.38

More than most political econom ists of his time, W alker sym pathized with the

plight of labour unions and their distrust of crass laissez-faire econom ics.39 But

for him the very  conditions that c rea ted  m odem  p rob lem s m ade simplistic,

utopian visions all the m ore dangerous. He understood  why a collective that

“su rrendered  individuality with its anxieties an d  b u rd en s” m ight seem

appealing  to those exhausted  b y  or suffering from the m alaise of the daily

grind  of m odem  life. But sacrificing those responsibilities risked  sacrificing

38 Francis A. Walker, “The Tide of Economic Thought,” Publications o f  the American Economic 
Association 6 (1891): 175-178.
39 Ross, Origins, 98-102.
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the individual’s “glory and pow er, for an  a ll-absorbing  Nationalism .” W hile 

burdensom e, W alker p ro p o sed  that it w as global trad e  and free  m arkets that 

had  created , o r w ere creating, the m aterial and  com m ercial conditions that 

m ade possib le  the international social in tercourse that Bellamy be liev ed  to b e  

the core  of internationalism .40

W alker’s distrust of “sim plistic,” standard ized  solutions that u sed  the 

state to solve international p rob lem s also took aim  at the hugely  popular 

econom ist Henry G eorge. G eorge  drew  international attention for his 1879 

w ork Progress and Poverty and  was a  w orld-renow ned figure b y  1885. If 

polem ical in his diagnosis and  p rescrip tions for the  social ills endem ic to 

capitalist econom ies, G eorge w as hard ly  a radical. On the contrary, he 

m aintained a faith in com petitive p rivate en te rp rise  and saw  no inherent 

injustice or conflict be tw een  labor and  non-m onopolized capital.41 W hat m ade 

W alker uncom fortable with G eo rg e ’s work, however, w as its “attack on 

landed  p ro p erty ” and  the strong in terest his ideas g en era ted  in the US, 

Britain, and  across W estern E urope.42 W hat is p e rh ap s  most rem arkab le  about 

the econom ic theory beh ind  G eo rg e’s Single Tax and  the political m ovem ents 

that took it on, for our purposes, is that in dism issing G eorge’s calls for land  

reform s and taxation, W alker followed the lead  of other professionalizing 

econom ists, blam ing G eo rg e’s am ateurism  for h is failure to recognize

40 Francis A. Walker, “The Tide of Economic Thought,” 178; Edward Bellamy, ‘“ Looking Backward’ 
Again,” The North American Review 400 (1890): 351-363.
41 John K. Whitaker, “Enemies or Allies? Henry George and Francis Amasa Walker One Century Later,” 
Journal o f  Economic Literature 35 (1997): 1897.
42 Francis A. Walker, “Henry George’s Social Fallacies,” The North American Review 321 (1883), 149.
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problem s as the product of global forces which thus requ ire  a  g lobal solution.

G eorge  had  already  faced the collective w rath of professional and  

conservative econom ists at the 1890 Saratoga m eeting  of the  ASSA. There, 

E.R.A. Seligm an said  in a  d eb a te  with him  that, “there  is not a  single m an with 

a thorough training in the history of econom ics, or an  acquaintance with the 

science of finance, who is an advocate of [G eorge’s] single tax on land 

values.” Seligm an flippantly no ted  that “in biology, in astronom y, in 

m etaphysics, w e bow  down befo re  the specialist [...] but every  m an w hose 

know ledge of econom ics o r of the science of finance is derived  from the daily 

papers, or one or two books with lopsided  ideas, thinks that he  is a full- 

□ e d g e d  scientist, able to instruct the closest student of the m arkets o r of the 

political and  social organism s.” G eorge  fired  back  that Seligm an’s authority 

was not derived  from specialized expertise  but was the p roduct of a 

professionalism  developed  in a university system  dom inated by  vested  

interests. “You must choose be tw een  the single tax ,” G eorge  w arned  the 

ASSA, “with its recognition of the rights of the individual, with its recognition 

of the province of governm ent, with its recognition of the rights of property , 

on the one hand, and  socialism on the o ther.”43

W alker claim ed that he was happy  to w itness the popular surge in what 

he called  the “Tide of Economic Thought,” a tide that ex p an d ed  the 

boundaries of political econom y in the 1880s to include a m ore regulatory

43 Robert V. Andelson and Mason Gaffney, “Seligman and His Critique from Social Utility,” American 
Journal o f  Economics and Sociology 62 (2003): 407-432.
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state. But, b y  the sam e token, he  w orried  that the popularity  of w orks like 

Bellamy’s and  G eo rge’s, a longside the swell of W illiam Jennings Bryan, Silver 

standard  crusaders, Christian socialism, agrarian  populism , an d  national 

protectionism , revea led  that “crude  thinking’’ w as taking ho ld  in the 

“cultivated c lasses” of America, and  especially  am ong the new  “im m igrant 

stocks,” and risked  sw eeping  away rea l reform ers.44 As Thomas B ender no ted  

of the rise of social liberalism  as an  international m ovem ent, the “sharp 

dividing line betw een  socialists and  libe ra ls” once im agined in historical 

w ork has given way in our time to a  m ore nuanced  sense of the “b o rd e r 

crossing or even  collaboration” be tw een  these  cam ps.i W alker and  the rest 

of his co lleagues w ere very  m uch aw are of the  radical variants of socialism  

that th rea tened  autocratic and  liberal nations across Europe, and  w ere  no 

doubt re lieved  that these various m ovem ents “em phasized ethical reform  

rather than revolutionary political action.”46

The point is that W alker’s rejection  of Bellamy’s “nationalist” 

collectivism and his dism issal of G eorge  as an am ateur, he ld  a longside his 

sim ultaneous em phasis on expanding  the capacities of the state  through 

reason  ra ther than ethical im pulses, rev ea led  a new  conception that w ould 

becom e m ore prom inent in the 1880s and  1890s of from w hence and from 

whom reform s should em anate.

44 Francis A. Walker, “The Tide of Economic Thought,” 355.
45 Bender, A Nation Among Nations, 269.
46 Kloppenberg, Uncertain Victory, 207.
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The C hanging Dom ain o f P olitica l Econom y: New D isc ip lin es , N ew  
Institutions, and N ew  Internationalism

By 1879, the dom ain of political econom y that h ad  p rov ided  the guiding 

intellectual principles for the A m erican social science and the ASSA, as Nancy 

C ohen has shown, had  becom e vastly m ore com plicated, “as the dep ression  

of the seventies had  tr ig g e red  doubts about accep ted  axioms an d  spaw ned  

new  forays in econom ic history .”47 As exp lo red  in the last chap ter, L ieber’s 

intellectual descendants had  b e g u n  to develop  a distinct political scientific 

tradition, b reak ing  with international social science organs and  advocates of 

legal codification, m ore tightly connecting their work to the ASSA and 

focusing on reform ing the nation. W ith questions of “governm ent” and  the 

“sta te” as their central epistem ological problem atic, the historico-political 

reform ers that he lped  develop  the ASSA p ro p o sed  a legalistic  form  of 

internationalism  that com plem ented  their faith in M anchester political 

econom y because  it trea ted  liberal civic institutions as the p ro p er, historically 

developed , foundations of A m erica’s exceptionally minimal state.

In the history of the A m erican social sciences, the m ost w idely 

discussed  path  away from this laissez-faire doctrine in Am erica has focused  on 

the developm ent of a new  form of political econom y via the 

professionalization of university academ ics who received  their formal 

g raduate  training in Germ any in the 1880s and  1890s. Returning from Europe 

and im m ediately setting to w ork on a  professional association along the lines

47 Cohen, Reconstruction o f  American Liberalism, 143.
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of the G erm an Verein fiir Sozialpolitik, these  younger econom ists launched  an 

im m ediate assault on laissez-faire.48 The platform  of the AEA, founded in 

1885, d ec la red  that the “conflict of labour and  capital” had  b rough t on a “vast 

num ber of social p rob lem s.” As R ichard T. Ely, am ong the m ost p rom inent of 

the young G erm an-trained insurgents, w ould recall years later, they  w ere  

part of a  revolt against “the sterility and  barren n ess  of the o ld  econom ics,” a 

“protest ... against the current political and  social ideas.”49 Ely’s 1884 work, 

Past and Present Political Economy, w as p e rh ap s  the loudest and  m ost d irect 

shot across the bow  of the aissez-faire school in Am erican social scientific 

circles.30 The "o ld” political econom y, he  proposed , was deductive, 

hypothetical and  abstract, and it e levated  b a se  emotions such as selfishness in 

o rder to sanctify unfettered com petition. The “new ” political econom y, on the 

other hand, p ossessed  an historical sensibility about the state  as a social 

force, which could b e  used  to advance the p e o p le ’s interests through positive 

liberty. Not insignificantly, Ely's attack e a rn ed  a response  from a bulw ark of 

the ASSA community, Simon Newcom b, author of Principles of Political 

Economy (1885), and  a professional m athem atician and astronom er at the 

newly m inted Johns Hopkins University. N ew com be ably d e fen d ed  British 

political econom y, but d id  it, p e rh a p s  unsurprisingly, without any

48 Fumer, Advocacy and Objectivity, 35-58; Bender, A Nation Among Nations; 263-264; Daniel T. Rodgers, 
Atlantic Crossings, 85-97; Ross, Origins, 100-103.
49 John G. Gunnell, “The Real Revolution in Political Science,” PS: Political Science & Politics 37 (2004): 
47-50; Ely, 1910, 69-80, Cited in Cristobal Young, “The Emergence of Sociology From Political Economy 
in the United States: 1890 to 1940,” Journal o f  the History o f  the Behavioral Sciences 45 (2009): 91-116.
50 Fumer, Advocacy and Objectivity, 60; Joseph Dorfman, The Economic Mind in America, Vol. i  (New 
York: A. Kelley, 1969), 205.
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qualifications o r restrictions such as those Mill's Unsettled Questions h ad  m ade 

c lear in the British context m ore than a d e c a d e  earlie r.51

Much has b e en  m ade of this conflict be tw een  the G erm an-trained  

“ethical econom ists” and the o ld  g u a rd  of g en tee l laissez-faire reform ers, 

m any still w orking closely with the ASSA, who exerted  a d isproportionate  

institutional influence throughout the 1880s and  into the 1890s. C ohen has 

no ted  that the younger generation  of social scientists, which included  Ely, 

Simon Patten, Henry C arter Adams, E.R.A. Seligman, John R. Com m ons, and  

John Bates Clark, would eventually “red irec t the  m ain current of social theory, 

especially  in political econom y.” But “the o lder generation  of liberal 

reform ers w ielded  sufficient pow er to s te e r  their challengers back  onto 

terrain  m ore favorable to the survival of their core liberal values.S2 As other 

historians have shown, the ethical econom ists’ p ro-labour and  quasi- 

socialistic stances w ere especially  easy  to soften because  the o lder 

generation  w as shifting the cen ter of professional p restige  in the social 

sciences into m odem  university chairs. This d id  not bode w ell for those who 

sym pathized openly with labour. As the fortunes of the C am egies, 

Rockefellers, Cornells, Hopkins, Clarks, V anderbilts, Stanfords, and  o ther 

industrial and  new  corporate  barons funded  the construction of new  and 

cutting-edge research  institutions, public  institutions recently  started  under 

the Land-Grant system  “m im icked them, and  the o lder traditional colleges,

51 Peter T. Manicas, “The Social Science Disciplines,” Discourses on Society 15 (1990): 59-60.
52 Cohen, The Reconstruction o f  American Liberalism, 1865-1914, 148.
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Yale, H arvard and  Colum bia.” In so far as they  com peted  for students and 

status, and  w ere  beholden  to state leg islato rs and voters, h igher-education  

funding was increasingly structured  around  the  values and prio rities se t b y  an 

em ergen t co rporate  liberal class even  if now adm inistered  b y  a g roup  of new  

university reform ers.33

Against this backdrop, the ethical econom ists who re tu rn ed  from 

G erm any and  identified with w orking class causes w ere fo rced  e ither to 

soften their positions publicly on socialism  an d  communism o r to b e  pushed  

out of academ ia altogether. John Bates C lark was am ong the first to re trea t 

from socialism  after the H aym arket riot in May of 1886 sent Shockwaves 

through A m erica’s u p p er and m iddling c lasses.34 But am ong the m ost famous 

defections, and  perhaps the one m ost plainly spu rred  b y  industrialist 

interests, was Henry C arter Adams. Adam s strongly supported  labour and 

saw the dogm atic defense of private  p ro p erty  as problem atic for A m erican 

social order, p roposing  that “private  p ro p erty  which affects the lives of others 

and  exerts a public influence m ust b e  subject to public regu lation .” Split 

be tw een  lectureships at Cornell and  Michigan, Adam s p o se d  his read in g  of 

private p roperty  in a public lecture  w here  one of C ornell’s influential 

benefactors h eard  his in terpretation and  sent letters objecting to the young 

econom ists radicalism . Adams, in turn, rece iv ed  letters from bo th  university 

p residen ts asking him to clarify his “lean ings.” The young and still

53 Manicas, “The Social Science Disciplines,” 60.
54 Dorothy Ross, “Socialism and American Liberalism: Academic Social Thought in the 1880s,” 
Perspectives in American History 11 (1978): 35-42.
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professionally insecure econom ists re tre a te d  on his in terpretation of p roperty  

rights, and  away from his claim that the  “State should control labo r re la tions” 

and en te r “into the realm  of experts an d  individualism .” After reassu ring  the 

President of Michigan, he  rece ived  his tenure. At the  University of Chicago, 

under the p residency  of William Rainey H arper, who had built the school from 

Rockefeller m oney, Edw ard Bemis, a  form er Ely student, a ttracted  unw elcom e 

attention in 1894 w hen he lec tu red  against co rpo ra te  m onopolies of gas and 

the railroads.55 “Universities cannot b e  considered  to rep resen t the results of 

the latest scientific thought in m any cases ,” Bemis wrote to his o ld  teacher 

H erbert Baxter Adams five years after h e  was forced  to resign, “but ra ther the 

views of donors, or the thought of trustees as to what hoped-for donors might 

d esire .”56 As M ary Fum er has shown, it was c lear that “professional 

econom ists w ere  not going to b e  perm itted  to m ake ethical judgm ents that 

challenged  basic  values or th rea tened  en trenched  in terests.”57

The H istorico-Political School and the N ew  University

The pow er of the industrialist-funded university in these  d eb a tes  over 

governm ent regulation, ow nership of industry and  the rights of labour 

affected the professional m ake-up of em erg ing  associations like the AEA. If 

the AEA was m eant to b e  the Am erican equivalent of the G erm an Verein fiir

55 Harold E. Berequist, “The Edward W. Bemis Controversy at the University of Chicago,” AAUP Bulletin 
58 (1972): 384-393.
56 Edward Bemis to Adams, 3 December 1900 (box 2), H.B. Adams Papers (MSA), Special Collections, 
Milton S. Eisenhower Library, The Johns Hopkins University. (Hereafter H.B. Adams Papers)
57 Fumer, Advocacy and Objectivity, 101; Manicas, “The Social Science Disciplines,” 61; Cohen, The 
Reconstruction o f  American Liberalism, 165-172.
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Sozialpolitik, which they adm ired  while in G erm any for the attention it gave 

the new  social questions induced  by  m o d em  industrial capitalism , it w ould 

not b e  so sim ple.88 With the help  of W hite, C.K. Adams, and W alker, who had  

becom e a m ore vocal supporter of con tro lled  expansion of state  functions, 

along with a num ber of Christian social reform ers, the new  AEA c re a te d  a 

platform  in 1884. It proclaim ed, “W e re g a rd  the state  as an education  and 

ethical agency  w hose positive a id  is an  indispensab le  condition of hum an 

p ro g ress ...th e  doctrine of laissez faire is unsafe in politics and  unsound in 

morals; and  it suggests an inadequate  explanation of the relations b e tw een  

the state and  citizens.”59 D espite the initial zeal of the platform, within th ree  

years the original constitution w as effectively disem bow eled, gu tted  of any 

reference  to “the conflict be tw een  lab o r and  capital” or its original calls for 

“solutions requirfing] the united efforts, each in its own sphere, of the  church, 

of the state, and  of science.” Any allusion to advocacy or activism  was 

rem oved  and “only the first objective, on encouraging  econom ic research , 

was left standing .” Seligman w ould la ter insist that the  changes w ere  not m ade 

“in deference  to a co terie ,” but it w as c lear that the implicit and  explicit 

endorsem ent of socialism or any advocacy from an econom ics chair w ould not 

stand.60

Professionalizing thus had  substantial ideological and discursive effects

58 Bender, A Nation Among Nations, 264-266.
59 Ibid.; Ross, Origins, 110. Interpretations of what caused this revision have varied. The most influential, 
however, remains that presented in Fumer’s Advocacy and Objectivity, 101-105.
60 Manicas, “The Social Science Disciplines,” 60-61.
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on the social sciences. It c rea ted , paradoxically, a  physical and  intellectual 

space w here  radicalism  and conflict am ong co lleagues could b e  d iscouraged  

because  the appearance  of con tending  parties with sep ara te  b iases 

underm ined  the apparen t neutrality and  objectivity of econom ics. As Ross has 

argued, “in the h ea ted  political context of the G ilded  Age, w here  deviations 

from conventional exceptionalist norm s w ere  painfully visible, the historical 

econom ists’ overt ethical stance, sym pathy with labor, and  tendencies 

tow ards socialism  m ade their objectivity suspect and e n d an g e re d  the 

professional p ro jec t,” which w as increasingly  anchored  to the m odem , 

industrial university.61

W hile N ewcom be, Godkin, W illiam G raham  Sumner and  their m ore 

devout laissez faire co lleagues w ould continue to prov ide som e of the most 

colourful attacks on the ethical econom ists, it should b e  noted that the  sam e 

professional pro ject that attacked the ethical econom ists also d rew  pow er 

away from the o lder generation  of social scientists attacking them . In 1878 the 

ASSA attem pted  to m erge  with the new ly m inted Johns Hopkins University. But 

it was W hite’s form er colleague, classm ate, fellow mugwum p Republican, and  

close friend, Gilman, who scuttled the idea. The then-president of bo th  the 

ASSA and Hopkins declined  the offer from Sanborn, the major m over and 

secretary  of the now w aning ASSA, for fear that aligning with the type of social 

science the ASSA cultivated w ould in terfere with his own efforts at 

professionalizing, because  it p laced  the historico-political school too close to

61 Ross, Origins, 117.
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advocacy on causes in which they had  little in terest.62 In his 1880 p residen tia l 

add ress to the ASSA, Gilman affirm ed the  goals of the association, argu ing  for 

m ore professionalization and  specialization in the social sc iences b y  b ind ing  

their fortunes m ore firmly to the traditional authority, and to the industrial 

reform  of, the university. He rem inded  m em bers that “the association is not a 

society for the prom otion of reform , o r an  assem bly  whose ob jec t is charity; 

but its object is the prom otion of science, the ascertainm ents of princip les and 

law s” b y  the sam e m ethods as the natural sciences.63

Both Gilman and W hite im agined a  social sc ience  built on the G erm an 

m odel.64 For them  and  the generation  of G erm an-trained scholars that cam e 

back  to Am erica before  the ethical econom ists, the solution d id  not rest in 

institutionalized professional associations like V erein  fur Sozialpolitik, which 

b lu rred  the line be tw een  reform  and  science and  trea ted  the state as an 

instrum ent of social policy; rather, for the  historico-political school, social 

science would b e  most effective, and  m ore likely to proliferate, via the 

cultivation of the industrial university as an  institution for m odem  

specialization. Indeed, Gilman seem s to have im agined  specialization as the 

foundation for a professionalization roo ted  to the new  university which w ould 

w ork “hand  in glove with both  business and  governm ent.” Gilman knew  the

62 Haskell, The Emergence o f  Professional Social Science, 144-167; Fumer, Advocacy and Objectivity, 
313-320. Not insignificantly, while F.B. Sanborn was the major advocate o f the idea to align the ASSA 
with the emerging industria university, even after he was rebuffed he was quickly asked by A.D. White to 
lecture in the first social science courses at Cornell University.
63 John G. Gunnell, The Descent o f  Political Theory: The Genealogy o f  an American Vocation (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1993), 45-46.
64 Gunnell, “The Real Revolution in Political Science,” 49.
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University of Berlin had  an organizational m odel for the industrializing of 

natural science, and  the new  university p residen ts of the G ilded A ge w ere  all 

aw are of the waning influence of the ASSA on legislation. As relatively  new 

presiden ts, W hite and  Gilman fantasized about the pow er of a university that 

w ould create  experts and filter them  into the public. “Nothing is so m uch 

n e e d e d  in our country,” W hite w rote to Gilman in 1879, “as departm ents of 

this sort to train m en for journalism , and  for public  life. Think not only of the 

national legislature, but of all the state legislatures, of all the county bo ard s 

and supervisors and  m unicipalities—bod ies in which co lleg e-b red  m en ought 

to exercise  a  controlling influence for good, bu t d on ’t.”65 W alker, once a 

W ashington circle bulwark, optim istic about the scientific m anagem ent of the 

state by  an educated  m eritocracy, understood  that the cen ter of professional 

gravity in the social sciences (as with the natural sciences) w as m oving 

towards the university. He accep ted  the p residency  of MIT in 1881, leaving 

W ashington beh ind .66 The new  university in A m erica was so successful at 

assem bling the resources, m oney, and  p eo p le  to industrialize social science 

that it s tripped  pow er away from o lder social science reform ers at the sam e 

time that it tem pered  the new  reform ers.67

The reconstruction of liberalism  in G ilded Age political econom y is not 

adequately  cap tu red  by  histories that treat the change as a  dialectical clash

65 A.D. White to D.C. Gilman, 12 April 1878 (Box 2.9), Daniel Coit Gilman Papers, Special Collections, 
Milton S. Eisenhower Library, Johns Hopkins University. (Hereafter refered to as Gilman Papers)
66 For a very early work that clearly connects these three major university reformers to shared university 
reforms and professional association formation see, Earle D. Ross, “The Great Triumvirate o f Land-Grant 
Educators: Gilman, White, and Walker,” The Journal o f  Higher Education 32 (1961): 480-488.
67 Manicas, “The Social Science Disciplines,”53-54.
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betw een  generations. Rather, looking at the develop ing  concep t of liberal 

internationalism  against the backdrop  of the sim ultaneous professionalization 

and disciplinary fragm entation of the social sc iences in this p e rio d  it is c lear 

that one of the most im pressive achievem ents of new  industrial-university 

builders like Gilman, W hite and  W alker w as their ability to construct 

professional consensus around  a belief in A m erican exceptionalism , 

continuing the W hig ideal of change tem p ered  b y  continuity. However, for 

these  early  historico-political figures, the insulation of A m erican civic 

institutions such as the university and  legal institutions from  E uropean 

tendencies, m eant clinging to an id ea  of sovereignty  and  internationalism  that 

p laced  the sovereign  and territorialized nation-state as the key  ingred ien t to 

sp read ing  liberal values m ore globally. Put another way, unlike m any in the 

future generation  of social internationalists, who w ould adap t the European 

idea  of social politics filtered through the state to m ake a case  for an  active 

state, the historico-political school im agined social ideals filtered  through civil 

society and directing the form ation of the state to prevent its unnecessary  

expansion.

The H istorico-Political School: D isc ip lin es & P rofessionalization

It was not a coincidence that these  university reform ers w ere  also the 

lynchpins of the historico-political school that defined  the new  contours of 

internationalism  in the United States. The list of these social science 

professonalizers is im pressive. Gilman (Yale, California, Hopkins; History),
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W hite (Cornell; History, Econom ics, Political Science), C harles K. Adam s 

(Cornell and  W isconsin; Political Science, Economics, History), G. Stanley Hall 

(Clark; Psychology) and Jam es B. Angell (Vermont, Political Science, 

International Law), to nam e only the most prom inent university p residen ts, 

had  each  studied  in Germany, w ere  all involved in the creation  of particular 

social science disciplines, and  all institutionalized the study of the theory and 

p ractice of international law and  relations in their caree rs .68

Throughout the 1870s and  early  1880s, this g roup  p layed  dutiful ro les in 

the ASSA.69 But as it becam e increasingly  apparen t that the ASSA w as intent on 

m aintaining a broad, generalist organization, the G erm an-trained  university 

reform ers w orked with the new  generation  of university academ ics to b reak  

away. The first b reak  with the ASSA w as not the AEA, bu t the Am erican 

Historical Association (AHA). Joining with H erbert Baxter Adams, of the 

younger cohort of G erm an g raduates, Gilman suggested  that his co lleagues 

form a professional association, “truly national” ra ther than sectional or state- 

b a sed  as part of a general attem pt to shore up the nation-state and  heal the 

w ounds of sectionalism  that lin g e red  after the Civil W ar.70

The first business m eeting of the AHA, he ld  a y e a r befo re  its first

68 Robert Vitalis, “Birth of a Discipline,” in Imperialism and Internationalism in the Discipline o f  
International Relations, ed. David Long and Brian C. Schmidt (Albany, N.Y.: SUNY Press, 2005), 159— 
182.
69 For more on the Grover Cleveland-mugwump adherence to the Cobden-Bright school of free trade see 
Frank Ninkovich, The United States and Imperialism (Malden M.A.: Blackwell, 2001), 12.
70 For more on the intentions behind the formation of the AHA and the purpose o f its nationalistic focus see 
Peter Novick, That Nobel Dream: The 'Objectivity Question ’ and the American Historical Profession,
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 21-28. H.B. Adams, “Secretary’s Report of the 
Organization and Proceedings,” American Historical Association Conference Papers Saratoga, 9-10 
September 1884, HB Adams Papers.
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conference in 1884, brought to the surface extant tensions b e tw een  Germ an- 

trained  specialists and the generalists of the ASSA. W hen C.K. Adam s jo ined  

o ther m em bers from local and  state historical societies calling for a distinct 

association, the serving ASSA p res id en t and  W ashington C ircle man, John 

Eaton, w arned  AHA m em bers of a  “tendency  in this country tow ard excessive 

specialization,” and a rg u ed  that the ASSA’s structure facilitated the much 

n e ed e d  dialogue am ong constituent in terests that would b rea k  dow n with 

specialized disciplinary communities. One student re to rted  that his professor 

in New York had  told him he  d id  not in tend to join the AHA p rec ise ly  because  

he  assum ed it would b e  a ttached  to the ASSA, and  the d e b a te  grew  m ore 

personal. To calm  the situation, W hite p ro p o sed  a com prom ise. The AHA and 

ASSA should organize annual conferences together but rem ain  distinct 

bodies, if only because  the num ber of historians w ould soon e x ceed  that of 

ASSA m em bers.71

In fact, in under a y ear the AHA exp loded  to over 220 m em bers, and  then 

to over 400 with W hite’s high-profile p residency  in the  first year. Even m ore 

significant was who had  signed  on and  what the association m anaged  to do 

with that new  m em bership. With Justin W insor and  C. K. Adam s as vice 

p residen ts and  H.B. Adams as Secretary, the “no tab le” m em bers re a d  like a 

roll-call of influential intellectuals, reform ers, and  future politicians who would 

dom inate turn of the century national politics: C.F. Adams, H enry Adams, John 

Bigelow, G eorge Bancroft, C harles J. Bonaparte, G eorge W. C able, G eorge

71 Ibid.
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W illiam Curtis, Gilman, Senator G.F. Hoar, Henry C abot Lodge, C harles Eliot, 

Francis Par km an, White, and  a young W oodrow W ilson, w ere  bu t a few 

notab le  early  m em bers. The m ove to specialize d id  not necessarily  m ake the 

AHA m ore academ ic. It still con tained  a substantial num ber of am ateurs, 

jurists, and  political figures, and  som e have a rg u ed  that it w as not a 

professional body  in the true sense  of the w ord.72 But b reak ing  off from the 

ASSA d id  allow the AHA’s m em bersh ip  to assert professional authority in two 

areas w here  its m other-association w as failing. First, the AHA drew  m em bers 

from the North and South of the  nation. M em bers m ade m uch of the 

organization’s role as a nation-building institution p rec ise ly  b ecau se  it aim ed 

to en d  the e ra  of the “w aving of the bloody shirt.”73 But, p e rh ap s  m ore 

importantly, in driving away from  the ASSA, the historians ca rried  forward 

organizational and  prom otional m ethods (journals, conferences, sem inars, 

g raduate  studies, dissertations) they had  lea rn ed  as g raduates of 

W issenschaftliche objektivitat studying in the country of Leopold von Ranke. 

Ranke, not surprisingly, was nom inated an honorary AHA m em ber at the first 

m eeting.

There are  roughly th ree  in terconnected  criteria that scholars 

consistently identify as in tegral to creating  professional identities. The first is 

enclosure: the creation of a distinct body  of know ledge that com m ands assent,

72 J. Franklin Jameson, “Early Days of the American Historical Association, 1884-1895,” The American 
Historical Review 40 (1934):), 1-9; Novick, That Noble Dream, 54.
73 Jameson, “Early Days of the American Historical Association,” 7.
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which one must refer to and bu ild  on to b e  considered  an authority.74 The 

second  is m ethodological standardization: the establishm ent an d  enforcem ent 

of norm s and  standards of technique that se rve  as shibboleths, com m unicating 

belong ing  in a  particular professional w orld. Third is the prom otion  of works, 

to a ta rg e ted  audience, that com m unicate an exclusive control of diagnostic 

and  prescrip tive  tools that follow the m ethodological standards of a  discipline. 

This usually m eans balancing the  act of prom otion to a g en era l read ersh ip  

with dissem ination of esoteric w orks to co lleagues.75

As Peter Novick has am ply shown, A m erican historians who re tu rned  

from G erm any and in te rp re ted  W issenschaft in the A m erican m ilieu c rea ted  

their professional discipline b y  b ind ing  on to the already  pow erful d iscourses 

of scientism  and realism, creating  what H.B. Adams and o thers w ould in terpret 

as the science of history.76 For those who w ent to G erm any as part of the 1870s 

cohort, Ranke was the em bodim ent of this scientific tradition. They believed  

(despite  largely  inventing the tradition them selves) he, a long  with Barthold 

G eorg  N iebuhr (Lieber’s m entor), h ad  “perh ap s m ore than all others 

influenced historical study in the n ineteenth  century .” The AHA h e lp ed  create  

an  enclosed  disciplinary space  w here  this science of h istory could be  

asserted , subsum ing other bod ies of know ledge and locking out any

74 For discussion of enclosure see Andrew Abbott, The System o f  Professions: An Essay on the Division o f  
Expert Labor, (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1988).
75 Novick identifies these, in slightly different language, as key to professionalizing the social sciences 
perhaps the most interesting work on this has been done by historians of medicine and science on the 
monopolization of tools and enclosure. See for example, Roy Porter, The Popularization o f  Medicine, 
1650-1850 (New York: Routledge, 1992).
76 For a deeper discussion of Ranke and the particular meanings and interpretations of Geistwissenschaften, 
Novick, That Noble Dream, 26-29.

163



advocates for reform atory causes that ostensibly underm ined  the objectivity 

and scientific d isinterest of historians. The AHA also h e lp e d  stream line 

m ethods, creating  commissions on education  in public schools and  serving, as 

J. Franklin Jam eson wrote, not “to evoke originality, to k indle the fires of 

gen iu s .. .but to regularize, to criticize, to restra in  vagaries, to se t a  standard  of 

w orkm anship and com pel m en to conform  to it.”77 Lastly, the AHA h e lp ed  

redefine the audience for works. W hile Novick has c ited  the AHA as p roof that 

disciplining history was a “becom ing  som ewhat less of an  intellectual and  

som ewhat m ore of an academ ic en te rp rise ,” it brought toge ther a national 

m em bership , focusing on standards and  m ethodological norm s.78

If the AHA was an expression  of an em ergen t national professional 

project, its vocabulary and m ethods w ere  furnished by  new ly estab lished  

historico-political departm ents in m odernized  universities, chaired  by  the 

younger generation  of G erm an-trained scholars. In 1880, four years  befo re  

the AHA was established, Gilman b a ck e d  H. B. Adam s's G raduate Program  in 

Historical Studies at Hopkins, and  Seth Low, a close colleague of W hite and 

Gilman, b ack ed  John Burgess—L ieber’s rep lacem ent—in creating  Colum bia's 

School of Political Science.79 A dam s’s w ork with g raduate studen ts at Hopkins 

was particularly influential for the proliferation of a historico-political school in

77 Herbert Baxter Adams, “History in American Colleges,” Education: A Monthly Magazine 6 (1886), 92- 
100 .

78 Peter Novick, That Noble Dream, 53.
79 John G. Gunnell, “In Search o f the State: Political Science as an Emerging Discipline in the U.S.,” in 
Discourses on Society: the Shaping o f  the Social Science Disciplines, ed. Peter Wagner, Bjom Wittrock, 
and Richard Whitley (Norwell, MA: Kluwer Publishers, 1991), 153; Manicas, “The Social Science 
Disciplines,” 46.
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the US, supplying m any of the students that would attend that first business 

m eeting  of the AHA. It also cultivated som e of the m ost influential future social 

science p ro fessionalizes: A lbion Small (sociology, Chicago); E.A. Ross 

(sociology, Stanford and  W isconsin); John R. Com mons (econom ics, Syracuse 

and  W isconsin); Edw ard Bemis (econom ics and sociology, C hicago and 

Kansas); Henry C arter Adams (econom ics, C ornell and Michigan); Dewey 

(philosophy and  education; M ichigan, Chicago, and  Columbia); F rederick  J. 

Turner (history, Wisconsin, Harvard); and  W ilson himself (history, political 

econom y, jurisprudence; W esleyan, Bryn Mawr, and  Princeton). Burgess 

estab lished  a School of Political Thought at Columbia, which p ro v id ed  the 

ideological foundation for The A cadem y of Political Sciences (1880) and  the 

Political Science Quarterly (1886), signaling the start of a disciplinary split 

be tw een  the study of politics and  history.

Differences in disciplinary em phasis becam e m ore defined  in the 

1890s, but for most of the 1880s the departm ents led  b y  H.B. Adam s and 

Burgess, the AHA, and their tight professional connection to the industrial 

university, m ade possib le  the ascendance of a new  “scientific h istory ,” 

convinced of its ability to reflect the past realistically and  to understand  

thereby  the p resen t political and  social world. Adam s would often w rite or tell 

his students, “History is past Politics and  Politics p resen t H istory,” a ph rase  

that a p p ea red  frequently in his w ork and  which h e  proudly p o sted  on his
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sem inar room  door.80

The H istorico-Political School and the Internationalism  o f T eutonism

With the developm ent of new  institutional netw orks—universities, g raduate  

classes, university chairs and  national professional associations—d ep en d en t 

on popu lar acceptance, it b ecam e increasingly  im portant that m ethodological 

norm s b e  seen  as uncontroversial. Against the  backdrop  of the labour and 

social unrest of the G ilded  Age, the “scientific history” that Adam s and 

Burgess be lieved  possib le  w as particularly  useful in adap ting  A m erican 

exceptionalism  to conservative ends. Like its W hig forbearer, the historico- 

political school was very  m uch concerned  with p reserv ing  repub lican  

institutions and political p rincip les from the dem os and  did so, as Ross notes, 

b y  “subordinating individual rights to history and the com m unity” in their 

work.81 But, unlike their p redecesso rs, the shifting foundations of authority 

away from religious rationales tow ards m ore secular-scientistic ones m eant 

the historico-political school was careful to avoid explicit “reference  to 

Providential pow er or Am erica's m illennial destiny,” such as G eorge 

Bancroft’s standard  setting History of the United States of A m erica (1834) had  

m ade years earlie r.82 Put simply, to shift tow ards a m ore “realistic” historical 

account in the G ilded Age, the historico-political school had  to strip away any 

read ing  of history or politics that w ould have ap p ea red  rom antic b y  their

80 John G. Gunnell, “In Search of the State: Political Science as an Emerging Discipline in the U.S.”
81 Ross, Origins, 11-1A.
82 Ross, “Anglo-American Political Science,” 269-273.
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contem porary  standards.

This is not to say that all the rom anticism  was stripped  from their work. 

Their teaching and w riting still em b raced  a world-historic lens, or what Ross 

has called  the “prehistoricist cast of m ind,” which positioned  the US at the 

apex  of a  larger, H egelian m arch  of history through the w estw ard m ovem ent 

of Teutonic cultures and  institutions. As an ontological im perative in their 

work, this w estw ard m ovem ent of liberty  bo th  connected  them  firmly to Ranke 

and /o r Lieber, and  defended  the racial and  m eritocratic elitism  of civic 

institutions that m any felt w ere  th rea ten ed  by  a new  w ave of European 

im m igrants and  the b ro ad e r dem os of G ilded  A ge society and  politics. For 

Adams, w hose specialty w as local history and  governm ent, studying how 

German-Teutonic institutions had  traveled  through space and  tim e to land  in 

the local governm ental p ractices of New E ngland m unicipalities was m ore 

than just a research  interest. He ad ap ted  the Teutonic germ  theory  as a 

pedagog ical tool to connect his students to a  particu lar ontology of the nation, 

situating the US and its Teutonic civic institutions at the  vanguard  of liberty  for 

the w orld.83 It w as im portant, he  a rg u ed  in M ethods o f Historical Study, to teach 

students how to connect their community “not only with the origin and growth 

of the State and  Nation, but with the m othercountry [sic], with the G erm an 

Fatherland, with villages and  com m unities throughout the Aryan w orld .”84 For 

Adams, history revea led  the significance of Teutonic institutions by

83 Farr, “The Historical Science(s) of Politics”.
84 Herbert B. Adams, Methods o f  Historical Study, The Johns Hopkins University Studies in History and 
Political Science (Baltimore: Freeman Press, 1884), 21-23.
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uncovering how they h ad  kep t the act of governing  roo ted  to civic institutions 

ra ther than to interests of the sovereign  state.

Burgess also saw  his w ork as scientific and  world-historic in scope, 

draw ing from “the m ethod, w hich has b e en  found so p roductive  in the dom ain 

of natural sciences,” and  applying it to “political science and 

ju risp rudence.”85 But exactly how natural science m ethods could  translate into 

the world-historical teleology that seem ed  the  a p rio ri foundation of the new  

history was not clear. Like Adams, Burgess “b lu rred  historical change by  

overlaying past and  p resen t,” arriving at the foregone conclusion of political 

and  state suprem acy of Teutonic cultures like the British, Germ ans, and 

Am ericans. But w here Adam s em phasized  history, Burgess em phasized  how 

the p resen t p roved  that Teutonic institutions w ere  ind eb ted  to the past 

(although they further refined  liberal dem ocracy  through constitutionalism ).86 

The “th ree  g rea t p eo p les” of G erm any, England, an d  the US, he  proposed , 

“have p lan ted  all of their institutions upon the basis of the national state and 

are  developing them  through the realization of the national p rinc ip le .” As John 

Gunnel put it, “No one p ro p ag a ted  the Teutonic theory of state and the 

H egelian im age of history as long  and as assiduously as Burgess, and  no one 

d id  m ore to m ake the state the object of political sc ience .”87

But in developing a historico-political m ethod  that trea ted  the m arch of

85 John William Burgess, Political Science and Comparative Constitutional Law, Volume One (Boston: 
Ginn & Company, 1890), 1.
86 Ross, “Anglo-American Political Science,” 24.
87 John G. Gunnell, “In Search o f the State,” 143.
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Teutonism across Europe, into Britain and  culm inating in the US as a 

fundem ental objective law, B urgess actually p ro p ag a ted  a particu lar ontology 

of the nation-state to the level of universal liberal state  form. The implications 

of this ontological universalism  w ere  significant for the p roduction  and 

reproduction  of a particular k ind of internationalism  built a round  Am erican 

exceptionalism . W ith it, Teutonists of the historico-political school w ere  ab le  

to feed  the Am erican exceptionalist idea  that their nation h ad  ach ieved  a 

uniquely stateless state form, while sim ultaneously turning the A m erican state 

into a norm ative social scientific standard  against which all o ther societies’ 

developm ent was to b e  m easured . A portion of B urgess’ introduction to his 

Political Science and  Constitutional Law exem plifies this double move 

especially well:

I would say that the book rep resen ts  the Teutonic nations— 
the English, French, Lom bards, Scandinavians, G erm ans and 
North Am ericans—as the g rea t m odem  nation builders, that it 
rep resen ts the national State, that is, the self-conscious 
dem ocracy, as the ultim ate unit of political history; that it 
justifies the tem porary  im position of Teutonic o rd e r on 
unorganized, disorganized, or savage p eo p le  for the sake of 
their own civilization and  their incorporation in the w orld 
society; that it, therefore justifies the colonial system  of the 
British Em pire especially; that it favors federal governm ent, 
and finally, that it extols above everything the system  of 
individual immunity against governm ental pow er form ulated 
in the Constitution of the United States and  upheld  and 
p ro tec ted  by  the independen t judiciary.88

Am erican dem ocracy, in B urgess’s formulation, h ad  developed  out of the

germ  of liberty  carried  b y  Teutonic nations, bu t was p e rfec ted  in the

88 Burgess, Political Science and Comparative Constitutional Law, 1: 2.
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A m erican separation of governm ent and  the peculiarly  diffused pow er of the 

state. “With us, governm ent is not the sovereign  organization of the sta te ,” 

Burgess argued. “W e have the distinction [betw een  state an d  governm ent] 

a lready  in objective reality...This is the point in w hich the public  law  of the 

United States has reach ed  a far h igher developm ent than that of any state  in 

E urope.”89 Burgess reinforced  this exceptionalism  b y  holding up  the federal- 

nation-state, which sep ara ted  governm ent from the sovereign  organization of 

the state, as the apex of a p rog ressive  evolution of the state  p e r  se. But by  

p lacing  this form on a w orld-historic scale, and  proposing  that it w as arrived  

at with scientific precision, Burgess effectively rationalized the child of the 

Teutonic nation-state as the co re  of a liberal international o rder.

For Burgess, the core of this international o rd er w as an “ethnical 

affinity” for liberty, carried  at a biological level by  the Teutonic character and  

em bod ied  at the institutional level by  shared  civil p rac tices such as 

constitutionalism, legalism , republicanism  and  the liberal subject. The “b lood  

[that] courses through the veins of the majority of G erm ans, Englishm en, 

Scotchm en and North A m ericans,” Burgess argued, “p ro d u ced  and  m aintains 

a  substantial consensus of opinion concerning rights and w rongs, liberty  and  

governm ent, policy and  in terests.”90 The connection be tw een  nations was, 

then, an “ethical as well as an ethnical b o nd ,” w here sm aller Teutonic nations 

like the Swiss and Scandinavians w orked  unconsciously with their la rger

89 Ibid., 57, 63.
90 John W. Burgess, “Germany, Great Britain and the United States,” Political Science Quarterly 19 (1904), 
2-3.
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national counterparts to “sp re a d  Teutonic culture,” and  liberal-

Intem ationalism  was, on the one hand, international law,

requir[ing] each  state to know the constitution of the state 
with which it treats; and  this rule frees each  state at its option 
from any international obligation which its governm ent seeks 
to saddle  upon it through the exercise  of a pow er not g ran ted  
to its governm ent b y  its constitution.91

Echoing L ieber and those who o p p o sed  codification in the 1870s, Burgess

p ro p o sed  that the law of nations d e p e n d e d  on a d e e p e r  ethical im pulse that

em anated  not from the state p e r  se, but from a nation of p eo p le  who had  the

right to create  their own laws u n d er their own constitution. But B urgess further

specified that such constitutional nation-states a lready  sh a red  an  international

ethos because  they drew  upon the  sam e Teutonic cultural institutions that

could govern  without recourse  to the autocratic state. Far from see ing  the

w orld as culminating in a  codified or socially connected  single state, the self-

conscious, territorially bound  nation-state was the only legitimate  unit in

internationalism. “I do not ignore the fact that som e g rea t publicists think they

see  in the body  of general agreem ents, positive and  custom ary, be tw een

states, called  international law, the postulates of a consciousness w ider than

that of a  single sta te ,” Burgess noted. But, he objected , “at the p resen t stage of

the w orld’s civilization, a n eare r approxim ation of truth seem s to b e  attainable

from the standpoint of a national state consciousness than the standpoint of

91 John W. Burgess, “Federal Government and International Responsibility,” Political Science Quarterly 6 
(1891), 343.
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what is te rm ed  the consciousness of m ankind.”92 This read in g  of 

internationalism  underm ined  argum ents for a w orld state, positing  that the 

existing law betw een  Teutonic nations w as the h ighest international 

consciousness possib le  under the conditions of “common consciousness”.

W hile the rom anticism  of previous generations of historians and 

international legalists had  b e e n  b u ried  u n d er m ore scientific language, the 

historico-political school’s be lief in the reality  of Teutonism was still very  

m uch a rom antic narrative of history. N orthrop Frye has a rg u ed  that rom antic 

narrative always carries a revolutionary potential in its p resen ta tion  of an 

ideal world. But, w hen p resen ted  “u n der a  guise of realism ” that invites the 

re a d e r to identify with the society b e in g  portrayed, rom ance results in 

conservatism .93 The very  form ation of the m odem  resea rch  university, 

national professional association, and  historical m ethods that em phasized  the 

centrality of the nation, w ere  all em bodim ents of a rom antic d esire  for 

know ledge that b e tte r a ligned  the socio-political with an underp inn ing  hum an 

nature. This rom anticism  was justified and  legitim ated by sw eep ing  scientific 

works of historical and  political narrative, but all trea ted  the A m erican nation

state as the touchstone of socio-political and  econom ic developm ent and 

objectivized liberal nation-states as the m ost realistic units of social and 

political solidarity. The internationalism  of the historico-political school was 

therefore no less ethically m otivated than that of W ard. But in treating  the

92 Burgess, Political Science and Comparative Constitutional Law, 54.
93 Cited in Ross, “Grand Narrative,” 655.
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m oral im pulse beh ind  A m erican nation build ing  as bo th  realistic and  

universal in o rd e r to feed  A m erican exceptionalism , the e thos of historico- 

political internationalism  was fundam entally conservative. Grow ing out of the 

W hig em phasis on change tem p ered  by  institutional continuity, 

internationalism  was no longer com pelled  by  the Kantian ethics of what ought 

to b e . Instead, internationalism  w as seen  as an expression  of the  ethical o rd er 

as it was, de term ined  b y  historical and  econom ic law s that p ro v ed  all change 

w as necessarily  tem pered  by  the  existing institutional and social m ores and 

h ad  to b e  p rese rv ed  against unsettling revolutionary forces.

N ew  Econom ics: From H istorico-Political to Social Liberal 
Internationalism  and Back Again

The econom ists that founded the AEA also built on this gradualist read in g  of 

the developm ent of nation-states and  internationalism . Like the  AHA, the AEA 

must b e  understood as part of a local pow er struggle over professionalism  

and  expertise, affixing itself to new  disciplinary discourses, the institutional 

authority of the university and, again, to the rom antic p ro jec t of nation- 

building. W hile m uch has b e e n  m ade of the tem pering  effect that institutions 

like the university had  on the socialism  and  labour unionism of these new  

econom ists, the internationalism  of Seligman, Clark, Ely, an d  H.C. Adams 

reveals a conservative realism  substantially sh ap ed  by  their own search  for 

professional authority. On the one hand, their rom anticism  about the 

possibility of a m ore ethical society gu ided  by  a leveling state led  these 

thinkers to try to expand  the base  of governm ental authority to include
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institutions such as unions and the  church (institutions the o lder guard  had  

d en ied  recognition as articulators of liberty). This exposed  the  econom ists to 

persecution  from those who saw labour, egalitarian  religious m ovem ents, and  

a  social state as illiberal becau se  they th rea ten ed  to bypass the authority of 

p re-estab lished  civic institutions m anned  by  the  G ilded Age gen try  class. But, 

desp ite  differences over the p rec ise  fountainheads of the ethical im pulse and 

the institutions that would aide in social control, the historicism  of these  young 

econom ists m eshed  well with the  historico-political school, which quickly 

recognized  their similarities and  w orked  with the econom ists to develop  new  

positions in the increasingly industrially influenced university.

Unlike the first generation  of G erm an-trained  scholars influenced by 

Ranke and Lieber, the young radical econom ists w ere  in G erm any at a time 

w hen socialism seem ed  to th rea ten  estab lished  social o rders in all industrial 

societies, dem anding state action, in concert with other institutions. But as 

Ross has noted, except for Seligm an, the young econom ists w ere  from 

evangelical New England families that valued  m oral conscience in social, 

political and  personal life and, unlike their gen try  class p redecesso rs, “felt no 

rea l conflict be tw een  science an d  relig ion .”94 With this m oral im pulse, the 

new  econom ists im agined a m ore ethical state working to achieve equality 

and a comm on good, supporting the w orking class and fighting against the 

concentration of wealth in the hands of increasingly few. This led  Ely, Adams, 

and  Clark to find inspiration in the social p rob lem s that p lag u ed  liberalism

94 Ross, Origins, 102-103.
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and to im agine new  institutional collections influencing policy and  society.

Yet nor w ere  they radical statists and, as historicists, they  understood

socialism  to b e  defined by  the particu lar nation in which it developed . As Ely

p ro p o sed  in an  1887 p iece  on A m erican socialism, “the practical charac ter of

the A m erican” defined  its interaction with socialist ideas so that “ten  years

ago English-speaking laborers w ere  considered  too practical to listen  to

dream ers and  hera lds of com ing U topias,” their comm on sen se  an  “all-

sufficient shield  against the speculations of continental ph ilosophers and  the

allurem ents of French and G erm an ag itato rs.”95 But with the publication of

Henry G eorge’s Poverty and Progress and  the econom ic collapse of 1873, Ely

arg u ed  that a m odem  socialism took hold  of the Am erican practical mind,

finding expression  in the discontent of labourers. Still, Ely w as em phatic, it

was im portant not to confuse A m erican socialism  with g roups such as The

Internationalists, which he considered  “a party  of v io lence.” He p re fe rred  the

Socialistic Labor Party, which he ld  out “hope of a p eaceab le  revolution of

society” and was com posed  of m ore “highly educa ted  and  refined  m en .”96

“The fairest-m inded p erso n ,” Ely a rg u ed  of The Internationalists’ attack on the

church and family,

cannot blam e a w riter for holding up  to condem nation any 
concrete, actually existing party  which w ages war against all 
that w e consider most sacred , and  which seem s to abolish 
those institutions which w e hold to b e  of inestim able value,

95 Richard T. Ely, Recent American Socialism, ed. Herbert Baxter Adams, Studies in Historical and 
Political Science (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University, 1888), 1, 18.
96 Ibid., 21.
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both  to the individual and  to society.97 

Ely had  little patience, therefore, for radicals who attacked  the very  

institutions of cooperative organization that he  thought could w ork tow ards 

“econom ic as w ell as political” dem ocracy  an d  universal cooperation. 

Through this lens, he  in te rp re ted  the  Com m une as an  “insurrection” of 

communalists that w ere  chasing an unm odem  solution to m o d em  problem s. 

An anarchic organization of com m unes as a “confederation” w as “not 

com m unist,” but ra ther “com m unalist” because  of its parochial anti- 

m odernism . Ely be lieved  that “m odem  forms of comm unism  or socialism ” 

should b e  “cosm opolitan and  practical in charac ter.”98 Because the US w as so 

m odem  -  so practical in its political developm ent, but cosm opolitan in its 

hope for a  b e tte r w orld - it h ad  the unique capacity  to provide an “escap e  for 

p resen t and  future social d an g ers .”99

To escape  fully, Ely felt that “Science the State and the C hurch” h ad  to 

b e  accep ted  as “the chief agencies through which we must w ork for the 

am elioration of the laboring  class, as well as of all classes of society .” Rather 

than stigmatizing these agencies, or naively hoping  to p rog ress b ey o n d  them, 

he  im agined them  w orking tow ard social o rd e r and coordinating its 

“harm onious action.” Of course, the realization of this harm ony to “rem edy  

against the evils of socialism, nihilism, and anarchism ” req u ired  “a b e tte r  

education in political, social and  econom ic sc ience .” The AEA and  Ely w ere,

97 Ibid., 32.
98 Richard T. Ely, French and German socialism in modern times (New York: Harper, 1883), 16, 3.
99 Ely, Recent American Socialism, 73.
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b y  this formula, guards against both the  radicalism  of violent an d  atavistic 

socialism, and the parochialism  of ou tdated  laissez-faire thinking, bo th  of 

which ten d ed  tow ard ex trem es in stead  of m odera te  reform. The nature of 

Am erican socialism  for Ely w as reform -m inded, m oderate, and  gradualist, 

gu ided  b y  a new  scientific aristocracy hold ing  “the light of true sc ience .”100

For the ethical econom ists, a m ore  equal society c rea ted  the conditions 

for a truly social international. As E.R.A. Seligm an would a rgue  at the turn of 

the century, “Economic equality am ong individuals c reates...dem ocratic  

v irtues,” while “econom ic equality am ong nations can  alone p re p a re  the way 

for international p eace  and justice.” 101 Ely understood  this when, over two 

decades earlier, he a rgued  that international postal unions, congresses, 

courts of arbitration, and  efforts at industrial legislation w ere  signs of a 

“continued grow th of international re la tions” lead ing  ev er closer to the 

formation of “a world-organization, guaran tee ing  to the nations of the earth  

perpetual p e a c e .” His hope that free trade  would “knit nation to nation so 

firmly” subsequently  evaporated , as h e  realized  it had  only united  “a few 

great m erchants and m anufacturers, an d  led  to cosm opolitan feeling am ong 

the w ealthier classes.”102 But his hope of an international o rd er linked  through 

ethical social bonds, ra ther than coldly capitalistic ones, was taking hold 

am ong A m erican social scientists.

100 Ibid., 72, 74. For his later statements calling for a scientific aristocracy see Richard T. Ely, An American 
Aristocracy (box 8, folder 5), Richard Theodore Ely Papers, State Historical Society of Wisconsin.
(herafter referred to as Ely Papers)
101 Edwin R. A. Seligman, “The Economic Interpretation of History. Ill,” Political Science Quarterly 17 
(1902), 286.
102 Ely, French and German Socialism, 187-188.
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W hile Ely a ttacked  free trade, his idea  of a m odem  socialism  and  hope

for a system  beyon d  the nation-state p rev en ted  him from accep ting  the

protectionism  and  statism  Bellamy p ro p o se d  in Looking Backward.103 Ely

shared  his econom ist co lleagues’ view that o ld  style protectionism  and  tariffs

w ere  steps back  in the direction from w hich society  had  a lready  p ro g ressed .

As W alker a rg u ed  in his assessm ent of socialism  in 1887,

The peculiarity  of the new  m ovem ent is that it is to owe its 
initiative and  its m ain im pulse to the laboring  class. W hat 
strikes m e as most important, w ith re g a rd  to the future, is the 
consideration that, while protectionism  is to becom e dogm a 
and  a fighting dem and of the out-and-out socialists 
everyw here, it would b e  in a  consum m ated system  of 
protection that the ram pant, aggressive, and  destructive 
socialism, which is such an object of te rro r to many m inds, 
w ould find an insurm ountable b a rrie r. Socialism can  never 
b e  all w e d rea d  unless it becom es international; bu t the 
consum m ation of protectionism  is the destruction of 
internationalism .104

Ely tried  interm ittently to rescue  the concept of socialism in A m erica from 

be ing  equated  with such inflexible protectionism  and  tariffs, and  he  and  his 

colleagues used  a W higgish history of econom ic thought to explain why 

modern  socialism  w as actually an extension of the national liberalism  that had  

b e en  handed  on from the English. The church, Seligm an offered, was the first 

international in history, and  it h ad  com m unicated aw areness of solidarity 

beyond  the nation through history, first into the  m ercantile system  and  English 

authors of free trade. They c rea ted  a sense  of contained “national econom y”

103 Richard T. Ely, Problems o f  Today: A Discussion o f  Protective Tariffs, Taxation, and Monopolies (New 
York: T. Y. Crowell, 1888).
104 Walker, “Socialism,” 107-108.
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along with notions such as the balance of pow er an d  the d esire  for increased  

population, although these  w ere  challenged  b y  the physiocrats of France, who 

“rep resen ted  the universal, the cosm opolitan, the  international v iew .” 

Seligman insisted  that the physiocrats’ treatm ent of the  laissez faire individual 

operating without sovereign  governm ent w as the spirit but not the  structure 

handed  down to Smith, Ricardo and  Malthus. They would effectively m eld  the 

physiocratic and  m ercantile into liberal F ree  T rad e .105 H.C. Adam s echoed  

this read ing  of free  trade  as the first significant internationalism  in his own 

teachings, arguing  that “the early  [m ercantile] society  did not adm it industrial 

competition; the early  years of m o dem  society adm itted  only international 

competition; in m odem  society we realize bo th  international com petition and 

competition b e tw een  p ersons.”106

Adams p ro p o sed  that the rea l question revo lved  around “the w isdom  of 

m aking the political and  the industrial boundaries of a  peop le  coincide.” The 

“free traders deny  the w isdom  of such leg islation” because  they claim  it 

“deprives the peop le  of one country from the enjoym ent of the advantages of 

production ... p o ssessed  b y  another country ,” and  because  “it obstructs the 

benefits of hered itary  skill or national pecu liarities which give one p eo p le  an 

advantage over another.” But, Adams concluded, w hen faced with the fact that 

“legitim ately fair trade  does not tend  to unite p eo p le s  of various countries,” it

105 E.R.A. Seligman, et al., "Continuity of Economic Thought," Science Economic Discussion, (New 
York: The Science Company, 1886), 8-9.
106 Henry Carter Adams, Outline o f  Lectures Upon Political Economy: Prepared fo r  the Use o f  Students at 
the University o f  Michigan and Cornell University (Ann Arbor: Register Publishing House, 1886).
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becam e apparen t that the best hope for international cooperation re s te d  in 

“the advocacy of reciprocity  on the basis of international treaty  ra th e r than 

either Free T rade or Protection.”107 Seligm an called  this “polishing the ed g e  

of diam onds h anded  on from these  Anglo theorists,” to fit the industrial reality  

of his tim e.108 In trying to salvage their collectivist goals and  estab lish  a 

p rogressive, m ore socially inclusive and  ethical internationalism , the ethical 

econom ists quickly re tre a ted  to the sh ibboleth  of solidarity p ro v id ed  by  

Anglo-Saxonism, with its accom panying ideals of liberty  and  juridical 

sovereignty.

It is difficult to overstate the im pact d eb a tes  over the historical versus 

deductive teaching of econom ics had  on  the conceptual form ation of 

internationalism  am ong the ethical econom ists. Throughout the 1880s, 

Seligman, Ely, Patten, and  Adam s increasingly  fell b ack  on the exceptionalist 

narrative of Am erica as the historical inheritor of liberty  in o rd e r to support 

their case  for econom ics as a historical m ethod, and to em phasize the 

connection betw een  particular econom ies an d  political reg im es. Invariably, 

criticisms em erged , such as from H arvard’s C harles D unbar, that the historical 

approach was not the revolution that Ely and o thers h ad  proclaim ed.

These critiques p layed  to the ASSA-Brahmin distrust of G erm an 

historicism that defined political econom y a d ecad e  earlier, and  the historical

107 Ibid.
108 Seligman, Science Economic Discussion, 12.
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em phasis of the ethical-econom ists’ w ork c h an g ed .109 Aiming to de-em phasize 

their G erm an training and  m ethodological connection to G erm an historicism , 

they afixed their concept of the rise  of internationalism  less on the ideal that 

Teutonic culture vis-a-vis particular civic institutions h ad  com m unicated 

liberal and  republican  traits, and  increasingly  on a p rog ressive  narrative that 

positioned econom ic thought as itself the vesse l that had  p a sse d  the m antle of 

liberty  from the British to America. This shift in em phasis in the historical 

narrative was fundam entally a  m ove away from the Teutonism  that had  

structured m uch of the conception of internationalism  in the Reconstruction 

and early  G ilded ages, and  a m ove tow ards a newly abstrac ted  idea  of Anglo- 

Saxonism. This shift could easily have driven  a  w edge  be tw een  the old guard  

of historico-political scientists and  the new g u ard  of ethical-econom ists over 

the question of what nations w ere b est positioned to lead  a still em ergen t 

international o rder. But m any of the old  g u a rd  actually adap ted , if only to 

protect, alongside the now reform ed ethical-econom ists, the functional 

relationship betw een  social science and  ju risp rudence  that D unbar and  o thers 

seem ed  intent on denying  b y  questioning history’s ability to teach  lessons and 

aid in understanding  contem porary society with scientific certain ty .110

Throughout the 1890s, historical narratives explaining the sp read  of 

Anglo-Saxon liberty  becam e increasingly popu lar am ong social scientists and

109 Charles F. Dunbar, “The Academic Study of Political Economy,” The Quarterly Journal o f  Economics 5 
(1891): 397-416.
110 For more on this in the economists realm see, Adams in Ely et al., Science Economic Discussion. For an 
example of the Historico-Political school’s defense of this relationship see John W. Burgess, “Political 
Science and History,” The American Historical Review 2 (1897), 407-408.
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the w ider public . Popularized b y  the historical works of im m ensely popu lar 

w riters such as John Fiske, Jam es Hosm er and T heodore Roosevelt, Anglo- 

Saxonism must b e  understood as an ethno-political fram ew ork that w as bo th  a 

response  to and  attem pt to explain away the anxiety brought on b y  increased  

im m igration from southern and  Eastern Europe, which becam e first 

noticeable in the late 1880s and  would constitute a m ajority of im m igration b y  

1896.111

Early in that decade, scholars such as C harles McLean Andrews, 

Edw ard Charming, H erbert Levi O sgood, and F rederick  Jackson Turner had  

ra ised  serious objections to the Teutonic-origins theory. Andrews questioned  

w hether the self-governing village community of m edieval G erm any had  

b e e n  rep ro d u ced  in seventeenth-century  New England, and Charming 

doub ted  that the self-governing Teutonic village community h ad  ev er even 

existed  or that it was possib le  to draw  an evolutionary chain from sim ple 

similarities in institutional structures. Though Teutonism  dom inated the 

historico-political school in the 1880s, it was not difficult for the likes of A lbert 

Bushnell Hart, John W. Burgess, and  H.B. Adam s to accep t as central an 

em phasis they h ad  largely  already  m ade, by  trea ting  the English and 

Am ericans as the highest social and  political exp ression  of libe rty .112

111 Anderson, Race and rapprochement, 55.
112 Novick, That Noble Dream, 87-88; Bluford Adams, “World Conquerors or a Dying People? Racial 
Theory, Regional Anxiety, and the Brahmin Anglo-Saxonists,” The Journal o f the Gilded Age and 
Progressive Era 8 (2009), 200-203.
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Venezuela: The H istorical Expert in Arbitration and Internationalism

By the time the V enezuela d ispute p rec ip ita ted  the creation of the boundary  

commission, these  currents of Anglo-Saxonism, racial anxiety, and 

disciplinary fragm entation, along with d eb a tes  over the capacity  of the social 

sciences to d irect governm ent, cam e to a head . The expert g roup called  

together to settle the V enezuela dispute m ay outw ardly have a p p e a re d  to b e  

little m ore than an informal ga thering  of advisors to he lp  the State D epartm ent 

during a diplom atic crisis. It is m y contention, how ever, that the comm ission 

provides evidence of the rup ture  betw een  the old  internationalism  and  the 

em erg ing  rationalization of the A m erican state and  internationalism  b y  social 

scientific know ledge, the latter taken as m ore fundam ental and  universally 

scientific than legalistic or diplom atic m odes of understanding  the world. 

Calling together a  comm ission of experts to rep o rt to an international 

arbitration com m ittee m ight have seem ed  to p rove  the efficacy of the civic- 

intem ationalists’ w orld of jurisdictionally sovereign  nation-states with sh a red  

civil-legal practices. But this old logic w as b y  then subverted  b y  the m ore 

scientific facts p rov ided  b y  increasingly powerful disciplinary historians and 

geographers.

For W hite and Gilman, Venezuela was a victory on m ultiple fronts. First, 

it p roved  their vision of co llege m en at all levels of governm ent. As Gilman 

would argue years later, “this story show[ed] how useful the lib raries and  

professorships of this country have b e e n  in a  crisis that cam e very  near
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involving th ree  countries in w ar.”113 M ore generally , it also show ed the

valuable ro le  of the social sc iences in guiding and  building civic institutions

that would foment a  liberal international o rd e r.114 Gilman w as not alone in

explicitly connecting geopolitical gains with the rise  of a pow erful new

regim e of nationalist know ledge that could actually steer internationalism .

W hite was similarly optimistic at the time of the commission, telling one

colleague that he be lieved  the w ork of the com m ission’s ex p erts  and  the

decision to use arbitration would “resto re  b e tte r  feeling b e tw een  this country

and G reat Britain, as well as be tw een  G reat Britain and  V enezuela. In fact...I

feel absolutely sure that this will b e  its resu lt.” Falling b ack  onto the sam e

Anglo-Saxon conception of liberty  as the co re  of international o rd e r that H.C.

Adams had  reh ea rsed  in the econom ics debates, W hite proclaim ed:

I believe that w e are to see  arbitration as a g rea t principle, 
evolved out of these recen t differences of opinion b e tw een  
the two g rea test countries in the w orld, and  that other 
reform s and im provem ents are  steadily  going on.115

Burr shared  the sense of accom plishm ent, and  felt it would b e  highly unlikely 

that “any civilized state will so soon again b e  willing to risk  derision  and 

posterity  b y  refusing all peaceful arbitration until it has at least se t its own 

scholars at one earnest effort to test the justice of its cause.”116 Like Gilman, 

Burr attributed the success of V enezuela to the rising principle of arbitration,

113 Richard Heyman, “Libraries as armouries: Daniel Coit Gilman, geography, and the uses of a university,” 
Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 19 (2001): 295-316.
114 Ibid.
115 A.D. White to Henry Sage, 21 February 1896 (box 74), White Papers.
116 Burr, “The Search for the Venezuela-Guiana Boundary,” 407.
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and  saw the comm ission as p roof that successful arbitration, Anglo-Saxon 

unity and  international peace , d e p e n d e d  on the  d isin terested  w ork of 

d isciplined scholars.

The disciplinary m oorings of those scholars that White, Gilman and  

A m erica’s foreign policy apparatus saw  as b est eq u ip p ed  to ga ther “the facts’’ 

that would gu ide the comm ission and  arbitration tribunal is revealing . The 

historian Richard Heym an has a rg u ed  the com m ission “re lied  large ly  on Dr. 

Gilman’s familiarity with cartography, his know ledge of the reliability  of the 

different m ap m akers, as well as of the physical geography  of the territo ry  in 

d ispu te.”117 But, in fact, the comm ission w ould almost im m ediately rep o rt after 

looking these m aps over that if their “exam ination has estab lished  anything, it 

is that the m aps of the past a re  not to b e  re lied  upon as giving true 

boundaries. They have b e e n  draw n, for the m ost part, with an im perfect 

know ledge of the country, and  with the still m ore im perfect know ledge of 

those historical facts and  legal p rincip les w hich m ust decide  the question .” 118 

W hite had  b e e n  clear: history, w orking out of the lega l p receden ts  of p rio r 

international treaties, would gu ide the establishm ent of a geographical 

boundary, because  these  w ere  “historical questions.”

The 1890s in A m erica m arked  the ap o g ee  of what I have so far outlined 

as civic-intemationalism. This was a p e rio d  w hen it seem ed  possib le  that the 

L ieberesque ontology of the nation-state could provide the basis for an

117 Cited in Richard Heyman, “Libraries as Armouries,” 25,
118 Daniel Coit Gilman and Andrew Dickson White, “Report on the Cartographical Evidence o f the 
Geographers” (box 74), White Papers.
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expansive and civilizing w orld p eace , confirm ing that the exceptionalism  and 

suprem acy of the essentially sta teless A m erican sta te  form. The nation-state 

was an expression  of a  national consciousness, and  the latter could  ostensibly 

b e  d iscovered  through historical exam ination, using m ethods that h ad  h e lp ed  

to define G erm an nationalism  over the first th ird  of the  nineteenth  century. But 

the articulation of that national consciousness in late n ineteen th  century 

Am erica d e p en d e d  on a  host of civic institutions d irec ted  with the precision  

only social science could prom ise. “Political Science,” Burgess to ld  a  m eeting 

of the AHA in 1896, is “the science of the national country state, and  is tending  

to becom e the science of the hum an w orld sta te .” 119 Refracted through the 

W hig desire  for strong civic institutions that allow ed an elite  to m ediate 

be tw een  the state and society, the develop ing  historico-political disciplines, 

especially  as they w ere  affixed to already-pow erful civic institutions like the 

university, becam e them selves p roof that a society could p ro g ress  tow ards an 

international without abandoning  the sh a red  cultural characteristics m any felt 

essentially and exceptionally American.

D espite the distant prom ise of a liberal international, in p lacing  civic 

legal institutions at the core  of the ontological formation of the nation and  the 

international, the historico-political school found a way to rationalize the 

reproduction of local state structures on a w orld scale. In attributing such a 

central role to what w ere  already  w idely characterized  as Teutonic o r Anglo- 

Saxon institutions, they bound onto and h e lp ed  feed  Anglo-Saxon sentim ent.

119 Burgess, “Political Science and History,” 404.
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Scholars clam ored to w eigh in on the Venezuela dispute, to proclaim  their 

support for arbitration over conflict. Sidney Sheerw ood, a  p ro fessor of 

econom ics at Johns Hopkins, e n d o rsed  the id ea  of racial solidarity vis-a-vis an 

Anglo-Saxon alliance recen tly  p ro p o sed  b y  A rthur Balfour and  Joseph 

C ham berlain, who surm ised that such a union cem ented  through arbitration 

would guaran tee  w orld p eace  b y  overshadow ing rival alliance system s in 

Europe. G.B. Adam s ad d ed  his voice to those urg ing  a prom pt settlem ent of 

the V enezuelan question on racial grounds. He was ready  to see  the British 

occupy all the land in dispute if that w ere  necessary  to avoid an inter-racial 

civil w ar b e tw een  the two English-speaking nations. Such a w ar w ould almost 

certainly result in the collapse of Anglo-Saxon civilization, he  said, and  the 

“ruin of the em pire  of the w orld which now belongs to our ra c e ” b y  rival races 

like the G erm ans and Russians.120

This new  goodwill tow ards an internationalism  built on racial solidarity 

and sho red  up b y  the civilized m echanism  of arbitration was so intoxicating 

that w hen W hite and other academ ics a ttended  the Hague Peace C onference 

in 1899, they boasted  of their im portance as d isin terested  arb iters in the 

em erg ing  international system. W orking alongside fellow d e leg a tes  such as 

Seth Low and  Alfred Thayer M ahan W hite, the Am ericans found them selves in 

a position to define the rational foundations for international relations. W hite 

would la ter recall and transcribe his im patience with the reservations of a 

G erm an delegate , who was d eep ly  distrustful of argum ents for com pulsory

120 Anderson, Race and Rapprochement, 114.
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arbitration. A ccording to W hite, the  diplom at said that “M odem  nations are

taking an entirely  false route in p reven ting  the settlem ent of their difficulties

by  trained  diplom atists, and  intrusting [sic] them  to arb itration  b y  m en

inexperienced  in international m atters, who really  can  not b e  unp rejud iced  or

uninfluenced.” W hite bem oaned  the d e le g a te ’s “contem pt for the  p lan  for

creating a  b u reau ,” com posed of what they  d e rid ed  as little m ore than

“university professors and the like en tru sted  to carry  the m achine of the

tribunal.”121 He retorted:

...by  opposing arbitration, you not only put a club into the 
hands of socialists, anarchists, and  all the other anti-social 
forces, but you also alienate the substantial m iddle-class 
and the g rea t body  of relig ious p eo p le  in all nations. You 
have no conception of the dep th  of feeling on this subject 
which exists in my country, to say nothing of others; an d  if 
G erm any stands in the way, the distrust of her which the 
Am ericans have felt, and  w hich as m inister and  
A m bassador at Berlin I have lab o red  so h a rd  to dispel, will 
b e  infinitely increased.

Arbitration d id  not “derogate  the ro le  of the sovereign ,” he  assu red  the

G erm an representative. By subm itting m enial questions such as tariffs,

colonial holdings and trade  m easures to arbitration, W hite p ro p o sed  that

these rev iled  “university p ro fessors” w ould relieve “the sovereign  and  his

governm ent...of the parliam entary ch icanery  based , not upon know ledge, but

upon party  tactics or personal g ru d g es o r inherited  p rejud ices.”122 Arbitration

was the core of a liberal internationalism  w herein  a netw ork of civilized,

121 White, Autobiography o f  Andrew Dickson White V. 2, 302.
122 Ibid., 302-305.
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sovereign nation-states am eliorated  the tensions of trade, colonialism  and 

potentially even  national rivalry through universal, objective know ledge. 

Such know ledge, W hite a rgued  in a  sp eech  at the inauguration of a  m em orial 

to Hugo Grotius during  the conference, w ould guard  the “treasu res of 

civilization” from the “international h a tred  w hich takes shape  in m onstrous 

fallacies and  m orb id  fictions reg a rd in g  a lleg ed  antagonistic in te res ts .” The 

delegates for an international arbitration system , he  went on to proclaim , he ld  

“a m andate from Humanity.”123

But the historico-political school’s faith in non-state civic institutions 

rem ained  anchored  to the old civic-intem ationalist vision of the nation state, 

which spoke for a very  narrow  constituency. Placing this new  conception  of 

the social sciences at the core  of A m erican internationalism  m ay have 

rem oved m uch of its overt rom anticism , but the realist insistence on the 

centrality of the nation-state and a d o g g e d  faith in A m erica’s exceptional 

civic-dem ocratic structures m eant that a  fundam ental shift w as underw ay in 

thinking about the sanctity of sovereignty  and the right to partic ipate  in 

international law.

From C ivic Internationalism  to Social Internationalism  in  the A ge of  
Im perialism

By the time of the Venezuela dispute it was ap p aren t that the historicism  that

123 Andrew D. White, “Address on the Occasion of the Grotius Commemoration, July 4, 1899,” in ed. 
Arthur Eyffinger, The 1899 Hague Peace Conference: “The Parliament o f  Man, the Federation o f  the 
World” (Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1999), 329.
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had  bound  the historico-political and  the ethical econom ists together was 

fracturing. W hile a historicist view  of econom ics and  politics p av ed  the way 

for a  new  view  of social science d irecting  governm ent, it also n u rtu red  a 

certain  hubris on the part of the social sc iences about their capacity  to find 

d e ep  social princip les that cut across locales, explain  international society, 

and direct its m anagem ent. During the V enezuela crisis, Burgess questioned  

the validity of intervention b e tw een  two disputing nations on diplom atic 

principles alone. Speaking to what he  ca lled  the “pseudo-M onroism ” of the 

day, he said that “interference m ust b e  b a se d  on a  m uch w ider p rinc ip le .” 

T here was “undoubtedly  a  duty resting  upon civilized states to carry  

civilization into the abodes of barbarism , and  this duty gives a righ t,” bu t that 

right “must b e  lim ited by  the purpose; an d  must not b e  m ade a m eans for any 

other end  than the sp read  of civilization.” Facing the potential of w ar with 

Britain, Burgess a rgued  that the g en era l princip le  of civilization w as m uch like 

the rights of p roperty  ownership: one could  not “justify the expulsion of one 

civilized pow er by  another from a field p roperly  occupied  and  fairly well 

w orked. And it cannot justify a civilized pow er, which itself does nothing for 

the civilization of a barbaric  region, in attem pting to hold that reg ion  

indefinitely against the entrance of o ther civilized pow ers.”124 Territorial 

sovereignty, it was clear, was a  p riv ilege of “Christian nations” with a 

developed  Teutonic or Anglo-Saxon sense  of liberty.

124 John W. Burgess, “The Recent Pseudo-Monroeism,” Political Science Quarterly 11, no. 1 (March 1, 
1896), 51,53.
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But as the agitation for arbitration grew , the am biguities of a concep t of

sovereignty app lied  to a sliding historical scale of developm ent s ta rted  to

create  cracks in the historico-political p rescrip tion  for w orld p eace . W riting

for the Baltimore News, H.B. Adams argued:

There has b e e n  considerable discussion of the  exped iency  of 
an international tribunal o r perm anen t court of arbitration.
The proposal was m ade in this country  in 1866 that such a 
tribunal should b e  instituted, and  that it should  be  com posed  
of d istinguished publicists and  jurists, w hose professional 
honor and scientific reputation w ould k eep  them  above all 
m ercenary  or partisan considerations, bu t it is doubtful 
w hether the w orld is ripe  for a  perm anen t tribunal of 
international arbitration. The pow er conferred  w ould b e  so 
im perial in character that the various governm ents of the 
w orld w ould hesitate to acknow ledge such suprem acy ...the  
exam ple set by  England and  the U nited States in the G eneva 
court is the best the w orld has se en .”128

W hatever vesse l carried  the capacity  for liberal self-governm ent, b e  it

Christianity, Teutonism  or Anglo-Saxonism, sovereignty w as a p roduct of

these d eep  social forces that a court could  not sim ply bestow . T here was,

therefore, no pu rpose  in trying to establish  a perm anent court as part of a

w orld state that w ould com prom ise the jurisdiction an d  sovereignty  of the US,

simply to achieve the sort of international cooperation  already rea ch e d  b y  the

civilized nations.

If there  was any question about the fracturing of civic internationalism  

as it had  b e e n  contained by  the historico-political school and  em bod ied  by  

the arbitration movem ent, the Spanish-Cuban-Am erican and  Philippine-

125 H.B. Adams, “Untitled,” Baltimore News, 2 March 1896 (series 5, box 48) H.B. Adams Papers.
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Am erican W ars put those to rest. Against the b ackd rop  of F rederick  Jackson 

Turner’s diagnosis of a closed  A m erican frontier and  a  grow ing sense  am ong 

m any key  policy and com m ercial in terests that expansion into overseas 

m arkets was n e e d e d  to relieve “industrial overproduction and  a  structural 

surplus,” the historico-political consensus that h ad  m ade civic 

internationalism  synonym ous with liberal internationalism  fragm ented  under 

the p ressu re  g en era ted  by  its own rationalism .126

The effects of this fragm entation on social science and  internationalism  

w ere twofold. First, it en d ed  the old  historico-political school’s effective 

m onopoly in rationalizing liberal internationalism  for most m iddle-class, white 

Americans. As B ender and R odgers have n o ted  in the ir studies of international 

progressive reform  m ovem ents, b y  the turn of the century, easie r 

transcontinental travel and  com m unications facilitated an international 

consciousness am ong “social libera ls” who sh a red  “social science findings 

and identified m odel policies of the em erg ing  social liberalism .”127 W here  30 

years prior, the extent of self-identified international organs w as almost 

entirely lim ited to the church, scientific societies and  labour unions, b y  the 

1890s a powerful new  cadre  of reform ers w as explicitly connecting social 

reform  to the cultivation of an international social consciousness and  the 

establishm ent of institutions that b y p a sse d  traditional channels of state-

126 Thomas McCormick, “From Old Empire to New,” 125; Matthew Frye Jacobson, Barbarian Virtues. The 
United States Encounters Foreign Peoples at Home and Abroad, 1876-1917, (New York: Hill and Wang, 
2001),; Lafeber, The New Empire, 23-30.
127 Bender, A Nation Among Nations, 281.
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political pow er. This shift challenged  the legitim acy of the still fledgling 

arbitration m ovem ent, calling into question its ability to sp eak  for the b ro ad  

in terests of humanity. In so doing, it forced  the historico-political school to 

ontologically re trea t d e e p e r  into what Ross has ca lled  “realistic 

historicism .”128 This ontological m ove in turn  affected the rationalization of 

internationalism  am ong Am erican social scientists and  policy elites, 

necessitating its reconstruction according  to social, historical and  econom ic 

forces benea th  those formal political institutions that had once se rv ed  as the 

m easures of civilized society and  the rites of p assag e  into the international 

community.

The Anti-Imperialists

If the V enezuela crisis was the ap o g ee  of civic internationalism , the im perial 

w ars from 1898 to 1902 rep re se n te d  its near total collapse. V enezuela an d  the 

arbitration m ovem ent brought the various conservative internationalists 

together by  highlighting the im portance and prom ise of nurturing an 

internationalism  that re lied  on civic institutions ra ther than the state  to build  

international goodwill. Though the new ly-elected President McKinley assu red  

Am ericans that “no im perial designs lurk in the Am erican m ind” because  

“they are alien to Am erican sentim ent, thought, and  p u rp o se ,” the invasion of 

the Spanish colonies at Cuba, Puerto Rico, the Philippines, and  the later 

annexation of Hawaii, signaled  the opposite  to the old g u ard  of political

128 Dorothy Ross, Origins, 277-219.
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econom ists.129 Those as seem ingly diam etrically opposed  as W illiam G raham  

Sumner and  C harles Francis Adam s w ere  draw n together while pro-w ar 

annexationist Henry C abot Lodge d e rid e d  “the theory  of the M anchester 

school, which m aintains that territorial expansion  m ust be  s to p p ed  because  

they w ere  likely to in terfere with com plete freedom  of trad e .” W hile their 

actual adherence  to M anchester political econom y varied, m ost h ad  carried  

forward the W hig faith in an aristocracy of the educated , and  sh a red  the 

G ilded A ge historico-political be lief in a territorially  defined  and  racially 

hom ogenous nation-state as the p ro p e r expression  of popu lar sovereignty. 

Though Gilman was not a  m em ber of the Anti-Imperialist League, his 1898 

b iography  of Jam es M onroe rom anticized the form er State S ecre tary ’s 

consistent be lief that “Am erica is for A m ericans,” resisting the pull of British 

sovereignty .130

Burgess shared  the hope that avoiding colonialism w ould help  p reserv e  

the exceptional nature of liberty  he  b e liev ed  was ensconced  in the 

Constitution. H eeding the criticism of those who argued  there  w ere  social 

principles d e e p e r  than those of particu lar institutions and  constitutions, 

Franklin G iddings, the second chair of sociology in  Am erica at Colum bia in 

1894, coun tered  that while “m an is m ore than constitutions ... m an is not m uch 

without constitutions and institutions.” As a  constitutionalist, Burgess too felt

129 Cited in Howard Zinn, A People’s History o f  the United States: 1492-Present (New York: Harper 
Perennial, 2003), 314.
130 Daniel Coit. Gilman, James M onroe: With a Bibliography o f  Writings Pertinent to the Monroe Doctrine 
by John F. Jameson. (Boston: Houghton, 1898), 246-247,
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“that this nation has reached , or is at least approaching, a  g rea t crisis, in its

history” with the question of how to govern  the newly acquired  territories. Yet

he assu red  his readers: “I have m ade it reasonab ly  c lear to m y own m ind that

the danger lies not so m uch in the m ere  possession  of extra-continental

territory as in the m anner of its governm ent.” Burgess did not re jec t the idea

of Am erica ev er having “colonies o r d ep en d en cies ,” but insisted  that

Am ericans w ould

m ore nearly  follow the natural o rd e r of things, if w e should 
rem ain at hom e and attend  to our own dom estic affairs, set 
our national house in m ore perfect and  p ro p e r  o rder for our 
sovereign  journey into foreign parts, and give ourselves the 
national discipline and  developm ent which must necessarily  
p rec ed e  the successful perform ance of an international o r 
w orld p a r t .131

The Anti-imperialist m ovem ent w as a m inority reaction  to the p ro spec t of war, 

but it was suppo rted  in the nation’s co lleges and  universities—enough so that 

Theodore Roosevelt, future hero  of the C uban  invasion, lam ented  the “b e la ted  

survivors of the Little England m ovem ent” who cam e mostly from “our 

educa ted  m en .”132

W hile som e of these educa ted  elite  and  m ugwump reform ers b a sed  

their reservations on questions of state intervention in trade, and  a small 

minority stood against intervention as a way of sp read ing  dem ocracy, a 

majority h a rb o red  racialist, social Darwinist hierarchies, and  w orried  what

131 John W. Burgess, “How May the United States Govern Its Extra-Continental Territory?,” Political 
Science Quarterly 14 (1899), 18.
132 E. Berkeley Tompkins, “The Old Guard: A Study of the Anti-Imperialist Leadership,” Historian 30 
(1968): 366-388.
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effect a sudden  influx of non-whites w ould have on the republic. W hile he 

considered  himself “in com m on with the g rea t m ajority” in believ ing  that “the 

Spanish W est Indies must b rea k  loose from Spain som e d ay ,” W hite “had  

hoped  that the question m ight b e  ad jou rned” because  he  “d re a d e d  the 

addition to our country of a million and  a half citizens whose ability to govern  

them selves was exceed ingly  doubtful.” He fea red  the  radicalization of blacks 

in the South once exposed  to the illiterate, ungovernable “n eg ro es and 

mullatos accustom ed to equality with the w hites.”133 Many Anti-im perialists, 

who understood w ar and annexation in largely  social Darwinian term s, 

w orried  about both an influx of ignorant backw ards peop le  and  the “reck less 

and unrestra ined” populists that seem ed  to lack the  “the m anly self-control 

n e ed e d  to govern .”134 Thus, by  this time, the m ugwum p and  historic-political 

school a lready  showing an inability to adap t to changing socio-political 

conditions.

Im perialists

Paul Kramer has shown that “Anglo-Saxonism” reach ed  “the heigh t of its 

explanatory pow er in foreign policy a renas in the years im m ediately after 

1898, w hen it h e lped  cem ent an Anglo-Am erican accord and  p rov ide an 

historical and  political rationale for a US overseas colonial em pire  in the

133 White, Autobiography o f  Andrew Dickson White, 162.
134 Christopher Lasch, “The Anti-Imperialists, the Philippines, and the Inequality of Man,” The Journal o f  
Southern History 24, no. 3 (1958), 319-331; Kristin L. Hoganson, Fighting for American Manhood: How 
Gender Politics Provoked the Spanish-American and Philippine-American Wars (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 2000), 170-171.
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Philippines and  the C arib bean  Sea.”135 W hile few social scientists w ad ed  

directly  into the rising tide of w ar to support it, the opportunity it p re se n te d  to 

bu ild  relations betw een  Am erica and  the British w as too good to resist.

G iddings was a case  in point. He w as a d isciple of positivism  and 

Spencerian sociology, and  as such understood  the developm ent of the w orld 

as o rd e re d  b y  racial h ierarch ies of g roups that developed  social pa tterns 

through a m ixture of natural, social and  sexual selection. He im agined  a  m ore 

socially in te rdependen t world, an  ethical society, “p eo p led  b y  diligent, 

respec tab le  workm en, and philanthropic e lites ,” and  considered  it his m oral- 

scientific duty to articulate the best m eans for m oving tow ards such a 

society.136 With the Spanish defeat b eh in d  him, Giddings sloughed  off 

Am erican reservations about im perialism , pointing to the benefits of victory: 

nurturing “a consciousness of k ind ,” b y  destroy ing  A m erican isolationism  and 

cultivating a  “good  understanding  and  friendly alliance with G reat 

Britain.. .our kinsm en over sea ...o u r b re th ren  and ...ou r co-w orkers in the 

tasks of civilization.”137 N ever one to shy from hyperbole, G iddings defended  

a connection betw een  Anglo-Saxonism and  liberty  bu t rem oved  the em phasis 

on institutional transmission, choosing instead  to attribute the “Anglo-Saxon 

love of liberty” to “the b lood  of the old untam able p ira tes that courses

135 Paul A Kramer, “Empires, Exceptions and Anglo-Saxons,” 1321.
136 Ross, Origins, 127-129.
137 Franklin H. Giddings, “Imperialism?” Political Science Quarterly 13 (1898): 595-597.
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through his veins.”138

A lbert Bushnell Hart, a  H arvard historian and  H.B. Adams student, along 

with Simeon E. Baldwin of Yale, H.P. Judson of the University of Chicago, 

Henry E. Bourne of W estern  Reserve, an d  John Bach M cM aster of the 

University of Pennsylvania, spoke in favor of an im perial policy  at the 1899 

m eeting of the AHA. Both Baldwin and  M cM aster delivered  p a p e rs  supporting  

as a natural step  of A m erican historical developm ent that was, contrary  to 

what Burgess and  o ther constitutionalists h ad  argued , not ex c lu d ed  by  the 

Constitution. A ccording to Baldwin, the “inevitability” of A m erican econom ic 

grow th was beh ind  em pire, with idealism  and Christian m ission playing 

im portant but secondary  roles. Judson advocated  the full em b race  of Em pire, 

arguing that it was the surest w ay to guaran tee  econom ic benefit in the 

Philippines. For Hart, Am erica h ad  b e e n  “a g rea t colonial pow er without 

suspecting it.” He argued  that A m erica h ad  estab lished  an im perial m odel of 

territorial administration, and  that the Spanish-Am erican W ar w as “not [a 

sign] of a new  policy, but the en largem ent of a  policy long p u rsu ed ”. He 

encouraged  m em bers to support ru le in the colonies b y  an “iron h an d .”139

By 1899, pro-im perialists w ere  a  significant, if not controlling segm ent 

of the AEA, AHA and the A m erican A cadem y of Political and  Social Sciences, 

the vast majority building their argum ents for territorial and  econom ic

138 Franklin H, Giddings, Democracy and Empire: With Studies o f  Their Psychological, Economic, and 
Moral Foundations (New York: The Macmillan company, 1900), 305.
139 Gary Marotta, “The Academic Mind and the Rise of U.S. Imperialism: Historians and Economists as 
Publicists for Ideas of Colonial Expansion,” American Journal o f  Economics and Sociology 42 (1983): 
217-234.
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expansion around the idea  that social science justified the enforcem ent of 

universal econom ic and  governm ental practices. At the AHA’s 1899 m eeting, 

J.B. Moore, professor of international law  at C olum bia and Assistant Secretary  

of State, criticized one anti-im perialist p re se n te r  for lacking a  “h istorical” and 

“realistic” foundation for his thinking.140 At the m eeting of the APSSA that 

sam e year, the serving President Edm und J. Jam es p rocla im ed that, “our 

attitude tow ard all questions, no m atter how practical they becom e, is that of 

the scientific mind, pu re  and  sim ple .”141 Roland P. Falkner, a  University of 

Pennsylvania statistician and d irec to r of the panel discussions, w ent further 

still, positing that, “social scientists could b est ju d g e  the national in te rest.” 

Both Jam es and  Falkner carried  forw ard the sam e im pulse to d irect the state in 

a scientific capacity that Gilman and  W hite h ad  advocated  d e ca d es  earlier. 

“The political authority” of the country, Jam es no ted  of the w ar with Spain, 

“was com pelled  at m ore than one tim e to call upon the patien t and  thorough 

know ledge of the scholar.”

W hile m any of the key  figures opposing  colonial expansion through the 

Anti-Imperial League rem ained  in tractable well into the new  century, a 

reluctantly opportunistic assessm ent was m ore common am ong social 

scientists—particularly those rad iating  from the L ieber circle. By 1906, Gilman 

proclaim ed to an audience at Hopkins that, “the question of the  twentieth 

century, is the attitude of the United States tow ards the islands of the  sea...th is
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is a question for universities and  university m en to illum inate.” Gilman 

im agined that just as “England's success in India...w as due to the influence of 

h e r universities,” the Am erican scholar of “geog raphy  and h istory” h ad  an 

im perative role to play. Although still stung over the p retentions of “nations 

claim ing to b e  civ ilized ...engaged  in the subjugation of those that a re  not,“ 

Gilman accep ted  that the w orld w as becom ing  increasingly in ternational and  

concluded that “universities” , with their “historical and  geographical 

archives,” “trained  investigators” , and  know ledge of “the p rincip les of hum an 

p ro g ress ... constitutional law and historic ju risp rudence,” w ere  ideal 

m anagers for “the new  problem s of civil governm ent upon which [the nation] 

is en te ring .” A truly scientific m ind, Gilman argued , p re p a re d  for serv ice to 

the nation b y  knowing “not only the geographical, ethnographical, and  

historical facts, but [also] the p rincip les of econom ics, of adm inistration, and 

especially  of public and  constitutional law .”142 Through the lens of his civic- 

intem ationalism , Gilman could m ake out the idea  that A m erica’s new  colonial 

possessions w ere  fundam entally incapab le  of self-governm ent, yet he 

im agined the social scientist p lay ing  a central ro le  in form ing new  nation

states.

With his “germ ” theory of dem ocracy  already  under intellectual attack 

by  form er students (not least Turner), H.B. Adams w atched his be lief that 

Teutonic institutions w ere the carriers  of dem ocratic liberty  w ither u n der a 

new  realist historicism across the disciplines. But he  was am bivalent about

142 Cited in Heyman, “Daniel Coit Gilman, Geography, and the Uses of a University,” 295-316.
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overseas imperialism , and seized  on the question of how to b e s t govern  new  

colonies as an opportunity to continue to glue college m en onto the 

apparatuses of governm ent inside and  outside the sta te .143 Unlike Britain and 

Germ any, the adm inistration of A m erica’s C aribbean  and  Philippine 

expansion was not im m ediately d e fe rred  to a sta te-cen tered  im perial civil 

serv ice .144 Seeing this, Adams spo tted  an opportunity further to insert a 

structural p lace for academ ic expertise  in sp read in g  liberty  through civilized 

institutions. He lobb ied  for form er students like Emory Johnson and  Jacob 

Hollander to join the new  financial m issionaries striking out to the colonies. 

“The eyes of the nation and, perhaps, the w orld  are  turned  upon Puerto Rico” 

b ecause  “it is our first venture into colonial expansion ,” H ollander w rote to his 

form er adv iser.145 As financial advisers, these  form er Adams students would 

help  develop an econom ic internationalism , aggressively  in tegrating  local 

econom ies into a universal (American) standard  through currency  and 

financial reform. Hollander had  taken the lessons of the industrial university 

with him, imagining, as d id  historians in the  AHA, universities taking “the 

leading  place in shaping the financial m ethods of the G reater United S tates.” 

This was not a radical idea  to m ost econom ists who, b y  1899, h ad  all but 

p u rg ed  earlier notions that socialism  w as the natural outgrowth of a  regulatory  

liberalism . Instead they had  com e to accept that m o d em  liberal

143 Lasch, “The Anti-Imperialists,” 328.
144 Manicas, “The Social Science Disciplines,” 71.
145 Hollander to H.B. Adams, 25 April 1900 (box 8); Hollander to H.B. Adams, 16 February 1901 (box8); 
Also see Letter forwarded to Dr. Sherwood from H.B. Adams, originally Ely to H.B. Adams, 12 April 1900 
(box 5), Adams papers.
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internationalism  was best ach ieved  through carefully regu la ted  capitalism . 

Like Adams, Ely w elcom ed the “responsib ilities” of A m erica’s new  position, 

and  vociferously supported  both  the holding of the Philippines and  the active 

role of econom ists in m anaging of the territo ries.146 By 1900, h e  h ad  entirely  

back ed  down from m uch of his previous radicalism , writing to an aud ience  in 

the Chautauqua m ovem ent that “econom ic internationalism  is social 

internationalism  on its business s id e ,” im agining global unification built 

around the extension of a cooperative but fundam entally liberal-capitalist 

econom y.147 W hile Ely still b e lieved  a d e e p e r  social internationalism  w as at 

play, he  now im agined “sc ience” at the vanguard  of a  com prehensive liberal 

internationalism , sp read  not by  particular institutions, but b y  the correlative 

forces of econom ic and social internationalism , each  b est d irec ted  b y  students 

of science, the m ost basic “cosm opolitan” force in the w orld.148

Among the ethical-econom ists who re jec ted  socialism, regu latory  

capitalism  was the new bed rock  of liberal internationalism . Those who had  

once bu ttressed  historicists in support of arbitration increasingly re jec ted  

Teutonism and Anglo-Saxonism as rom antic historical fictions. Simon Patten 

a rgued  that the notion that “civilization must b e  Teuton or Anglo-Am erican in 

racial quality” to develop liberal p rac tices w as absurd , proclaim ing that “the 

barrie rs  to the expansion of civilization on which these traditions rest have

146 Marotta, “The Academic Mind and the Rise of U.S. Imperialism,” 223.
147 Emily S. Rosenberg, Financial Missionaries to the World: The Politics and Culture o f  Dollar 
Diplomacy, 1900-1930 (Duke University Press Books, 2004), 26.
148 Richard T. Ely, “Economic Internationalism,” Chautauquan, February 1900 (box 2, folder 3), Ely 
Papers.
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b e e n  sw ept aside” by  the war. For Patten, civilization w as “p e rp e tu a ted  

through traditions” ra ther than “through its hered ity ,” w hich m eant that 

developm ent could not alone b e  m easu red  by  the  history of a nation’s 

institutions. This was not to say that Patten abandoned  a h ierarchical and  

historical view of international developm ent. In contrast, he  m easu red  

p ro g ress  b y  holding them  against the standard  of m odem  political econom ic- 

efficiency—the Am erican state-form. “C uba and Porto Rico [sic]” Patten 

p roposed , “have to-day b e tte r  conditions than Virginia h ad  two centuries 

ago .”149 History was, for Patten and  m any others, still a linear and  singular 

trajectory through time tow ards the  m odem  civic-state.

Patten was not alone in re jecting  the Anglo-Saxonist racialistic fears of 

ex tending  Am erican sovereignty to the C aribbean  an d  Philippines. At its 1898 

annual m eeting, the AEA, according  to Fum er, “ratified the  expansion  of 

Am erican capitalism  by  appointing a  b lue rib b o n  com m ittee under the 

chairm anship of J.W. Jenks, with the assistance of E.R.A. Seligm an ... to work 

out the best m eans of adm inistering colonies.”130 As did Patten, Seligm an 

understood the world in term s of econom ic historical developm ent, 

culm inating in cooperative liberal nations. Of course, he  no ted  that while 

“nations are  still in unequally dev e lo p ed  stages of industrial grow th and  while 

there rem ains ex tended  m arkets not yet on the highroad  to industrial 

predom inance, there  will still b e  som e room  for the nationalism  of the old

149 Simon N. Patten, “The Present Problems in the Economic Interpretation of History,” Annals o f  the 
American Academy o f  Political and Social Science 24 (1904): 110-125.
150 Fumer, Advocacy and Objectivity, 276.
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type .” Ultimately, how ever, the sp re ad  of basic  econom ic p rincip les m eant 

that som eday the “internationalism  of m ighty en te rp rises” w ould b e  realized, 

and  they would w ork together tow ards the civilization that “can  b e  m ade to 

exist.” The internationalism  of the econom ists rep re se n te d  a  realist concep t of 

liberal internationalism  that w as substantially m ore expansive and  potentially 

intrusive than the historico-political school’s civic internationalism . By 

positing that there  w ere  econom ic and  social forces benea th  civic institutions, 

the econom ists not only assu red  a b ig g e r  role for their work in the d irection  of 

governm ent and  foreign states, they also secu red  a m ore prom inent space  in 

a new  social scientific internationalism .

C onclusion

The circle of historico-political scientists who followed L ieber in the 1870s 

continued to dom inate the rep resen ta tion  of internationalism  into the 1880s, 

structuring and presen ting  internationalism  as a  juridical system  of relations 

betw een  civilized nations, gu ided  b y  liberal principles still in tegral to the 

authority of Am erican social science in that nation. However, in this p e rio d  a 

second concept of internationalism  g rew  m ore powerful, carried  forw ard in 

the work of social scientists like W ard  and  W alker. As part of the W ashington 

circle of bu reau  builders and national natural science associations, these  

social scientists b eg an  to unchain the  conception of internationalism  from 

rom antic historical narratives of the p rog ression  of liberty  vis-a-vis Teutonist 

institutions. Against rising protectionist and socialist-nationalist m ovem ents,
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and anchored  less to the influence of capital than to the bu reaus of the nation

state, this group m odified the ontological and  epistem ological te rra in  of the 

social sc iences in America, m aking a case  for the tem pered  expansion  of state 

capacities to m anage society and the  econom y to curb the m ost obvious 

inequalities of the m odem  industrial system .

G uided b y  an egalitarian-W hig concept of historical p ro g ress , that still 

im agined p rog ress pushed  forw ard bu t still tem p ered  b y  ed u ca ted  elites, 

they still p laced  social scientific know ledge at the core  of govern ing  nation. 

And, b y  extension, though their internationalism  w as rare ly  articu lated  as 

such, the W ashington circle d ev e lo p ed  the intellectual underp inn ings of an 

internationalism  that could not ab ide  rely ing  on juridical institutions alone but 

which im agined the state actively guid ing  social affairs. Throughout the 1880s 

the pull of the new, industrially-funded university grew , fueled b y  the success 

of the historico-political school as institution builders, increasingly pulling the 

professional identity of the social sc iences into universities and  away from 

bureaus and legal institutions. As social scientific professionalism  m oved in 

line with academ e, internationalism  w as increasingly gu ided  b y  the first wave 

of G erm an-trained historicists, who cham pioned the ideal of A m erica as an 

exceptionally stateless society that g overned  through Anglo-Saxon 

institutions. By the 1880s and 1890s, how ever, the foundations of social 

science continued to shift, p lacing new  p ressu res  on the dom inant political 

econom ic consensus, m oving intellectuals to rationalize the rap id  global- 

industrial expansion and  de-localized consciousness of m odem  America.
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The concept of liberal internationalism  followed this shift, creating  

com peting concepts of the state-society divide built around social sc ien ce’s 

attem pt to m aintain its own m ediating role while social know ledge 

fragm ented and  developed  new  disciplinary boundaries. The civic 

internationalism  that had  dom inated  the early  G ilded  Age clung to a  m uch 

less specialized idea  of expertise  b ridg ing  the  state-society divide, continuing 

to see  law and social science as two equally  im portant p ro n g s in creating  

internationalism. Much as they had  in the G ilded  A ge, civic internationalists 

continued to treat internationalism  as an organic system  ach ieved  through the 

sp read  of civic institutions and  the p ractices and  m orality they circum scribed. 

The state, by  this logic, was a  territorialized and  bounded  effect that followed 

from civic articulations of society.

For social internationalists, the capacity to m ediate b e tw een  society 

and the state lay less in existing sta te-p ro tected  institutions and  m ore in new  

institutions form ed around social scientists, em bo ldened  b y  increasing  

confidence in their ability to articulate m ore fundam ental, non-localized social 

and econom ic forces. This new  scientistic realism  cultivated a  m ore expansive 

concept of internationalism, as w ell as the ru les that g o verned  it. Not 

coincidentally, both social and  civic internationalism  reflected  the em erg ing  

disciplinary partitions and institutions of the social sciences (divided into 

econom ics, em erging  distinct political science, history and  sociology by 

1906). Against the backdrop  of a m ore racially and culturally d iverse 

populace, and hearing  calls to push  A m erican pow er beyond  the continent,
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the nation-state becam e, for social-intem ationalists, one m ore liberal 

institutional form that em erg ed  from particu lar social, political and  econom ic 

forces ra ther than from a providential m arch of liberty. They po rtrayed  

internationalism  as a  social condition in waiting, a lready  in ex istence, holding 

the Am erican nation-state up as the pinnacle of state-form developm ent, the 

only one that could challenge both  the absolute-state and  the anarchy  of 

“backw ards nations.”

Of course, these  two internationalism s w ere  as sim ilar in som e 

im portant ways. W hile they varied  over which know ledges and  technologies 

best m ediated  be tw een  the state and  society, both  variants of internationalism  

em erg ed  from the overseas expansion of A m erican em pire in 1898-1902 with 

a firm belief in their own instrum entality and  centrality  in p reserv in g  a liberal 

o rd er that ba lanced  the tension be tw een  liberals global aspirations and 

Am erican exceptionalism . Additionally, bo th  em phasized gradual ra ther than 

revolutionary change, saw arbitration and  legalism  as im perative, and  shared  

a faith in the significance of trade  to internationalization—though, because  

they had  different read ings of the role the state ought to p lay  as facilitator or 

guarantor, they often had  different ideas about how it m attered  in regulating  

trade. But unlike its civic counterpart, social internationalism  de- 

territorializing Am erican exceptionalism , effectively m aking A m erican social 

values the universalistic core of a la rg e r liberal system  waiting to b e  realized  

in internationalism. Internationalism  for the social internationalists was then, 

an extant social reality, a w eb  of dynam ic social forces that h ad  a lready  lifted



Am ericans to a new  international consciousness and  which w ould inevitably 

lift the consciousness of the w orld  to the sam e p lane that A m erica h ad  a lready  

achieved  b y  b reak ing  with the E uropean m odel.
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C h a p te r  Four:
L e a v in g  th e  “A g e  o f  N a t io n s ” : S o c ia l  S c ie n c e  in  a n  a g e  o f  
G lo b a l W ar

.. .In the sense in which we have been wont to think of armies, there are no armies in this 
struggle, there are entire nations armed...It is not an army that we must shape and train for war; 
it is a nation. To this end our people must draw close in one compact front against a common 
foe...The nation needs all men; but it needs each man not in the field that will most pleasure him, 
but in the endeavor that will best serve the common good... The whole nation must b e  a team, in 
which each man shall play the part for which he is best fitted... The significance of this cannot be  
overstated. It is a new thing in our history and a landmark in our progress. It is a new manner of 
accepting and vitalizing our duty to give ourselves with thoughtful devotion to the common 
purpose of us all.—Woodrow Wilson, Proclamation on Conscription (1370), 18 May 1917

The only safety for democracy, faced as it is with sudden crises, is to arm itself with facts as 
definitely as with armies and navies. Yet this has never been done in any adequate way... James 
T. Shotwell, Intelligence and Politics, 19211

Like most Americans, social scientists ru shed  to support W oodrow  W ilson’s 

call-to-arms in May 1917 offering their particular skills to the nation’s w ar 

effort. Among the m ost vocal of them  was a young Colum bia university 

professor of history, Jam es T. Shotwell. Shotwell m oved to New York City in 

1898, from the small town of Strathroy, Ontario, after studying at the University 

of Toronto, and  adap ted  quickly to life in the b ig  city. The C anadian a ttended  

Colum bia University that y ea r and sp e d  through his g raduate  studies, 

becom ing fast friends with his m entor and adviser, Jam es H arvey Robinson, 

who encouraged  him to take his Ph.D. exam s.2 By 1908, Shotwell advanced  to 

the position of full professor at Colum bia and g a rn e red  a form idable 

reputation for his teaching, publishing and professionalism .

1 James T. Shotwell, Intelligence and Politics (New York: Century Co., 1921), 21.
2 Harold Josephson, James T. Shotwell and the Rise o f  Internationalism in America (Cranbury, N.J.: 
Associated University Presses, 1975), 36.

209



Shotwell took g rea t p rid e  in the p res tig e  of his professorship . Students 

and  colleagues rem arked  on his confident posture  and w ere  consistently 

im pressed  by  his innovative lec tu res on E uropean social history—widely 

acclaim ed as som e of the m ost prom ising w ork in “New History,” a  school 

earlie r deve loped  by  his advisor.3 Shotwell was com fortable at Columbia, 

even  turning down a prestig ious offer to w ork as d irector of the C arnegie 

Endowm ent for International Peace in early  1917. But the rising toll of w ar in 

Europe shook him. He reacted , like so m any o thers in his day, b y  argu ing  that 

the w ar was an opportunity to push  the  lessons and work he  h ad  done inside 

academ ia outw ard onto the world. Even befo re  W ilson’s call for mobilization, 

he  had  publicly advocated intervention on behalf of the Allies and  against the 

autocratic reg im e in G erm any.4 Shotwell was, how ever, cautious about how he 

involved himself, and mindful to insulate from scrutiny the professional and 

expert institutions he had  h e lp ed  and  was help ing  to build. Like m ost of his 

colleagues, he had  already looked  at G erm any with dism ay as academ ics and 

professionals—particularly historians—becam e apologists for war, tools of the 

Kaiser W illhelm’s state. G erm an intellectuals defended  G erm an militarism 

and threw  counter-accusations of im perialism  at the Allies in a 1914 manifesto 

entitled  “To the Civilized W orld”.3 Robinson’s ardent criticism  of this

3 Ibid., 44-45
4 Ibid., 50.
5 The manifesto was widely published in American periodicals. See, for example, Professors of Germany, 
“To the Civilized World,” The North American Review 210 (1919): 284—287.
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“prostitution” of academ ia to the state, which h e  called  “pitifully feeb le ,” left a 

m ark on his pupil.6

For the generation  of G erm an-trained  scholars befo re  Shotwell, 

including those with G erm an-trained advisers, the collapse of the G erm an 

professoriate felt like a be trayal that th rea tened  to d iscredit p rog ressive  

netw orks around the world, open ing  them  to criticism  from conservatives, 

hyper-nationalists, populists and  radicals. As Arthur Lovejoy argued , “it 

seem s ... that the professional class, in the country w here  it has p layed  the 

greatest part, has signally failed, at the m ost critical m om ent in G erm an 

history, to perform  its p ro p e r function—the function of d e tach ed  criticism, of 

cool consideration, of insisting that facts, and  all the relevant facts b e  known 

and faced .”7 Among the A m erican academ ics, the buckling of G erm any’s 

professoriate under their nation’s w ar m achine d id  not p rove  that just any 

state could m ake, b reak  or m ould a  professional class. Rather, b ind ing  onto 

anti-Germ an patriotism, Shotwell a rg u ed  that G erm an militarism, autocracy 

and im perial am bition w ere  specifically illiberal forces that co rrup ted  a 

d isin terested  class of professional, liberal-m inded m en and w om en by  pulling 

them  out of their civic ro les and  into serv ice for the state.

And yet, despite  this fear, b y  early  1916 Shotwell h ad  found a g roup  of 

like-m inded historians and form ed a sem i-secret organization to prom ote 

Am erican cooperation with the Allies, p lacing pro-allied  p ro p ag an d a  in

6 Cited in Carol S. Gruber, Mars and Minerva: World War I  and the Uses o f  the Higher Learning in 
America, (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1975), 18.
7 Arthur O Lovejoy, “Letter to The Editor,” The Nation 99 (1914): 376.
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periodicals and  p ap ers  across the less Anglo-sym pathetic and  interventionist 

W estern portions of continental A m erica.8 This project, he be lieved , was part 

of the academ ic social scientist’s responsibility: to “inform” the population by  

comm unicating the nation’s sentim ent loud enough  to drow n the din  of 

fractious regional opinion. Shotwell was, like so m any of his co lleagues during 

the war, trying to fulfill the desire  to influence the  actions of his state by  

shaping the nation, while m aintaining the professional identity of social 

scientists d isin terested  in such political and  social forces.9

This chap ter uses the tension b e tw een  these  two pulls on social 

scientists, lead ing  up to and during the early  days of A m erica’s en try  into the 

war, to trace  the m ovem ent of internationalism  away from the civic 

internationalism  that had dom inated the G ilded  A ge and early  Progressive 

Era, and  tow ards the social internationalism  that becam e m ost p ronounced  in 

Wilsonianism. The first part briefly exp lores the internationalism  of Theodore 

Roosevelt (1901-1909), w hose p residency  took p lace in the m iddle of the shift 

be tw een  internationalisms. Roosevelt’s conception of the international was 

one of pow er politics, but he  understood  the US’s ro le  through an ideology of 

“civilization” that had  a certain  uneasy affinity with the outlook of the 

em erg ing  expert class. Indeed, I a rgue  that this view  was key  in the transition 

tow ards new  social scientific rationalizations of internationalism .

8 Gruber, Mars and Minerva, 123-135
9 This tension has been explored by other authors in other national contexts. For example see Poovey, A 
History o f  the Modem Fact, 181.
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To that end, the second  part of this chap ter juxtaposes Roosevelt’s 1912 

presiden tia l platform  for a “New Nationalism ” with W oodrow  W ilson’s “New 

Freedom .” I p ropose  that W ilson a ttrac ted  liberal and  left social scientists with 

his concept of intellectual leadersh ip  directing the  state through social 

scientific expertise  “outside” the state  and  nation. Against the b ackd rop  of the 

g lobal conflict in Europe, supporting  W ilson’s 1916 re-election  cam paign  was 

seen  as a chance to seize the m antle of internationalism  from  the state- 

en trenched, gen teel intellectuals who had  b e e n  integral to Roosevelt’s view  of 

the world, which was uncom fortably similar to the E uropean  style of 

im perialism  that had  led  to the w ar . But, as the final section m akes clear, 

these experts newly inducted  into the halls of political pow er recognized  

early  that their authority h inged  on appearing  to b e  separa te  from the state. 

C orrespondence betw een  key  social scientists in the lead  up  to Am erican 

entry into the w ar reveals how one organization—the National Board for 

Historical Services—m anaged  this delicate balancing  act, and  se rv ed  as a 

harb inger for the shape of international governance to come.

Theodore R oosevelt, E.A. R oss and the Virtues o f C ivilization

The im perial projection of Am erican pow er into the  C aribbean  and  Pacific 

from 1895 to the early  1900s m oved m any social scientists to b rea k  away from 

a civic international tradition roo ted  as it was to the fixed structures of 

legalism  and biological racialist ideas around Teutonism or, m ore commonly 

by  then, Anglo-Saxonism. As the last chapter showed, at first this move
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tow ards a  conception of social internationalism  and away from civic 

internationalism  was as m uch m eant to m ake the case  for im perial 

intervention overseas. But, once the United States started  to sp eak  openly  of 

possessing  an em pire, talk of the right of the A m erican state to sp read  

civilization, the nation’s maturity, and  end less com m ercial expansion  into Asia 

and Latin Am erica becam e both  m ore w idesp read  and  m ore controversial.10 

The social internationalism  that had  h e lp ed  underw rite A m erican im perialism  

at the turn of the century gave way to a  m odified concept of internationalism  

that specifically em phasized A m erican social science—with its ability to d irect 

state policy tow ards a form of regulated , socially m inded  capitalism —as 

exceptionally positioned to d irect international governance.

To illustrate this shift, w e n e e d  look no further than the difference of 

thinking about internationalism  be tw een  Theodore Roosevelt and  W oodrow 

Wilson. A product of the neo-federalism  that d irec ted  the developm ent of 

Am erican social science and  internationalism  befo re  the turn of the century, 

Roosevelt had  one ideological foot firmly p lan ted  in a  past that w as concerned  

with m aking the nation-state stronger b y  consolidating pow er through cultural 

reform  and institution building. But as Ninkovich argues, his o ther foot was 

p lan ted  in a p e riod  of shaky transition tow ard a m ore m odem , globalist world 

com prehensible through universal social fo rces.11 W hen in 1881, at 23, 

Roosevelt left law school to run for a  seat in the New York Assem bly, he

10 Wiebe, The Search fo r  Order, 241.
11 Frank Ninkovich, “Theodore Roosevelt: Civilization as Ideology,” Diplomatic History 10 (1986): 221- 
222 .
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en te red  into politics carry ing  with him  a form idable education from Colum bia 

and Harvard. There, he  cam e of intellectual age at the heart of the old 

historico-political schools with their Anglo-Saxonist, Teutonist, and  republican  

nationalist foundations. But from 1889 to his elevation to the p res idency  in 

1901, Roosevelt’s orientation, like m any o ther social scientific thinkers during 

that critical period , “shifted aw ay from rom antic Anglo-Saxonism and 

Teutonism ,” and tow ards the realism  p ro v id ed  by  a m ore m odem , globally 

conscious social sc ience.12 For the rest of his political life, Roosevelt 

co rresponded  with som e of A m erica’s m ost influential p rog ressive  social 

scientists, who shared  his be lief that civilization, history and  the natural w orld 

could b e  profitably understood  as a racial struggle.

Perhaps the most influential of these  thinkers was the sociologist E.A. 

Ross. Like his adviser, Ely, Ross m ig ra ted  from econom ics to sociology and 

socialism  to liberalism  by  the turn of the century. It was then that he published  

an influential article on what he ca lled  “social control” in The American Journal 

o f Sociology, a study that w as followed in 1901 by  a book by  that title. Social 

control was, for Ross, the idea  that there  was a  fundam ental conflict betw een 

social interests and the in terests of the individual. In o rder for societies to 

p ro sp e r or simply survive this antinom y Ross p ro p o sed  that individual 

feelings and  behaviour had  to b e  m odified to conform to the la rg e r social 

organism  of which they w ere  part. As Ross argues, social control re lied  on a

12 Thomas G. Dyer, Theodore Roosevelt and the Idea o f  Race (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University 
Press, 1992), 9.
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racial analysis that m ust b e  understood  as a “specific response  to the G ilded  

A ge crisis of Am erican exceptionalism .” Rather than taking on the rom antic 

ideal of a Anglo-Saxon heritage  com m unicating a sh a red  ethos of liberty . This, 

Ross suggests, w as what m any social scientists im agined assu red  the renew al 

of the Am erican republic, a constantly d irec ted  p ro g ress  d irec ted  by  social 

laws th p reventing  the solidification of social inequality in the  state, so that 

while the in terests of the individual rem ained  in tegral to the success of 

society, it was understood  that these  h ad  to b e  tem p ered  if there  w as to b e  

any hope of avoiding anarchy.13

The m ovem ent of A m erican society into increasingly  com plex social, 

political and  econom ic system s, stre tched  the bond  of shared  civility that kep t 

it together, and  stra ined  the ideal that A m erican’s w ere bound  by  som e 

virtues, inherent in the Aryan “w estem -E uropean b re e d ,” h anded  down 

through a w estw ard m arch of history. Rather, now, the b o n d  of civility that 

would underp in  an international community—like that of the nation itself— 

was cultivated through a careful m anagem ent of social forces, a reg im e of 

social control, that a ligned  the in terests of the individual with those identified 

as essential to their la rg e r society .14 And if social control ba lanced  b y  the 

industrious individual w as the m arker of advanced  civility, then A m erica’s 

construction of collective capitalism , ra ther than a state-controlled or purely  

laissez faire m odel, would assure  its p lace at the apex  of g lobal civilization.

13 Ross, Origins, 232.
14 Ibid., 234-238
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And to get there, he said, “w e shall have to develop  the  state, especially  on its 

adm inistrative s id e .”15

Ross’s work left an indelib le  m ark on the reform -m inded President 

Roosevelt. “With alm ost all that you w rite I am  in full and hearty  sym pathy,” 

he  w rote to the sociologist.16 The turn of the century  w as a p e rio d  of Am erican 

history p reoccup ied  with the unfettered  grow th of co rporate  trusts and  wave 

upon wave of immigration, fueled b y  the u n p reced en ted  scale  of im perialism  

and global econom ic in terpenetration. Local p rob lem s seem ed  increasingly 

tangled  in a  la rger g lobal w eb  of peop le , capital an d  goods. Against this new, 

expanded  global aw areness, Roosevelt d iscovered  in Ross a social scientific 

fram ework that understood Am erica and  the  w orld  through the lens of 

“civilization.” The struggle to build  and  sp read  civilization m ade Am erican 

p rogressives call for local regulation of capital com m ensurate with a k ind  of 

neo-federalism  (that of nationalists, m ugw um ps and reform -republicans).

At the sam e time, they called  for the global expansion of liberal values 

and institutions and A m erica’s own im perial expansion. Rather than the 

com petitive individualism  that typified a  liberal society  b a sed  on the free play 

of interests, the Roosevelt-Ross school im agined altruism  as the distinguishing 

attribute of civility. “In the evolution of hum anity” Roosevelt argued , “the 

unselfish side has on the whole, ten d ed  steadily  to increase  at the expense  of

15 Dusky Lee Smith, “Sociology and the Rise of Corporate Capitalism,” Science & Society 29 (1965): 401- 
418.
16 E.A. Ross, Sin and Society, (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1907), xi.
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the selfish, notably in the p rog ressive  com m unities.”17 Ross ech o ed  this

sentim ent in his own assessm ent, noting the im portance of m aking altruism  a

core  characteristic of national leadersh ip :

Many businessm en who h ad  b e e n  drifting w ith the tide cam e 
under the conviction of sin, m ended  their ways, and  h e lp ed  
others to do the sam e. The corporations in the public  eye  
hastily rid  them selves of their d iscred ited  agents and  put into 
charge of their affairs upright m en who com m and public 
confidence. As com m ercial practices im proved, m en who had  
b e en  hand icapped  b y  their scruples cam e to the front. A new  
type- clean, public-spirited, and  social m inded- ga ined  
leadersh ip  in the business g ro u p .18

Such character was crucial to the equilibrium  n e ed e d  for A m erican

civilization to survive and p rosper. Portraying the  success of A m erican

civilization as contingent on the cultivation of a collective, nationalistic and

patriotic selflessness essentially redefined  the m eaning of civilization. Gone

w ere its determ inistic, laissez-faire connotations, and  in their p lace w as a

purposeful and  forceful m eaning  that justified both  dom estic regulation  and

foreign intervention by  the sta te .19

This attem pt to justify social control and  regu lated , ethical capitalism  as 

im perative to Am erican civilization also m ade Roosevelt a m ajor figure in the 

conceptual expansion of A m erican internationalism  into a g lobal system , 

ra ther than a system  lim ited to juridical relations betw een  “civilized” nation

states. A m odified rationale for im perialism  fit with and  indeed  facilitated this 

worldview. It harm onized the new  liberal yearn ing  for m o d em  order,

17 Cited in Ninkovich, “Theodore Roosevelt,” 230.
18 E.A. Ross, What is America? (New York: Century Co., 1919), 100-104.
19 Ninkovich, “Theodore Roosevelt,” 231.
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cooperation, and  rationality with the repub lican  em phasis on the exercise  of 

p re-m odem , m anly virtues. Like Ross, Roosevelt w as not a  biological racist 

and  d id  not justify im perialism  with the clunky, determ inist catego ries m any 

would recognize as social Darwinism. He accep ted  Darwinism as a  biological 

theory but not its determ inist socio-biological corollary. Race was not an 

insurm ountable biological b a rrie r  to civilization an d  m odernity. Instead, so 

long as it was possib le  to understand  the potential in all traditional societies, it 

w as possib le  to a id  in the evolution of b a rb a rian  and backw ards nations 

tow ards a civility that w ould am eliorate pe tty  tribalism .20

This view  of civilization had  im m ense consequences for Am erican 

concepts of internationalism . By arguing that civilization w as an imminently 

m odem  system  comm on to the p ro g ress  of all m ankind, Roosevelt shifted 

internationalism  to a social (i.e., about the peop le , customs and  norm s) ra ther 

than purely  civic (i.e., existing institutions and laws) rationalization. M easuring 

“each international question against the backd rop  of those tendencies 

through which civilization develops and along w hich particular civilizations 

advance or decline ,” internationalism  h ad  to include those as-yet uncivilized 

zones of the world, which Am erica had  an obligation to uplift.21 As G erstle 

argues, Roosevelt’s com bative and  unapologetic racial ideology was such that 

w hen he  “underm ined the foundations for [other] countries’ independence,

20 Ibid., 232.
21 Elihu Root, “Roosevelt’s Conduct of Foreign Affairs,” ed., Hermann Hagedom, The Works o f  Theodore 
Roosevelt {New York, 1925), 16: xii, xx.
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he m erely  ac ted  upon a belief that b a rb a rian s w ere  barbarian s.”22 But, by 

extension, if international questions u sed  civilization as a socio-political 

standard  that encom passed  the world, then  the unity of space  and  tim e it 

c rea ted  to justify im perialism  also “ob lite ra ted  the geographical, cultural, and 

tem poral distinctions betw een  old  and new w orlds.” Roosevelt d id  not accep t 

the im perialism  that p itted  civilized pow ers against one another, because  

force, if justified purely  in term s of pow er, w as barbaric  an d  o p p o sed  to the 

interests of civilization. Thus he m aintained that m uch European im perialism  

was “m erely  political, and such a conquest is always in the long run  to 

vanish.”23 But conquest, as he had  w ritten about y ea rs  before in his story of 

Am erica W inning o f the West, still en su red  cultural an d  psychological renew al 

of a civilization so long as it continued e lsew here .24 As he put it in a  w ork on 

“Biological Analogies in History,” so long as it understood  that all political 

conquest was secondary  to la rg e r “ethnic conquests ,” the US would have a 

role am ong the community of civilized nations.25

Of course, Roosevelt was not so naive as to think possib le  an 

international system  without conflict am ong civilized nations. He was skeptical 

of the b ro ad  applicability of arbitration, arguing  that “Nations may, and  often

22 Gary Gerstle, “Theodore Roosevelt and the Divided Character of American Nationalism,” The Journal 
o f  American History 86 (1999): 1280.
23 Ninkovich, “Theodore Roosevelt,” 235.
24 Theodore Roosevelt, The Winning o f  the West (New York: Putnam, 1889). For a strong analysis o f the 
shift in Roosevelt’s own thinking between this work and his later attempts to synthesize American 
participation in state centred imperial expansion see Roger L. Nichols, “Thodore Roosevelt and the 
Indians,” ed. Serge Ricard, A Companion to Theodore Roosevelt, (New York: Wiley Blackwell, 2011), 
Chapter 11.
25 Theodore Roosevlet, History As Literature and Other Essays, (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons,
1913), 76-77.
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must, have conflicting in terests.”26 But his optim istic im perialism  nevertheless 

d e p en d e d  upon the absence  of total conflict b e tw een  the g rea t pow ers, an d  it 

u sed  this p eace  to justify A m erica’s im portance in globalizing the b ase  of the 

E uropean balance of pow er, in o rder to ensure  the  collective security  of 

civilization. In this way, Roosevelt’s innovation w as transitional, but lim ited. It 

m oved closer to a social scientific rationalization of the w orld  as universally 

connected  and  know able b y  basic social princip les, but it rem ained  te th ered  

to past social science preoccupations with the “civilized nation” as p a rt of a 

la rger m arch of ethnic conquest. Roosevelt b u ck ed  m uch of the language and 

rom anticism  of earlie r Anglo-Saxonists, but he  still b e lieved  A m erica’s ro le  in 

the larger g lobal ba lance  of pow er was to m aintain the  forward m om entum  of 

Anglo-Saxon culture, which Roosevelt p laced  at the  cutting e d g e  of history 

across the w orld.27

For a grow ing num ber of social scientists and  progressives, how ever, 

the p res id en t’s formula of internationalism  as civilization too clearly  b lu rred  

the lines be tw een  state and  society, justifying the social control of individuals 

by  the adm inistrative social solidarity (be  it a  nation or an em pire) p rov ided  

by  the state. Just as the historico-political school h ad  earlier done in lim iting 

its understanding of the international to the territorial, juridical nation-state,

26 Cited in Frank Ninkovich, Modernity and Power: A History o f  the Domino Theory in the Twentieth 
Century (Chicago: University o f Chicago Press, 1994), 14. Ninkovich points out, using this and other 
examples where Roosevelt voiced scepticism about the ability to mediate international conflicts, that 
Roosevelt was not a true believer in the benefits of arbitration.
27 As Dyer notes, Roosevelt remained oblivious to the even more liberal globalism of a younger generation 
of anthropologists like Roland B. Dixon and Franz Boas—both of whom would have a more direct 
intellectual relationship with Woodrow Wilson and his internationalism. Dyer, Theodore Roosevelt and the 
Idea o f  Race, 18.
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Roosevelt now fixed internationalism  to the community of civilized nations 

ab le  to conquer o ther states in the nam e of sp read in g  civilization.

The 1912 Presidential Election: N ew  F reedom  versus N ew  N ationalism  
and Cracks in  Social Internationalism

The discomfort with the formula of social internationalism  cham pioned  b y  the 

likes of Roosevelt becom es most apparen t in looking closely  at the 

presidential election of 1912. It was then  that the Republican Party d iv ided  

along its progressive-reform ist and  conservative wings. After losing the 

party ’s presiden tia l nomination to W illiam Howard Taft, Roosevelt d iv ided  the 

GOP by  forming a Progressive Party bolt (known as the Bull-Moose Party), 

opening the way for W ilson’s Dem ocratic ticket to walk up the  m iddle in the 

election. As Roosevelt m oved m ore d eep ly  into progressive ideo logy  so as to 

differentiate him self from Taft, the distance b e tw een  his Bull-Moose platform  

and W oodrow W ilson’s D em ocrats becam e m ore nuanced, and  the 

distinctions m ore revealing. Both lead ers  put forw ard ambitious philosophical 

and  federalist platforms that year, with Roosevelt advocating a “New 

Nationalism,” and Wilson the equally  am bitious “New F reedom .” Their 

visions differed with respec t to the key  question of what w as to b e  done with 

Am erica’s increasingly powerful business trusts and  the ro le  of the state  in 

regulating them. Roosevelt’s New Nationalism p roposed  regulation  b y  a 

strong central governm ent. Wilson, b y  contrast, a rgued  that trusts be  

w eakened  through legislation that both  lim ited the influence of the state while
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building g rea te r com petition in the econom y. As Wilson sum m arized the 

difference in one 1912 speech , “Ours is a p rog ram  of liberty, and  theirs is a 

p rogram  of regulation .”28 That year, m ost p rog ressives and  reform - 

republicans w ere  draw n to Roosevelt’s vision of New Nationalism, which 

m any argued  could  b e tte r  harness the  benefits of industrial concentration 

while building the pow er of a strong, reform -driven federal governm ent.29

Differences in rhetoric aside, the  two visions for national o rd e r w ere  

m ore alike than dissimilar. Most salient for this dissertation, bo th  w ere  

ultimately supportive of the idea  of an  inner circle of d isciplined m anagers 

determ ining affairs.30 As John Milton C ooper has noted  of the Roosevelt- 

W ilson conflict, the d isagreem ent w as largely  over “the p ro p e r  m ethod  of 

leadersh ip  and, thereby, the true pu rpose  of governm ent.”31 For Roosevelt, 

the purpose of leadersh ip  was a  paternalistic one (resem bling  what w e now 

recognize as Toryism): to inspire and  w ork through governm ent to unify a 

peop le  that might otherw ise b e  d iv ided  b y  parochial identities, cultural 

habits, and worldviews.32

Roosevelt’s New Nationalism proudly  em braced  the Hamiltonian 

political m odel advocated in H erbert C roly’s acclaim ed p rog ressive  work,

28 James Chace, 1912: Wilson, Roosevelt, Taft and Debs -The Election That Changed the Country (Toronto: 
Simon & Schuster, 2004), 56-62.
29 See, for example, Walter Lippmann’s biting criticism of the New Freedom as nostalgic and populist in, 
Drift and Mastery, 81-83.
30 Wiebe, The Search fo r  Order, 286.
31 John Milton Cooper Jr., The Warrior and the Priest: Woodrow Wilson and Theodore Roosevelt 
(Cambridge: Belknap Press, 1985), 212-214 emphasis added.
32 Gary Gerstle, “Theodore Roosevelt and the Divided Character of American Nationalism,” The Journal o f  
American History 86 (1999): 1307.
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The Promise o f American Life (1909). Com m on sense  and com m on laws w ere  

prom oted  in efforts to build  a  robust nation-state in the im age of its most 

virtuous individuals. As Roosevelt w rote as a crusading  public  refo rm er in 

New York City in 1895: “W e n e ed  intellect, and  th e re  is no reaso n  why we 

should not have it together with character.” O n the other hand, he  qualified, 

“if w e must choose be tw een  the two w e choose character without a m om ent's 

hesitation.”33 A nd character, for Roosevelt, w as p roven  in struggle  for a m ore 

dem ocratic and  just society.

Within an  understanding  of international relations, this link be tw een  

strong individual character and  the cultivation of a strong juridical nation-state 

was seen  as the em bodim ent of “civilization”, and as fundam ental to 

international peace . “Every expansion of a g rea t civilized pow er,” Roosevelt 

claim ed, was “a victory for law, o rder, and  righ teousness.”34 By balancing  the 

w orld-encom passing potential of civilization with the insistence on 

sovereignty resid ing  in the liberal nation-state (rather than at the local or 

supranational level), Roosevelt appears  a m o d em  internationalist, adapting  

Am erican foreign policy to a community of nations w here b a ld  state force 

defined balance-of-pow er politics. But Roosevelt jugg led  this id ea  a longside a 

persisten t A m erican exceptionalism , which h e ld  up the US as the nation state

33 Theodore Roosevelt, “Responding to the social theories of Benjamin Kidd in ‘Kidd's 'Social Evolution'" 
The North American Review 464 (1895): 109.
34 Theodore Roosevelt, “Paper delivered during the American Sociological Congress, Washington, DC, 28- 
31 December, 1914,” The Writings o f Theodore Roosevelt, 357; Frank Ninkovich, “Theodore Roosevelt,” 
232-34.
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w here the liberal subject had  a lready  an d  m ost successfully becom e the core  

of sovereignty  and  community.38

Substantively, seizing on cultural anxieties about im m igration and  

masculinity at the turn of the century, Roosevelt h inged  the success and  

identity of the Am erican nation-state on b reak ing  with E uropean culture, and  

therefore cultivating a concept of civilization that was synonym ous with 

Am ericanism. “It is because  certain  c lasses of our peop le  still re ta in  their 

spirit of colonial dependence  on, and  ex ag g e ra ted  deference to, E uropean  

opinion, that they fail to accom plish what they  ought to ,” he a rg u ed  in his 1894 

“True A m ericanism .” “The m an who becom es Europeanized, who loses his 

pow er of doing good  work on this side  of the water, and  who loses his love for 

his native land, is not a traitor,” he  continued, “but he  is a  silly and  

undesirab le  citizen. He is as em phatically  a  noxious elem ent in our body  

politic as is the m an who com es h e re  from ab ro ad  and  rem ains a  fo reigner.”36

For Roosevelt, the civilizing of far off lands w as an obligation that was 

best fitted to the capacities of A m ericans -  especially the “sold iers and  

statesm en and orators,” exp lorers, “w ilderness w inners,” and  

“com m onw ealth-builders” who m ade A m erican law, who h ad  “done b e tte r  

w ork than has b e e n  done in any o ther country during the short p e rio d  of our 

national life.”37 Thus, the renew al of A m erican dem ocracy w as not rea lized  by  

simply sp read ing  Am erican civilization into the continental W est o r the Pacific

35 Ninkovich, “Theodore Roosevelt,” 233-235.
36 Theodore Roosevelt, “True Americanism,” The Forum Magazine, April, 1894, 1-4.
37 Ibid.
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or C aribbean. Rather it was ren ew ed  through the individual’s m anly struggle

to b ring  such civility to the w orld -  a  p rocess that checked  the possibility  of a

“flaccid” over-civilization of the nation’s leaders. The ramifications this line of

thinking had  for the professionalizing social sc iences are  im portant. Roosevelt

took g rea t p leasure  in ostracizing and  em asculating any in the Am erican

intellectual class who a p p ea re d  to him  as sycophants to E uropean culture:

...it is in those professions w here  our p eo p le  have striven 
hardest to m old them selves in conventional European forms 
that they have su cceed ed  least; and  this holds true to the 
p resen t day, the failure b e in g  of course m ost conspicuous 
w here the m an takes up his abode  in Europe; w here  he 
becom es a second-rate European, because  he  is over-civilized, 
over-sensitive, over-refined, and  has lost the  hard ihood and 
m anly courage b y  which alone he  can conquer in the k een  
struggle of our national life. Be it rem em b ered , too, that this 
sam e be ing  does not really  becom e a European; he only ceases 
be ing  an American, and  becom es nothing. He throws away a 
grea t prize for the sake of a le sse r one, and  d o es  not even  get 
the lesser one.38

The advance of civilization b y  any g rea t pow er was, b y  this thinking, 

beneficial. But only Am ericans p o ssessed  the virtues that cultivated m uscular 

individual character and, b y  extension, p ro tec ted  the nation state from the 

decline that hap p en ed  with over-civilization. Although he  w as m uch m ore 

recep tive  than previous p residen ts to the wave of new  im m igrants com ing to 

America, the ethnocentrism  and provincialism  of Roosevelt’s vision becam e 

apparent in its hostility to those p rogressives who im agined a m ore 

cosm opolitan-liberal world. Roosevelt’s stand against those self-identified

38 Ibid., 3.
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internationalists and  cosm opolitans w as clear: “Nothing will m ore quickly or 

m ore surely  disqualify a m an from do ing  good  w ork in the w orld than the 

acquirem ent of that flaccid habit of m ind which its possesso rs style 

cosm opolitanism .”

Roosevelt’s foreign policy rem ained  focused on  enforcing hem ispheric  

o r regional suprem acy (for Am erica and  around  the world), taking on a 

system atic view of international relations as “sp h eres of influence.”39 This 

view  m ay have b e e n  partly  insp ired  b y  C roly’s Promise o f American Life, 

particularly the la tter’s focus on destroy ing  A m erican isolationism as a  m eans 

to further the m odernizing of America. But C roly p laced  g lobal self- 

determ ination at the core of a  w orld  system ; Roosevelt, in contrast, 

in te rp re ted  Croly’s call for g lobal pan-A m ericanism  as a recom m endation 

that the m ore civilized US should dom inate the W estern  H em isphere.40

W ilson’s vision stands noticeably apart from these o ther two. G ranted, 

he  too w as im pressed  by  Croly’s Promise o f  American Lz/e-particularly its 

insistence that g rea te r dem ocracy, the  prom ise  of America, w as b est 

achieved using “Hamiltonian m eans tow ards Jeffersonian en d s.” But W ilson’s 

interpretation of this maxim p laced  a different em phasis on leadersh ip  and  the 

m ethods it em ployed so that he spoke to a  very  different, em ergen t concept of 

governance. Most notably, he  em phasized  intellect over charac ter in

39 The League to Enforce Peace was perhaps the most powerful embodiment of the common-law and 
nationalistic view of internationalism in the World War One era. See Hamilton Holt, “The League to 
Enforce Peace” Proceedings o f  the Academy o f  Political Science in the City o f New York 7, The Foreign 
Relations of the United States: Part 1(1917), 65-69;
40 Herbert David Croly, "A Stable American International System," The Promise o f  American Life (New 
York: Macmillan, 1911), 300-307.
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leadersh ip  of the state. For Roosevelt, C roly’s call for elite national leadersh ip  

was about instilling a m ore virtuous charac ter into the nation’s political and  

com m ercial leaders. Wilson, how ever, im agined  an entirely different cad re  of 

intellectuals serving as Hamiltonian lead ers  w orking tow ards Jeffersonian 

ends. He seized  on Croly’s ideal of the  p res id en cy  and federal executive as 

conduits and  m anagers of the nation’s “com ponent parts .”41 Unlike Roosevelt, 

who w anted to b rea the  new character into an  existing political class, W ilson 

w anted to m ake room  for the educated , transnational, and  cosm opolitan 

liberal scientist as the pillar of a new, non-partisan international. W hen he  ran  

against Roosevelt in 1912, W ilson insisted  that political leadersh ip  b e  gu ided  

by  a d iscip lined  intellect ab le  to ba lance  the multiplicity of voices in a nation— 

a p residen t ab le  to gauge, weigh, and  channel public opinion. W hile 

cam paigning in Buffalo, W ilson told a crow d h e  had  never known any “small 

body  of m en” who could claim  fully, on their own, to understand  the United 

States. “The only way the United States is ev er going to be  taken care  of,” he 

rem arked , “is b y  having the voices of all the m en in  it constantly clam orous 

for recognition” of justice as they it.42 W ilson jettisoned  Roosevelt’s em phasis 

on virtuous, charism atic guardians of charac ter rep laced  it with the idea l of

41 Wilson, cited in Trygve Throntveit, ‘“ Common Counsel’: Woodrow Wilson’s Pragmatic Progressivism, 
1885-1913,” ed., John Milton Cooper, Reconsidering Woodrow Wilson: Progressivism, Internationalism, 
War, and Peace (Washington D.C.: Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 2008), 44.
42 Woodrow Wilson, “Speech at Buffalo,” 2 September 1912, in Arthur Link et al., eds., The Papers o f  
Woodrow Wilson (hereafter PWWJ, 69 vols. (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1966-1994), 25: 75.
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expert adm inistrators, channeling popu lar opinion—without shap ing  it for 

partisan  political pu rposes—into the state.43

This vision of a m ore scientific, post-partisan political m anager 

a ttracted  progressives on the eve of w ar. Croly, Lippmann, W alter W eyl and 

o ther influential p rogressive  publicists who h ad  once thought W ilson to b e  of 

an entirely  different m ind than their p rog ressive  m ovem ent, w ere  supporters 

by  1916. Facing the grow ing din for intervention in Europe, they  recogn ized  

in W ilson’s vision an opportunity—what Croly had  nam ed, alm ost a decade  

earlier, “the political condition which w ould enab le  the E uropean  nations to 

re lease  the springs of dem ocracy .”44 A m erican p rogressives gradually  cam e 

to see  W ilson’s presidential agenda  as congruent with their own. Specifically, 

as one historian has noted, W ilson’s em phasis on the n e ed  for the  state to 

grow  and change with society m eshed  his w orld view  with o ther 

p rog ressives’ observations that “the political econom ic and  social spheres 

w ere as in te rdependen t as the individuals inhabiting them .”45 Those who 

recognized  this in te rdependence  could  not legitim ately support a vision of 

politicians leading  on principle of character. Nor could they  support a 

crusading and paternal state in an age  of w ar that m any felt h ad  b e e n  brought 

on by  such a system . It was easier, m ore rational, to buy  into W ilson’s vision of 

politics and  the state as “nothing bu t a system atic attem pt to k e ep  the law

43 For more on Wilson’s emphasis on public opinion and liberal administrative functions for the state see 
Ross, Origins, 277-288; James Farr, “Political Science and the State,” in Discipline and History: Political 
Science in the United States (Ann Arbour: University of Michigan Press, 1993), 68-70; Cooper, The 
Warrior and the Priest, 214-216.
44 Croly, Promise o f  American Life, 313.
45 Throntveit, ‘“ Common Counsel,”’ 25-28.

229



adjusted  to the real facts [and] beh in d  the ... forces of society .” And, as 

W ilson m ade clear, “you cannot do that unless you understand  society .”46

The Great War: The Social Science o f A m erican E xceptionalism  in  a  tim e  

of war

W ilson won the p residency  in 1912, and  for the  first two years he focused on 

dom estic p rogressive  reform s, build ing  a successful legislative agenda  

around econom ic regulation. But with the ou tbreak  of war in 1914, p e ac e  and 

p rep a red n ess  cam e to dom inate the concerns of A m erica’s fractious elite, 

who bu tted  heads across p ro -peace  and  pro-prepaxedness lines. In the first 

year of the war, W ilson sought to s tee r a neutral course b e tw een  the Allies 

and Central Pow ers and, dom estically, strong  pacifist and m artial factions. He 

w anted to b e  less aggressive in his international policy than Roosevelt, but 

nevertheless confronted the challenge of re p e a te d  confiscations of m aterials 

h ead ed  for G erm any by  the U.K, and, in the afterm ath of the to rpedo ing  of the 

Lusitania, the tragic killing of hundreds of A m erican citizens in May 1915 b y  a 

G erm an subm arine.47

As one historian notes, while the w ar w as unlike any of the previous 

econom ic and social p roblem s faced  b y  the nation’s d iv ided  elite, it tu rned  to 

the tried  and tes ted  role of civic-organizations to guide Am erican state policy

46 Woodrow Wilson, quoted in “Wilson Exhorts the Foreign Bom: Address to in Chicago to Nonpartisan 
Women,” New York Times, 20 October 1916, 1.
47 Justus D. Doenecke, Nothing Less Than War (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 2011), 11-22.

230



and internationalism  to circum vent the sta te  and  inform popular opinion.48 The 

first private g roup to try to form such a civic o rgan  in the US w as the W om an’s 

Peace Party (WPP). M ade up of suffragists, W om en’s T rade Union League 

m em bers, and  Socialists, it was led  by  the influential Chicagoan fem inist and 

im m igration reform er, Jane Addam s. The group  attem pted  to by p ass the 

traditional international relations infrastructure, which had  b e e n  estab lished  

b y  the aforem entioned Mugwump reform ers of the 1890s and  early  1900s, by  

calling m em bers of The Hague International W om an Suffrage Alliance to join 

them  in visiting European heads of state  in the neutral nations. After the 

conference, two delegations of w om en trave led  across Europe advocating an 

international conference of neutrals forcing w arring  states to p eace . One 

traveled to neutral nations, the o ther to belligerents. As the best-know n 

woman in America, Addam s and  h e r fellow activists had  cultivated an 

im pressively w ide netw ork of sym pathetic reform ers across the g lobe. And 

h er work in visiting the belligeren ts left h e r hopeful that m ediation was 

possib le .49 W ilson and his adm inistration, how ever, balked  at the proposal 

brought b y  Addam s and h e r colleague, Emily G reene  Balch, for a  conference 

of all parties. W ilson w orried  about the timing, and that, should  the 

conference fail, it w ould cost Am erica influence am ong the be lligeren ts w hen

48 Nell Irvin Painter, Standing at Armageddon: The United States, 1877-1919 (New York: Norton & 
Company, 2008), 306.
49 David S. Patterson, The Search fo r  Negotiated Peace: Women 's Activism and Citizen Diplomacy in 
World War I  (New York: Routledge, 2008), 46-52.
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it counted  m ost.50 And for a p residen t who increasingly re lied  on the social 

know ledge c rea ted  in circles of p redom inantly  m ale social scientists w hose 

legitim acy and  authority was anchored  to the highly g e n d e red  space  of the 

university and  professional associations, p e a c e  efforts—particularly  those led  

by  wom en—that d id  not b ind  on to existing social values around  the 

g e n d ered  nature of intelligence w ere  a th reat to W ilson’s cred ib ility .51

Not long after the WPP b e g a n  their efforts to secure  p e a c e  through 

m ediation, several prom inent m ale politicians and  intellectuals w orked  to 

m ove Am erica tow ards a  m ore formal international system  of arbitration 

through the League to Enforce Peace (LEP). C om posed of m em bers of the 

staid pre-1914 p eace  m ovem ent, the LEP called  for a League of Nations 

b ack ed  by  arbitration and, if necessary , econom ic and m ilitary force. Their 

proposal ga ined  significantly m ore influence than the W PP’s calls for a 

perpetual conference of nations. But the LEP w as not shy about its a llegiances 

in the war. Heavily favoring the  Allies and  argum ents for Am erican 

p reparedness , its m em bers w ere  m ore concerned  with using Am erican

50 Lansing to Wilson, 1 September 1915, PWW, 34:397-99; Wilson to Lansing, 31 August 1915 PWW, 34: 
399; for more see Doenecke, Nothing Less Than War, 99-100; Patterson, The Search fo r  Negotiated Peace, 
133.
51 For the gendering of history practices and the pressing out o f women see Bonnie Smith, The Gender of 
History: Men, Women and Historical Practice (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998). For a wider 
look at the importance of gender in the formation o f the social sciences see Helene Silverberg, Gender and 
Social Science: The Formative Years (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998). See especially,
Dorothy Ross’s chapter on “Gendered Social Knowledge: Domestic Discourse, Jane Addams, and the 
Possibilities of Social Science,” 235-264.
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pow er to shape a p eace  in favour of A m erica so that liberal nations could 

m ore assuredly  enforce p eace .52

W hile m uch of his cabinet w as recep tive  to the LEP, W ilson trea ted  it 

m uch like he  d id  other civilian organs—as one voice am ong m any o thers in a 

la rg e r social sphere  that com posed the nation. This m ade W ilson, John Milton 

C ooper argues, a most dexterous m anager of institutionalized w orld  views, 

“surprisingly sensitive to organ ized  p ressu re s  from all so u rces” and  ab le  to 

m anage populations as in terest g roups with som etim es in tersecting  and 

som etim es d ivergent in terests.53 The anti-paternalism  W ilson h ad  d irec ted  at 

Roosevelt during the 1912 election was, therefore, m ore than  just a tool to 

differentiate him self from Roosevelt in the ey es  of the  electorate . Unlike the 

Bull-Moose Progressives, W ilson’s cam paign and  his adm inistration 

m aintained an im pressive if uneasy  alliance of p rogressives, liberals and 

conservative-nationalists of the Roosevelt wing of the R epublican Party 

alongside devo ted  pacifists.54 R elegated  to just one part in a  chorus of voices 

in the political sphere, influential figures in the LEP soon b e g a n  to voice 

feelings of marginalization, and  to turn slowly but surely on Wilson.

For his part, the p residen t d id  gradually  com e around  to the LEP’s 

m essage  of p rep a red n ess  for w ar befo re  the US en te red  the fray in 1917, and

52 Painter, Standing at Armageddon, 306-319.
53 Cooper, The Warrior and the Priest, 216.
54 Ibid., 183-195.
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from 1914 until 1919 he  openly  courted  its support for a L eague.55 He was 

distrustful of the pro-allied organization, which he  be lieved  w ould push  the 

state into war, and tow ards a very  particular League system  that risked  

reifying the pow er politics that h ad  caused  the w ar in the first p lace. But the 

p residen t cam e around to the id ea  of p rep a red n ess  befo re  m uch of the 

genera l population h ad  in 1915, and  to nurture the b ro ad  political allegiance 

be tw een  pacifists, labour, dem ocratic populists, b reakaw ay Socialists, 

p rogressives and liberals who w ould carry  him to his 1916 victory against 

C harles Evan Hughes, the p res id en t p layed  up  his ro le  in pro tecting  

Am erican neutrality. Still, far from  courting the conservative R epublican base  

of the LEP, W ilson’s cam paign u sed  Roosevelt’s and  H ughes’s support for its 

m essage of p rep a red n ess  as foil for his own slogan, “he kep t us out of w ar.” 

After the 1916 election, as W ilson carried  the US tow ards w ar in 1917 and  his 

political alliance with m uch of the nation’s left b eg an  to m elt away, he 

m aintained the partisan  rancor left over from that election, continuing to 

distrust key LEP officials including, not least, H arvard President A. Lawrence 

Lowell and  form er President Howard Taft.

Beyond these partisan  and  strategic  concerns, on an ideological level 

W ilson was also deep ly  suspicious of the close in terpersonal connections 

betw een  the LEP and British rep resen ta tives he  u sed  in own com m unications 

with the British governm ent. The President and  Colonel House had  had  very

55 Painter, Standing at Armageddon, 318; “Wilson Praises Support: Cables His Appreciation to the League 
to Enforce Peace,” New York Times, 15 February 1919.
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am icable relations with Lowell and  the LEP. They spoke highly of the g ro u p ’s 

w ork build ing support for the League an d  sought Lowell’s opinion on staffing 

the Inquiry in 1917.56 But by  1918, W ilson becam e m ore distrustful of Lowell 

and  the LEP enclave after he rece iv ed  the Phillimore Com mittee rep o rt from 

British Prim e M inister David Lloyd G eorge. That report, w hich h ad  b e e n  

coolly rece iv ed  b y  Lloyd G eorge but h an d ed  on to the Americans, called  for a 

post-w ar League built on a  formal “alliance” that w ould guaran tee  p e ac e  as a 

principle am ong its m em bers while selectively enforcing it e lsew here  

through em bargos, m ediation and  arbitration. House secretly  lea k ed  new s of 

the British Commission to the LEP in the hopes that Lowell and  o ther influential 

voices m ight sway W ilson out of his lingering  am bivalence tow ards Britain 

and  formal plans for a League.57 W ilson, how ever, in te rp re ted  the LEP’s 

know ledge of the repo rt as proof that the  group  was w orking too closely  with 

key  British contacts near his adm inistration. He dem anded  these  liaisons cut 

all contact with the LEP. He also called  on House to request advice on how to 

outline the  principles for a League of Nations from the small w orking group 

known b y  then as the Inquiry, ra th e r than the legal experts  of the LEP. 

W ilson’s m ove not only h obb led  the LEP’s influence and  m arginalized m uch of 

the civilian p eace  and p rep a red n ess m ovem ents, but, m ore fundam entally,

56 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 28.
57 John Milton Cooper Jr., Breaking the Heart o f  the World: Woodrow Wilson and the Fight fo r  the League 
o f  Nations (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 27-29.
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his deferral to the Inquiry signaled  a shift in the epistem ological foundations 

of internationalism .38

W ilson re jec ted  the term s for a league set out by  the  LEP and  British 

elites in the Phillimore report. Instead  his drafts lead ing  up  to the p eace  

conference p roposed  that a League “covenant” b e  built on the  p illar of self- 

determ ination, a  concept d e a re r  to progressives, liberals an d  socialists 

around the w orld than conservative nationalists in the US. Lippm ann and  a 

small num ber of p rogressives w orking in the Inquiry had  consistently inserted  

the language of self-determ ination into early  drafts of the Fourteen  Points 

Speech and  the League Covenant. W hile W ilson personally  rev ised  m uch of 

the language, the basic shape of his p ro p o sed  Covenant eschew ed  the ideas 

of a  w orld  court and judicial settlem ents through arbitration as m echanism s 

for settling international d isputes. In their p lace, as early  as S ep tem ber of 

1918, W ilson p roposed  a League with self-determ ination at its core, bound  by 

a Covenant that guaran teed  equal rep resen ta tion  for nations g rea t and  small, 

streng thened  requirem ents for disarm am ent and  arbitration, and  guaran teed  

all nations the right to territorial and  political independence .59

W ilson’s faith in the potential to separa te  administration from  politics 

and  existing social interests m ust b e  understood as part of a  la rg e r shift in 

thinking about governm ent in the lead  up to the war. As Robert W iebe has 

noted, the result was a bureaucra tic  vision of society as “ceaselessly

58 Lloyd E. Ambrosius, Woodrow Wilson and the American Diplomatic Tradition: The Treaty Fight in 
Perspective (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1990), 39-50.
59 Cooper, Breaking the Heart o f  the World, 29.
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interacting voluntary g roups assisted  in their course b y  a powerful, 

responsive governm ent. The p eo p le  still existed, it w as assum ed, giving the 

nation its mystic coherence, but day-by-day adm inistrators w ould deal with 

them  in rational subdivisions.”60 W ilson im agined politicians, and  especially  

the p residen t, “reg istering , in terpreting , and  acting upon public  opinion to 

facilitate inform ed and efficient collective action.”61 The be lief in the 

disciplined politician-as-conduit-of-public-opinion m ade national political 

m achines and even  legal system s seem  provincial when h e ld  against the 

cosm opolitan consciousness of the d iscip lined  adm inistrator. By this thinking, 

institutions like the League to Enforce Peace w ere  im portant civic voices, but 

still singular if not narrow  in terests m asquerad ing  as universalistic 

em bodim ents of the nation.

Building internationalism  around this adm inistrative governance 

dem anded  a sim ultaneous m astery  of the state and  the appearance  of distance 

from its en trenched  pow er structures, which seem ed  w ed  to particular 

interests. “No group of d irectors, econom ic or political, can  speak  for a 

p eo p le ,” W ilson told an audience in 1916, who had  neither the “point of view ” 

or “the know ledge to p resum e to speak  for the nation.” To offer his own 

prescrip tion  on how to harm onize the constituent and  provincial in terests in 

the state, as early  as 1917 W ilson tu rned  to a  g roup  that seem ed  capab le  of 

unearthing the d e e p e r  synthesis of society through what he  te rm ed  a

60 Wiebe, Search fo r  Order, 222.
61 Trygve Throntveit, ‘“ Common Counsel,’"35.
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“hum ane em piricism .”62 Turning to the generation  of social scientists that 

cam e of academ ic age  with him  in the 1890s and  1900s, W ilson found experts 

that ap p ea re d  non-partisan, m ore concerned  with the scientific adm inistration 

of the state than with political influence over it.

This difference in the art of governance, large ly  revolving around  the 

question of what sources b e s t articulated the in terests of the nation without 

serv ing  in terests that could easily  ossify into an autocratic state, festered  

within the splintering p rogressive  m ovem ent from 1912 and  into 1918. But it 

b ecam e increasingly clear in this p e rio d  that international institutions built 

around the ideal of Anglo-Saxon values (be  it civic-culture or juridical 

tradition) w ere not the spring  of international dem ocracy  m any had  once 

h o p ed  they w ere. In p lace of those institutions a new  guard  of m ore positivist 

and  realist internationalists em erg ed . Capitalizing on W ilson’s own desire  to 

d istance Am erican internationalism  from en trenched  political and  societal 

forces, they m ade their d isciplines and the Am erican understand ing  of 

internationalism  both m ore expansive and m ore g rounded  to the study of 

social forces as it was p rac ticed  and  ontologically organized  b y  professional 

social scientists in the US.

As previous chapters noted, w here  once Am erican exceptionalism  had 

b e e n  built around the glorification of a civic culture that w as seen  as 

historically inherited through a Teutonic or Anglo-Saxon m arch of history, by  

1902 these  justifications w ere in decline, and  by  the outbreak  of the Great

62 Ibid., 36.
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W ar any lingering  rom antic appea l becam e a liability for any who w ished  to 

influence the governance of the  state and nation.63 Am ong the general 

population in the US, W ilson’s decision  to en te r into war w as m et m ore by 

feelings of resignation than enthusiasm . But a small group of intellectuals— 

professors, physicians, clergym en, and  law yers—took a  m uch m ore 

enthusiastic stance—almost ghoulish—doing what one author in the N ew  

Republic called  “the effective and  decisive work on  behalf of w ar.”64 For 

m any of A m erica’s econom ic, political and  intellectual elites, the cataclysm ic 

scale  of the war was unfortunate.

But the w ar was, for m any liberals and  p rogressives, also an

opportunity for Am erican dem ocracy  to p rove its potential as a  m odel for the

world; a chance to challenge the European balance  of pow er system  and

fundam entally to rethink, in favour of a  m ore “liberal” order, the rationality of

governance that underp inned  internationalism . W alter Hines Page, the pro-

Entente am bassador to London, to ld  W ilson in 1916:

The great tide of the w orld will, by  reason of the war, now flow 
towards dem ocracy—at p resen t alas! A tide of blood. For a 
century dem ocracies and  Liberal governm ents have kept 
them selves too m uch isolated, trusting prem aturely an d  too 
simply to international law and treaties and  H ague 
conventions....our cham pionship of dem ocracy  must lead  us 
to re-declare our faith and  to show that we believe in our 
historic creed. Then we m ay escape  falling away from the

63 For more on the apex and nadir of Anglo-Saxonism in American internationalism see Anna Maria 
Martellone, “In the Name of Anglo-Saxondom, For Empire and For Democracy: The Anglo-American 
Discourse, 1880-1920,” in Reflections on American Exceptionalism, ed. David K. Adams and Comelis A. 
van Minnen (Stafforshire, England: Keele University Publishing, 1994). Kramer, “Empires, Exceptions and 
Anglo-Saxons,” 1321.
64 Cited in Doenecke, Nothing Less Than War, 297.
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Liberal forces of the Old W orld and  escape  the suspicion of 
indifference to the g rea t schem e of governm ent, which was 
se t up by our fathers’ giving their b lood for it. I see  no o ther 
way for us to take the  b est and  b iggest opportunity that has
ever com e to prove true  to our faith as well as to secure  our
safety and the safety of the w orld.65

Like Page, prom inent social scientists also fram ed the w ar as an  opportunity  

for liberal dem ocracy as a  virtuous alternative to a  new  international that 

re d re sse d  the failures of the old  hyper-nationalist and  im perialist system . The 

w orld was never m ore consciously in terconnected  than it h ad  b ecom e by  the 

war, a rg u ed  Franklin G iddings, and  citizens of the w orld h ad  com e to realize 

that this w as a  battle be tw een  “dem ocratic and  dynastic nations.”66 G iddings’s 

M anichean divide com plim ented the hyper-nationalism  of conservatives and 

som e Bull-Moose p rog ressives who, le d  b y  strong  advocates such as form er 

p residen ts Roosevelt and  Taft, p u sh ed  for intervention and p rep a red n e ss  as a 

way of cem enting Am erican identity around a shared  national pu rp o se .67 It

also w orked  well for liberal internationalists such as John Dewey, the

philosopher, sociologist and  pedagog ica l reform er, who re je c ted  the notion 

that the ultimate benefit of the w ar was a m ore cohesive nationalism, and  

instead  im agined it as an opportunity to cem ent an international consciousness 

and accom panying state structures. “W hatever the im m ediate decisions of the

65 Walter Hines Page to Woodrow Wilson, 24 November 1916 (folder 1482), Walter Hines Page Papers, 
Houghton Library, Harvard University, MS Am 1090.1. (Hereafter referred to as Walter Hines Page 
Papers)
66 Franklin H. Giddings, “The Bases of a Just and Enduring Peace,” The Annals o f  the American Academy 
o f  Political and Social Science 72 (1917): 83-88.
67 David M. Kennedy, Over Here: The First World War and American Society (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2004), 17-19.
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statesm en who sit in the p eace  conference,” he  w rote in 1918, “at the en d  of 

the w ar...an  international sta te  is on its w ay.”68 There w ere  im portant 

ideological differences over w hat governm ental and political system  ought to 

em erg e  from Am erican intervention in the war. But there  w as little doubt 

am ong m ost liberals and  m any p rog ressives that the war p re se n te d  Am erica 

with an opportunity.

But, for many, this sense  of opportunity h inged  on their ability to steer 

the Am erican state tow ards the m agnanim ous position that p ro v ed  it 

exceptional, and  to (re)-presen t the US as a  truly altruistic p lay e r in the w ar 

and  eventual peace . Both of these  goals, m any social scientists understood, 

h inged  on convincing both A m ericans and the w orld that a  system  of states 

could achieve international p e a c e  without resorting  to the o ld  im perial, statist 

system  that m any felt had  b e e n  the very  cause of the G reat W ar, and  by 

p resen ting  Am erican social scientific m anagem ent as in tegral to the 

com position and  success of an alternate system .69 Dewey, for exam ple, 

p ro p o sed  that a full b reak  with the past international system  w ould have to 

realize, “a b e tte r organized w orld  internally as w ell as externally, a  m ore 

in tegrated , less anarchic, system .”70 The old fixed w ays of know ing the world 

“have b e e n  shocked into d isin tegration ,” he  said, “and certain  factors in 

society, especially  labor on one side and scientific com petency  or

68 John Dewey, “What are we Fighting For,” Independent 94 (1918): 480-483.
69 James A. Nuechterlein, “The Dream o f Scientific Liberalism: The New Republic and American 
Progressive Thought, 1914-1920,” The Review o f  Politics 42 (1980): 167—190; David A. Hollinger, 
“Science and Anarchy: Walter Lippmann’s Drift and Mastery,” American Quarterly 29 (1977): 463-475.
70 Dewey, “What are we Fighting For,” 483.
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intellectualized skill on the other, have b e e n  qu ickened  by the strains of g rea t 

social em ergency  to a  sense of their pivotal p lac e .” Labor an d  the new  

scientific order, Dewey im agined, w ould rep lace  the o ld  parochial 

“rationalization of history and  institutions, especially  of the sta te ,” which had  

b e en  u sed  to justify im perialism  and  conflict w ould b e  put to rest. In its p lace  

would em erge  a  w orld o rder built on a “science of ideas in action.”71

Dewey was far from alone in his optim ism  about the transform ative 

capacity of a science of society. In a  g lobal atm osphere that p lea d ed  for 

change, the hope that America, acting as m ediator, could achieve what one 

diplom at called  a  “scientific p e a c e ” seem ed  very  real, and  very  necessary . 

Across the W estern  world, intellectuals and  the genera l public  called  for a 

m ore scientific approach  to governance that could “m ake the w orld safe for 

dem ocracy”, underm ining the pow er of autocratic states b y  attacking their 

epistem ological foundations.72 As I show next, Am erican social scientists 

w orking tow ard this end  am plified A m erica’s im age as a d isin terested , 

objective arb iter by  increasingly distancing their work, and  the data  it 

p roduced, from m ediating cultural, political and racial ca tego ries left over 

from the Anglo-Saxon civilization fram ew ork Roosevelt had em ployed.

This rev ised  Am erican exceptionalism  naturalized US history, and  by 

extension a fascination with its state form ation (rather than as part of som e

71 John Dewey, “Political Science as a Recluse,” The Middle Works, Volume 11: 1918-1919, Ed. Jo Ann 
Boydston (Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1982), 94; “A New Social Science,” The Middle 
Works, Volume IT. 87-92.
72 Woodrow Wilson, “An Address to a Joint Session of Congress, January 8, 1918,” PWW, 45: 538-539.
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Teutonic or Anglo-Saxon inheritance) as sim ultaneously the co re  A m erica’s 

exceptional identity, but also the co re  of a liberal internationalism  that 

ba lanced  the search  for universalistic p ricn ip les that would b ind  toge ther the 

w orld. This argum ent is d ev e lo p ed  in th ree  strands. First, I show  how 

Shotwell, exam ined as part of the “New History” school, points to the 

em ergence  of a new  rationality that b a lan ced  the  universalism  of liberal 

exceptionalism  with the narrow  and nationalistic concerns of Am erican 

exceptionalism . I suggest that for the new  historians the authority of m odem  

know ledge about governance h inged  on the assum ption that social scientific 

know ledge had  to b e  developed  independen tly  of the  state and  b e  insulated 

from the in terests of society. From here , I next show how Shotwell’s vision of 

exceptionalism  was itself built on the id ea  that the p ro p e r liberal foundations 

of the state w ere best understood  by  social scientists in the US precise ly  

because  their work w as not roo ted  to in terests found in the econom y, culture, 

race  or religion as ossified in the structures of the state. Finally, I outline how 

this particular refashioning of Am erican exceptionalism  so that the 

preservation  of its conditions stood at the core  of liberal exceptionalism , and 

therefore any notion of a liberal international system , ex ten d ed  beyond  

Shotwell, fundam entally shaping  who g a ined  access to the social scientific 

institutions that em erg ed  around the w ar and  the subsequent p e ac e  p rocess.

The N ew  History In a T im e o f War: A C ase Study o f the C hanging  
Character o f Am erican E xceptionalism
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Jim Shotwell’s practice  of history em bod ied  a radically  new  social scientific 

foundation that trea ted  A m erican exceptionalism  as synonym ous with liberal 

internationalism. N ow here is this m ore ev ident than in Shotwell’s attem pts to 

distance his w ork and  institution-building from those A m erican’s who 

im agined the sp read  of liberalism  as a joint Anglo-Saxonists civilizing pro ject 

sha red  with England, a  state now em broiled  in w hat m any in the US and 

across the w orld d e rid e d  as an im perial war. A liberal segm ent of the 

Am erican political and  cultural elite certainly tried  to influence A m erica’s 

en try  into w ar on the side  of Britain, em phasizing at every  opportunity the 

connection betw een  the defeat of G erm any and  the sp re ad  of sh a red  liberal 

ideals. The influential historian and  form er AHA p residen t G eorge  Burton 

Adams w arned that “W hen England falls the doom  of the United States is 

sounded. All our interests, those of language, com m erce, civilization, and  

governm ent, are  com m on with her. History will d ec la re  that E ngland holds no 

interest in this w ar that w e have not he ld  with h e r .”73 Shotwell w as not immune 

to the Anglophilia that characterized  m ost academ ic social scientists in the US. 

His work with Adams in a secretive group  of historians and  educators 

dem onstrates beyond  a doubt that he  be lieved  historians had  a ro le to p lay  in 

convincing Am ericans that they “should en te r the w ar to cast the balance

73 “Yale Men Assert American Rights: Call on President to Put Forth Full Power o f Nation in Crisis,” New 
York Times, March 10, 1917, 2.
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against G erm any.”74 And yet, even  in that small com m ittee, it was c lear to 

Shotwell and  the other m em bers that there  could ap p ea r no influence in 

favour of the English, lest the g roup  b e  dism issed as “A nglo-m aniacs.”7S

A student of the Progressive or New Historians, Shotwell intellectually 

built on F rederick  Jackson T urner’s earlie r rejection of the Anglo-Saxon germ  

theory  and  its racialistic notions about the comm unication of liberalism  

through civic institutions and  practices. Rather than see ing  the US as locked  

into the sam e historical forces that seem ed  to throw European repub lics into 

cyclical decay  and  conflict, Turner had  set out in the late 1890s to explain  the 

“peculiarity  of Am erican institutions,” driving at what m ade them  seem  

uniquely stable. Turner concluded  that “the distinguishing feature of 

A m erican life” was its “continuous touch with the simplicity of prim itive 

society” so that, unlike any o ther nation, the US was continually “b reak ing  the 

bonds of custom, offering new  experiences, and calling out new  institutions 

and  activities.”76 The constant renew al of A m erica’s national identity in the 

crucible of nature p rov ided  b y  the w estern  frontier m eant that A m erica’s 

nation identity—and the state form that followed from  it—w ere  exceptionally 

m odem . Unlike the racial, class based , and  sectarian  identities that defined 

m odem  E urope’s states and  em pires, Am erica w as vaunted  as national

74 James T. Shotwell, The Reminiscences o f  James T. Shotwell (1964): 65-67, in The Oral History 
Collection of Columbia University, cited in J. Michael Sproule, Propaganda and Democracy: The 
American Experience o f  Media and Mass Persuasion (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997), 7.
75 Mars and Minerva, 84. The members o f this early group included, George Louis Beer, Shotwell, Dana C. 
Muro (all future Inquiry Members), Adams, Charles P. Howland and officers of the Rockefeller Foundation 
General Education Board.
76 Frederick J. Turner, The Frontier in American History (New York: F. Ungar Pub. Co, 1966), 186-187; 
Ross, The Origins o f  American Social Science, 271.
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identity that, in so far as it form ed around  the sh a red  goal of conquering  the 

west, h ad  developed  govern ing  institutions and  practices that w ere  effectively 

p u rg ed  of any of those constituent identities that fought for control of the state 

and  society in Europe.

The New Historians who e m e rg ed  from Colum bia b e tw een  1900 and  

1914 took on this exceptionalist read in g  of A m erica as a uniquely m odem  

national. For Jam es Harvey Robinson and  C harles Beard, who found 

them selves on the van g u ard  of what Novick has called a  “g en tee l revolt” 

against Rankean m ethods in history, their m ethodological d eb a tes  over the 

p ro p e r foundations of history as a social science had consequences that 

reach ed  far beyond  their d iscip line.77 For the New Historians who revolted  

against the Rankeanism , efforts to m ove beyond  its narrow ly hagiographic 

and  political scope, and  its p reoccupation  with oration and  exhorting elites 

into heroic national leaders w as about dem ocratizing the focus of history by 

shifting its m ethods, forcing it away from the literary  of canonical works. As 

early  as 1896, Turner had  to ld  his student Becker that “the old union betw een  

history and  literature is now b ro k en  in all the grow ing co lleges.” Literary 

historical m ethods w ere unfit for a  m odem , scientific age in which em pirical 

findings could point to social realities a b e tte r  reflected  the general 

population rather than the visions and  am bitions of individual g rea t m en.78

77 Novick, That Noble Dream; Clyde W. Barrow, More than a Historian: The Political and Economic 
Thought o f  Charles A. Beard (New York: Transaction Publishers, 2000), 4-5.
78 Ernst Breisach, American Progressive History: An Experiment in Modernization (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1993), 66-67.
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Importantly, however, the b rea k  with literary  history that the New 

Historians pu sh ed  for was not a full b rea k  with Rankeanism. B eard and 

Robinson m oved to anchor the authority of historical know ledge to the study 

of structures such as the econom y, technology, science, religion, ideas and 

institutions. But, while this re im ag ined  the sites of pow er that m oved history 

along, they carried  forward m uch of Ranke’s understanding—which h ad  also 

b e en  influential on the thinking of the likes of Lieber, Burgess and  Roosevelt— 

of the w orld as p rogressing  tow ards a unified international system . Of course, 

the em phasis on Teutonic or Anglo-Saxon institutions carry ing  forw ard the 

m antle of liberty  w ere  gone in m uch of the w ork of the  New Historians. But this 

cohort still clung to the ideal that a totalizing or unified history w as possib le, 

em phasizing now the universal social, technological, political and  econom ic 

forces that affected all societies.79 “All the rem ains that have com e dow n to 

us,” Turner argued, w ere to b e  exam ined, not just those docum ents of g rea t 

m en.80 History, Shotwell’s adviser Robinson further a rgued  in 1912, “includes 

every  trace and  vestige of everything m an has done or thought since he  first 

ap p ea red  on the earth .”81

Shotwell’s w ork and  teaching points to this lingering  in terest in 

establishing a totalistic history. He attem pted  to explain how new  h istory’s 

in terest in the social, technological, religious and econom ic sp h eres could all

79 Novick, That Noble Dream, 6; G.B. Adams, English Constitution, 44-47, Also see Breisach, American 
Progressive History, 69-75.
80 Frederick Jackson T umer, “The Significance of History,” [ 1890] in Early Writings o f  Frederick Jackson 
Turner (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1938), 8.
81 J. H. Robinson, The New History, (New York, 1912), 2.
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drive tow ards a history of the “com m on m an—his customs, thought, 

environm ent, and basic  in te rests” that b e tte r  exp lained , with g re a te r  scientific 

certainty, how civilizations dev e lo p ed  around social forces that m odem  

society n e ed e d  to observe  and m anage, if one h o p e d  to s te e r  the course of 

p rog ress.82 For Shotwell, like his New Historian m entors, history had  a 

transform ative capacity that brought “about p ro g ress  in the field of 

know ledge.”83 The search  for a m ore com prehensive and total know ledge, in 

an age  w hen the very  rationalities that underp inned  the im perial state system  

of Europe seem ed  increasingly troubled, therefore dem anded  a history that 

rationalized the w orld not through the rom antic lens of great actors and  states, 

but through the scientific search  for unifying social forces.

This shift in m ethodology, how ever, sp u rred  a  re la ted  change in the 

epistem ology of social science itself, which ca rried  far b ro ad e r implications 

for the conception of liberal internationalism  in the US. Faced with the m ove of 

econom ic and political scientific m ethods into history, the old  professional 

guard  in the AHA w arned  that there  w ere  consequences to allowing positivism  

to effectively colonize what h ad  once b e e n  a d iscipline built around  the ideal 

of the civic-m inded citizen com m unicating the stories that m attered  to a 

nation. In his 1909 speech  to the AHA, then  p residen t G eorge  Adams

82 Josephson, Shotwell and Internationalism, 37.
83 James Harvey Robinson, The New History, (New York: Macmillan Press, 1912); The Mind in the 
Making: The Relation o f  Intelligence to Social Reform (London: Jonathan Cape, 1921); The Humanizing o f 
Knowledge, (New York: Amo Press, 1923).
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famously w arned  his fellow historian against using “ideals and  m ethods not 

quite his own.”84

Robinson, one of the m ajor targets of the speech, rep lied  with a 

w arning of his own, accusing the old  guard  of “boundless insolence and  

arrogance” in the face of the “far m ore reasonab le  p retensions of the m odem  

social sciences.”8S W ith his usual zeal, Shotwell w as m arkedly  less kind, 

telling William Dodd in 1913: “it will not b e  long before  w e shall b e  ab le  to 

ignore  to som e extent the p ious old  gentlem en w ho attem pt to hold  down 

orthodoxy in history. All we have to do is to turn our m aterial and  [the] w orld 

is ours.”86 For the New Historians and  Shotwell, aligning history with the social 

sciences and  its use  of statistical, e thnographic, geograph ica l and 

observational m ethods e levated  their history to the level of a  science. W hile 

this allowed them  to argue  for the m ethodological m erits of their New History, 

it also lent itself to the m ore political task of routing an old  g u a rd  in both 

A m erican history and  society by  underm ining historical know ledge that 

situated American exceptionalism  as the adherence  to particular values and 

behaviours that w ere, increasingly recogn izab le  as p rejudicial and 

exclusionary .

To p ress  back  on this o lder school of history, Robinson, Beard, and 

Shotwell—to nam e only a few of the m ore notable converts social scientific

84 Genrge Burton Adams, “History and the Philosophy o f History,” American Historical Review 14 (1909): 
221-236.
85 Novick, That Noble Dream, 91
86 Ibid.
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history—portrayed  Am erica as exceptional for its relationship to nature; a 

relationship that assured  the constant renew al of the nation and, b y  extension, 

checked  against the ossification of specific in terests in the sta te .87 Turner had  

earlie r h in ted  that “North A m erica” uniquely p o ssessed  such an exceptional 

relationship, suggesting that the A m erican nation-state and its social science 

inhab ited  “the most favorable field  on the g lo b e” from  which to construct a 

“universal science of h istory.”88 The New Historians built on this read ing  by  

arguing that the rigor of sociological, anthropological, geographical, 

statistical and  econom ical m ethods problem atized  the  connection be tw een  

A m erica’s identity and Anglo-Saxonism, teutonism  or liberal political 

econom y as axiomatic e lem ents of that identity. “It seem s to m e inevitable that 

just as the various sciences of nature w ere, befo re  the open ing  of the 

seventeenth  century, largely  m asses of rationalizations to suit the religious 

sentim ents of the period , so the social sc iences have continued even  to our 

own day to b e  rationalizations of uncritically accep ted  beliefs and  custom s,” 

Robinson argued  in his The Mind in the Making. To avoid speak ing  for pow er, 

Robinson p ro p o sed  that for historians to challenge “the w hole p rob lem  of 

labour and  capital,” “national arrogance, race  animosity, political corruption 

and  inefficiency,” they w ould have to develop an  idea of “nature and 

w orkings of nations” that d id  not rely  on the “rhetoric  and appea ls  to vague 

fears, hopes of partisan animosity or m ere  partisan  anim osity,” which m arked

87 Ross, Origins, 272.
88 Ibid., 273.
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the chavenistic histories of the past.89 “The scientists have b e e n  busy  for a 

century in revolutionizing the practical relations of nations,” and the 

enactm ent of these principles apart from the b lind  drive to “defend  and 

perpe tuate  the conditions which p ro d u ced  the last d isaster.” 90

U sing D ebates Over Internationalism  to M odify A m erican  
E xceptionalism

The m ove to a “new  history” that a im ed to d isp lace o lder historical 

rationalities m ay seem  like a small change, but it hints at a la rg e r shift in 

A m erican’s thinking about their nation-state and, b y  extension, the 

international sphere. By im agining that the p ro p e r governance of society and 

the state as best d irec ted  b y  experts outside of the p rejud ices and  h ierarchies 

of those sphere, the new  historians bound  on to a th read  of positivism, 

evident—we have a lready seen—in the w ork of earlie r A m erican sociologists 

such as W ard. At the sam e tim e it also bound  on to the ideal, also p resen t in 

W ard and  carried  forward b y  w orks such as Throstein V eblen’s Thoery o f the 

Leisure Class, of a “sociocratic” or expert class that could pull social authority 

away from an opulent u p p er class through a m ore scientific m anagem ent and 

understanding of the social w orld.91 W ithin a  p e rio d  that p ro d u ced  a rap id  

expansion of m iddle-class professional positions in the US, appea ls to such

89 Robinson, The Mind in the Making, 6-9.
90 Ibid., 13. For a sweeping work on the role o f the social sciences in history, and history’s narrative mode 
see J. T. Shotwell, “The Interpretation of History,” The American Historical Review 18(1913): 692-709.

9i Thorstein Veblen, The Theory o f the Leisure Class (Toronto: Dover Publications, 1992), For an 
important discussion o f Veblen see C. Wright Mills, The Power Elite (Toronto: Oxford University Press, 
2000), 50-58.
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expertise  resonated  w idely feed ing  on a  grow ing desire  to am eliorate som e 

of the excesses and  suffering of m od em  industrial capitalism . This h e lp ed  

p rep a re  the way for a su rge  in the  notion that professional expertise  w as b est 

positioned to s tee r such reform , and  to d irect the governance of the state and  

society because, b y  offering a  m ore scientific understand ing  of what social 

forces w ere  at play, those that divided, and  those that bound  together, the 

nation. This la rg e r shift in the thinking h ad  dram atic effects on the foundations 

of know ledge u sed  to rationalize A m erica exceptionalism .

The worldview, which I have called  civic internationalism , that 

dom inated m uch of A m erican’s late n ineteen th  century thinking about the 

contours and practices that defined  the international sphere , im agined 

Am erica as exceptional for its historical inheritance of a  civic virtue and 

political traditions (liberalism  and republicanism ) h an d ed  dow n from 

England. But such a view  of exceptionalism  p ro v ed  increasingly difficult to 

sustain in the face of A m erica’s ev er grow ing g lobal role and  a he te rogeneous 

population that could not claim  the m antle of Anglo-Saxonism but whom  

identified as American. W here internationalism  w as once a  restrictive system  

lim ited to nations that could dem onstrate  civility b y  adopting these  traits, the 

scientistic language of the new  historians and  their argum ent that A m erican 

exceptionalism  was defined  b y  the ability to adapt as a  nation to natural 

obstacles m ade internationalism  a potentially, radically m ore inclusive 

system.
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But, in feeding  on the d e ep  repub lican  distrust of know ledge and  

system s of social control centralized in the state or influenced b y  elite 

interests, and  build ing on the liberal professional classes ideal of its own 

disin terested  relationship the application of d isin te rested  social science to the 

p rob lem  of how to govern  without becom ing  too closely identified  with the 

state p resen ted  its own tensions. This becam e especially  apparen t w hen 

social scientists ,like Shotwell, h e e d e d  the call to war. As he  and  other 

historians w orked  at the van g u a rd  of efforts to mobilize social scientists in 

late 1916 and  early  1917, they reach ed  out through still develop ing  

professional networks, such as the AEA, AHA an d  the A m erican Political 

Science Association (APSA) to b ring  the new  and productive statistical, m ap- 

making, econom ic and, in the case  of historians, historical m ethods into 

service for the nation-state. Im portantly these  efforts m et m ixed  reactions. 

The AEA upheld  a constitutional provisions that p reven ted  it from “go ing  on 

the reco rd  in controverted  m atters,” and  never formally loaned  support to the 

w ar effort.92 The APSA never formally en d o rsed  mobilization bu t h e ld  a 

num ber of conferences and events m eant to b ring  attention to and  rationalize 

Am erica’s participation in the war. A nd the AHA, as w e will se e  in m ore detail, 

was careful to rem ain  unofficially involved in the w ar effort. And yet, though 

few professional associations w ould loan formal support to the state, one can 

easily find exam ples w here econom ists, political scientists, historians and

92 Gruber, Mars and Minerva, 8, 121.
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anthropolgists labou red  away inside w artim e agenc ies and departm ents and  

loaned  professional resources to those apparatuses.

This contradiction is pe rh ap s m ost apparen t if w e look at the A m erican 

Economics Association. By 1917, that organization still bo re  the scars of its 

G ilded A ge conflict be tw een  socialist an d  classical econom ists w hen changes 

to the Association’s constitution m ade nearly  im possible any official partisan  

stance. But that d id  not stop many econom ists from trying to w ork for the state 

or trying to steer policy from. For exam ple, R ichard T. Ely, once a g iant of the 

AEA, the first of the generation  of G erm an-trained ethical econom ists who had  

challenged  the orthodoxy of laissez-faire liberal econom ics, and  a teach e r to 

an im pressive ro ste r of students (including J. Franklin Jameson, Turner, and  

even W oodrow Wilson) attem pted to join in the w ar effort. Throughout the 

closing decades of the 19th century, Ely had  done m ore than p e rh ap s any 

other academ ic in the US to sp read  the notion of the state w as acting as “the 

g reatest redem ptive force in society,” and a rg u ed  that governm ent w as a 

God-given “instrum ent through which w e h ad  to w ork.”93 Ely h ad  b e e n  a 

strong progressive  follower of Roosevelt befo re  the war, and  with A m erica’s 

entry into the W ar, becam e a vociferou advocate for the m obilization of 

professional social scientific resources. Like so m any of his e ld e r cohort of 

social scientists, Ely fram ed the call to w ar as a  stark battle  be tw een

93 Cited in Murray N. Rothbard, “Richard T. Ely: Paladin of the Welfare-Warfare State,” The Independent 
Review 5 (2002): 585-589.
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“autocracy and  civilization,.”94 But in criticizing the influence of the state over 

the G erm an professoriate Ely re ite ra ted  the ideal of Anglo-Saxon nations as 

uniquely eq u ip p ed  to avoid the pitfalls of autocracy. Ely’s calls for A m erica 

and  Britain to “get c loser toge ther” so as to c rea te  “an  intellectual and  

spiritual em p ire ,” w ere  anchored  firmly to racialistic language o9S D

Feeling “left out of the w ar w ork which has b e e n  going on in 

W ashington,” Ely set about attacking disloyalty at hom e, in W isconsin. There 

he  attacked a form er p rogressive stalwart and  ally, Senator Robert M. La 

Follette and  took the extrem ely controversial step  of calling for the total 

suspension of academ ic freedom  during  the war. W hile he  rece iv ed  a 

rem arkable  amount of support from colleagues, h e  considered  opposition 

treasonous and  proclaim ed that professors “who h inder us in this awful 

struggle,” should b e  “shot.” In his efforts to build  a  case against La Follette, 

Ely turned  to a form er colleague, Dana C. Munro, in a  fledgling group  called  

the National Board for Historical Service (NBHS), asking him to ga ther 

w hatever that g roup cam e across in their w ork translating Austrian and 

Germ an p ap e rs  that might show the “encouragem ent (La Follette) has given 

G erm any.”96 ,Munro, also m em ber of the controversial Com m ittee for Public 

Information (CPI), rece ived  Ely’s request and  with great caution quickly 

handed  it over to the CPI w here Ely rece iv ed  tem p ered  cooperation  bu t was

94 Benjamin G. Radar, The Academic Mind and Reform: The Influence o f  Richard T. Ely in American Life 
(Lexington, Kentucky: University of Kentucky Press, 1966). Cited in David L. Herzberg, “Thinking 
Through War: The Social Thought of Richard T. Ely, John R. Commons and Edward A. Ross During the 
First World War,” Journal o f  the History o f  the Behavioral Sciences 37 (2001): 129.
95 Gruber, Mars and Minerva, 128.
96 Cited in Rothbard, “Richard T. Ely: Paladin of the Welfare-Warfare State,” 588.
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never m ade aw are of m uch of the social scientific w ork b e in g  done b y  the 

W ilson Administration. Ely’s attem pts at sm earing  La Follette, in which he  was 

jo ined  by  a substantial portion of the W isconsin faculty, p ro v ed  ultim ately 

unsuccessful. But w hen considered  as sym ptom atic of a  shifting rationality of 

Am erican exceptionalism  its illustrates how social scientists w ere  develop ing  

new  ways of articulating nationalism  and  internationalism  very  m uch like 

those exp ressed  by  the New Historians.

In this light, it is in teresting to note that even  those g iven  access to the 

various bureaus or departm ental pro jects around moilzation and p eace  

panning often com plained of the control ex erted  b y  a particu lar g roup  of 

social scientists, which included som e of the New Historians. Like m any of his 

colleagues at W isconsin, Munro voiced  concerns that his professional circles 

in the m id-west w ere  b e ing  m arginalized an d  g iven  lim ited access to the 

various social scientific bod ies that w ere  cropping  up  around the w ar effort. 

His colleague, a classical historian (and future Inquiry m em ber) William 

W esterm ann focused his d isp leasure  squarely  on  what he  saw as the 

prom inent ro le p layed  by  the New Historians in the fledgling NBHS. The 

Historian Carl Russell Fish rep o rted  that m any of his colleagues w ere “afraid 

that the ‘Robinson-Colum bia’ school of history has nm  us off our fee t,” A 

sentim ent W esterm ann echoed  w hen he  acerb ically  accused  the Board of 

playing into the “the hands of the pseudo-historians of the ultra m odem
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tendency .”97 W hile their differences took the  form of m ethodological and  

epistem ological divisions, W esterm ann and  the W isconsin schools’ feelings of 

marginalization w ere  gradually  p lacated  b y  Shotwell, who en d o rsed  

W esterm ann and Munro.98

The formative effect of this new  exceptionalism  is particularly  

pronounced in the story of Shotwell’s recru itm ent of another form er W isconsin 

faculty m em ber, Allyn A. Young. Although Young h ad  trained u n d er Ely, his 

w ork seem ed  m uch m ore sym pathetic to a  m odified exceptionalism  that thrust 

Am erican liberalism  to the cen ter of understand ing  m odernity across the 

world. After the war, Young quoted  T urner’s b e lie f that “Statesm anship in this 

nation consists not only in rep resen ting  the specia l in terests of the le a d e r’s 

own section, but in finding a formula that will b rin g  the different reg ions 

together in com m on policy .” Young, who saw  the nation as “itself a section,” 

had  little reg a rd  for what he  considered  the sectionalist in terests and 

motivations of political statesm an. He thought they m erely p lay ed  the ro les 

“assigned to [them] in popular dram atization of the facts of international 

econom ic in tercourse . ” 99

Young’s sharp  distrust of political and elite  interests as parochial would 

only sharpen  once he becam e involved in the Inquiry and  further refined  

w hen he traveled  to the Paris Peace Talks. There he was am ong the key

97 Novick, That Noble Dream, 121.
98 Westermann and Munro would become integral to the Inquiry’s Middle East Division and would actually 
travel with Wilson to Paris in 1919.
99 Allan A. Young, “Economics and War: A Presidential Address,” The American Economic Review 16, 
(1926), 1-13.
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signees of the letter of d issent during  the crisis over Fiume, which a rg u ed  

Italy was be ing  dangerously  and  narrow ly nationalistic in dem anding  control 

of the territory .100 However, Y oung’s faith in social scientific know ledge to 

guide govem ace was evident w ell befo re  he jo ined  the Inquiry. As early  as 

1905, the statistician questioned  Roosevelt’s em pirical basis for his 

controversial notions of race-suicide, and  by  1917 h ad  b e e n  chosen  to sit as 

the p residen t of the A m erican Statistical Association.101 In his 1918 

presidential speech, Young a rg u ed  for a la rger use of statistical tools arriving 

at a “d e g re e  of self-know ledge far beyond  anything that w e m ight have 

im agined necessary  or possib le  in the p ast.”102 Thus, Young en d o rsed  the 

notion that social science was in tegral to the m anagem ent of d isin terested  

policies that w ere as applicable in the international sphere  as they  w ere  in the 

national. Gone was any overt articulation of the US as part of a  historical and  

racially defined m arch of liberty , rep laced  with a rigorous if at tim es 

overw helm ing attention to statistical data  as m ore accurately rep resen ta tive  of 

societies..103

But to say that social scientists en d o rsed  a  scientific study of societies 

and avoided controversy by  s teering  c lear of o lder articulations of 

excpetionalism  is not to p ropose  that these  circles had  som ehow  rem oved

100 Charles P. Blitch, “Allyn A. Young: A Curious Case o f Professional Neglect,” History o f  Political 
Economy 15 (1983): 10.
101 Allan A. Young, “The Birth Rate in New Hamshire,” Publications o f  the American Statistical 
Association 71 (1905): 263.
102 Allan A. Young, “National Statistics in War and Peace,” Publications o f  the American Statistical 
Association 121 (1918): 873-885.
103 Not insignificantly, by 1925 Young would draw extensively on the work of Dewey, James and the 
American Prgamatists. See notably Allan A. Young, “Economics and War: A Presidential Address,” 4-6.
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racism , sexism  and  classism  from their w orld view. G eorge Beer is p e rh ap s  

the best exam ple of this. An unabashed  m em b er of the  Republican Party, Beer 

was both a tra ined  historian and an independen tly  w ealthy b ro k e r from New 

York who had  taught at Colum bia until 1897. W hen he  was b rough t into the 

Inquiry, its executive m em bers w ere  w arned  of his Anglophilia. 104

But by  1917, with his publication of The English Speaking People, B eer’s 

time changed. Rather than focusing on the  Anglo-Saxons as a  culturally 

“k ind red  p e o p le s” w hose “similarity w as obscu red  b y  superficial ... 

econom ic and social conditions,” Beer also focused on how new  institutions 

could facilitate an international o rd er that w ould “perm anently  unite in a 

comm on co-operative pu rpose  different nations and  at the sam e tim e allow 

free p lay  to distinct, bu t not discordant, loyalties of great intensity .”105 Beer 

p ro p o sed  that A m erican liberty  and its institutions h ad  avoided  the pitfalls of 

those nationalism s and  states that had  “H ide-bound” populations to 

“traditions of the sovereign  state dem anding  from its citizens’ suprem e and 

undivided dedication .” “Am erican political thought,” Beer argued , was 

distinct because  “unlike that of Germany, [it] does not m ake the organization 

an end  in itself, to which the individual must b e  com pletely subordinated , and

104 There was no secret in this. Beer had published in The Political Quarterly, The New Republic, The 
Forum, and elsewhere on the close allegiance between England and the US. Furthermore, as one o f the 
major figures in the “imperial” history school, Beer had tried to argue that the American Revolution had 
happened despite a fair place within the British Colonial, mercantile system of the dayNovick, That Noble 
Dream, 82. Anthony Brundage and Richard Cosgrove, The Great Tradition: Constitutional History and 
National Identity in Britain and the United States, 1870-1960 (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2007), 
139-148, 164.
105 George Louis Beer, The English Speaking People: Their Future Relations and Joint International 
Obligations (New York: Macmillan Press, 1917), xi. 69.
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w hose aim must inevitably b e  the quest of pow er.”106 The formulation of a new  

form of internationalism , and  the m ove away from a attem pts to drive the two 

g reat Anglo-Saxon nations to the fore of international o rder, while 

“advisable,” could not b e  done in a  way that built the pow er of the sovereign  

state so that attem pts at a “new  type of perm anent political association” w ere  

crushed  b y  the in terests of the state. G one w as the idea  of an im perial state 

p ressing  outw ard the virtues of Anglo-Saxonism. Instead, B eer im agined 

Am erican and British cooperation b ey o n d  the state as both a  defense  of their 

“own civilization” while also form ing the b ed ro ck  of support of the ideal of 

“liberty  of all th rea tened  b y  the sw ord of those who worship at the shrine of 

organized pow er.”107

B eer’s ideas on the foundations of international o rd er w ere  

am biguous.108 On the one hand  they  w ere  very  m uch roo ted  in a be lief in the 

cultural and  institutional superiority of the Allied dem ocracies, especially  that 

shared  by  the British and  Am ericans. And yet, on  the o ther hand, Beer

106 Ibid., 71.
107 Ibid., 271.

108 Beer, like Shotwell, was closely involved in secretive pro-British propaganda in the lead up to American 
intervention and as the head of the Inquiry’s research on the world’s “Colonial Problems,” a position he 
continued to hold in Paris, his Anglophilia and belief in the benevolence of the British, rather than the 
German colonial model, was rarely questioned and tacitly accepted by the other Inquiry members. But 
consent about British colonial interests was also the product o f  a lack o f interest in the German Colonies, 
which in 1919 Wilson called “not vital to the life of the world in any respect,” an endemic fear among 
white Americans of black Africans, and a belief that Northern and Sub-Saharan Africans were backwards 
nations incapable o f self-govemment.“These small nations with intense national feelings,” Beer wrote to 
himself of Belgian colonial aspirations, “bore me.” He felt alienated by the “academic nature” of Wilson’s 
ideas on self-determination, noting to himself the not uncommon view that, “Wilson is strong on principles 
a sophomore might enunciate, but is absurdly weak on their application.” For more on Beer in the Inquiry 
see Smith, American Empire, 172-176. For his thoughts on the Fiume controversy see G.L. Beer, Diary, 
17 May 1919, PWW, 59: 244-245; For his influence on the m ethods used in the  Inquiry and their 
concepts of colonialism see jerem y Crampton, "The Cartographic Calculation of Space: Race Mapping 
and the Balkans at the Paris Peace Conference of 1919," Social and Cultural Geography 7 (2006): 747.
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balanced  this with the idea  that he  w as a “rep resen ta tive  of the  New W orld at 

g rips with the legacy  of the O ld W orld’s Problem s.”109 Beer situated  the US 

within a la rger teleological m arch tow ards a cosm opolitan w orld  built on  a 

particularly Am erican m odel. He h ad  little pa tience  for the institutions of 

internationalism  that had  thus far form ed, particu larly  those juridical ones 

such as the Hague, which h ad  b e e n  allow ed to grow out of a  narrow  

conception of sovereignty  and  jurisdiction, and  w hich conflated the in terests 

of m alleable, and  shifting national identities with the  container p ro v id ed  by  

the state. “The s tem  obstacle to the political organization of the  w orld ,” Beer 

p roposed , “is the sovereignty  of the sta te ,” which assum ed “the absolute 

independence  of the sta te” and  “its isolation in an anarchic w orld  of equally  

independen t politico-legal units.”110 W hile B eer acknow ledged  the force of 

these existing institutions and the juridical reg im e around them , he  was no 

statist nor a nationalist. Rather, Beer p ro p o sed  that international institutions 

that upheld  the sovereignty  of distinct nation-states w ere m erely  institutional 

“intervals” on the way “be tw een  a w orld state and  the existing system  of 

sovereign  nations.”111

B eer’s is a  m odel of how the be lief in the  m oral and cultural authority of 

the English-speaking peop le  as a nation was fitted to an em ergen t 

exceptionalism  that had  b e e n  stripped  of any dep en d en ce  on state

109 Cited in Roger Louis, “The United States and the African Peace Settlement of 1919: The Pilgrimage of 
George Louis Beer,” The Journal o f  African History 2, no. 3 (1963), 417.
110 Beer, The English Speaking People, 79.
111 Ibid., 16-18.
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im perialism , but which was still d eep ly  roo ted  to racialist ideas of the virtues 

of Am erica as a  m odel for the w orld. This new  exceptionalism  trea ted  A m erica 

as a m odel of nationalism w herein  the state was defined  and  redefined  by  

constantly p rog ressing  social solidarities and  political institutions that 

reflected  these  social realities. T here w as little in the w ay of a  substantial shift 

in Am erican intellectuals’ sym pathy and  affinity tow ards Britain. Rather, the 

concept of A m erica’s historic connection to Britain had  shifted, so that the 

social p ractices that had  allow ed the A m erican nation-state to develop  as a 

supposed  alternative to the European m odel now rep re se n te d  a  new  universal 

m odel w here  the nation-state w as taken  as an  organizational unit n e e d e d  to 

facilitate ra ther than restrict the sp re ad  of liberty. Haskins w as not alone in 

“English history,” Charles Haskins w rote im m ediately following the war, “is in 

a sense, early  Am erican history.” But, as he w ould la ter em phasize, “with the 

passing  of the w ar Europe and A m erica are  now in the sam e boat, along with 

the still o lder Orient, all comm on m aterial for history. The historian’s w orld is 

one; let him in terpret it as one, in relation to both  scholarship and  to the 

m olding of public opinion!”112 For the cohort of social and historical scientists 

that em erg ed  in the war generation, draw ing attention to the discontinuity 

betw een  Am erican liberal institutions and  those of England and  E urope was 

an effective way to sim ultaneously feed  Am erican exceptionalism  and  e levate

112 Charles Haskins, “European History and American Scholarship,” The American Historical Review 28 
(1923): 215.
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Am erican social science to the co re  of the com ing cosm opolitan polity that 

was a “moral, not a legal obligation.”113

This was an im portant innovation. Epistem ologically, it b rough t the 

story and  study of Am erica m ore firmly to the cen ter of a g rander, m odem  

search  for universal foundations for know ledge, carrying the w orld  past what 

Franklin Jam eson called, in 1912, “the  A ge of Nations” , and into “a  new  w orld 

which will b e  m arked  by  cosm opolitan thought and  sentim ent.” The w ar was 

critical to this epistem ological reposition ing .114 Thus, the strength  of this new  

Am erican exceptionalism  was not that it p rov ided  A m ericans with a  vision of 

their p resen t system  of constitutionalism as a political utopia to b e  p a sse d  into 

the w orld .115

Even W ilson had  earlie r p ro p o se d  that a “constitutional” stage was 

m erely a step  in a la rger developm ent. W hile the Constitution un ited  the 

nation, its interpretation was “no longer re g a rd e d  as of p ressin g  u rgency ,” 

leaving the US to the “unexciting but none the less capitally im portant 

business of everyday peaceful developm ent” through “judicious 

adm inistration.”116 “Surely,” W ilson op ined  in 1885, “there  m ust b e  a  cause to 

b e  advanced  that is g rea ter than the tram m els of governm ental form s.” The

113 John Milton Cooper, Woodrow Wilson: A Biography (Random House Digital, Inc., 2011), 515; For one 
of the first and defining works to seize on Wilson’s distinction between moralistic and legalistic obligations 
see, Denna Frank Fleming, The United States and the League o f  Nations, 1918-1920 (New York: G.P. 
Putnam, 1932), 312-314.
114 Ian Tyrell, “American Exceptionalism in an Age of International History,” The American Historical 
Review 96 (1991): 1035.
115 Hardt and Negri, Empire, 176.
116 Stephen Wertheim, “The Wilsonian Chimera: Why Debating Wilson’s Vision Hasn’t saved American 
Foreign Relations,” White House Studies 10 (2011): 345.

263



First W orld W ar p resen ted  an opportunity  to b reak  free  of these  tram m els by  

developing  an Am erican exceptionalism  that w as no longer roo ted  in 

im m ediate concerns and governm ental forms, but ra the r to a m ore advanced  

cause of establishing a truly m o d em  know ledge, built on  the perpe tua l 

renew al of individuals and  institutions until then  unique to America.

Of course, this m eant that the  institutions and associations that 

Am erican social scientists partic ipa ted  in could  not b e  seen  as b eh o ld en  to 

the sam e historical-political forces that h ad  ossified liberalism  in m any 

E uropean states. Though the French and  British w ere  com fortable with the 

state visibly guiding social scientists in state offices or agencies on p eace  

preparations, Am erican social scientists during  and  after the w ar dev e lo p ed  

different institutional relations to influence state formation around  their 

conception of its nature. For m any E uropean social scientists, th ere  w as an 

understanding  that they, as experts, h ad  the capacity  to m easure, delim it and  

define self-determ ination. But for them, w ork on self-determ ination n e e d e d  to 

b e  w eighed  against the interests of the state as articulated in what W ilson and 

m any Am ericans considered  the outm oded language of raison d ’etat o r the 

balance-of-pow er. The comm itm ent of m any E uropean social scientists to a 

scientifically-guided w orld of self-determ ined nations seem ed  to m any 

Am ericans to b e  either half-hearted or insincere for this very  rea so n .117

117 Frank Ninkovich, The Wilsonian Century: U.S. Foreign Policy Since 1900 (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 2001), 24-25.
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K eeping Up Appearances: The N ational Board for H istorical Services and  
Institutional D istance

Upholding this particular liberal state  effect dem anded  that the new  social 

scientists m aintain the appearance  of a d istance betw een  them selves and  

their work, on the one hand, and the  in terests they rep re se n te d  as essen tia l to 

the form of states and societies. This m eant, in turn, m arginalizing those o ther 

social scientists w hose objectivity w as underm ined  b y  their failure to adap t to 

the new  m odels of society. But, it also m eant strategically and  de libera te ly  

obscuring pe rce iv ed  connections b e tw een  their w ork and the state  as they  set 

out to acquire pow er through the p retensions of an  objectivity that w as the 

sine qua non of the new  social legitim acy.

Am ong the corps of social scientists that ru shed  to m eet the call of war, 

professional historians could most assured ly  b e  considered  its vanguard . Of 

all the academ ic guilds in the US, the A m erican Historical Association (AHA) 

was the oldest, strongest and, not coincidentally, most closely connec ted  to 

the state through its institutions and  leadersh ip . But, as M arcus G raser has 

noted, and  as I have already touched  on, “a new  generation  of p rog ressive  

historians who claim ed to write a  ‘new  history’ su cceed ed  in m odernizing 

historical w riting in Am erica,”118 and  in doing so, in terrup ted  the often 

seam less flow betw een  A m erica’s g en tee l professional culture and  the 

governm ent. Turner, the Beards, Jam eson, Shotwell and Robinson built an 

alliance with the social sciences, e x p an d ed  the topics and  ob jec ts of

118 Marcus Graser, “World History in a Nation-State: The Transnational Disposition in Historical Writing 
in the United States,” The Journal o f  American History 95 (2009): 1048.
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investigation beyond  classic political history, and reo rien ted  the focus of 

history tow ard the p resen t in such a  way that they  w ere convinced  the 

synchronic and diachronic forces of the social w orld could no lo n g er b e  

exp lained  by  reference  to the nation-state alone. As Jam eson a rg u e d  in 1912, 

the “nation is ceasing  to b e  the lead ing  form of the w orld’s structure; 

organizations transcending national boundaries are  becom ing m ore and  m ore 

num erous and effective .... W e a re  advancing into a new  w orld  w hich will b e  

m arked  by  cosm opolitan thought and sen tim ent.”119

Yet desp ite  the confidence in  som e quarters that the w orld  was 

en tering  into a  m ore cosm opolitan age, A m erica’s foray into w orld  w ar 

p resen ted  m any of these  social scientific historians w ith a  pa lpab le  

opportunity to rethink the rationalization of the state in an academ ic capacity. 

M oreover, it invited them  to becom e d irectly  involved in the conduct of this 

new  govem m entality. Having a lready  c ro ssed  the ideological divide in 

worldviews betw een  the Rooseveltian charac ter and  W ilsonian intellect, key 

figures in the AHA once again rallied  to legitim ate the Am erican state. But this 

time, they did  not rely  on their professional association directly. Instead, they 

cultivated a social science-state nexus that consolidated  their ro le  as experts 

analyzing the social w orld and gathering  data  apart from or outside  the official 

m echanism s of the state. As the association’s then serving Secretary, W aldo J. 

Leland, would later argue, befo re  “the First W orld War, the function of the

119 J. Franklin Jameson, “The Future Uses of History,” (1912) in Ed., Morey Rothberg, Selected Essays 
(Athens: University o f Georgia Press, 1993).
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archivist and  historian was to reco rd  and in terp ret after the even t.” But after 

war b roke  out, he  continued, “The im portance of the  historian as an agent o f  

causation cam e slowly to b e  recogn ized ,” and  historians cam e to see  

them selves as “having obligations to the com m on cause.”120 But they h ad  to 

b e  sensitive to who was seen  steering  this com m on cause.

The mobilization of historians and  archivists w as at first quite public, 

and the pu rpose  of their work openly  d e b a ted  and  scrutinized b y  those inside 

and outside the Association. On April 29, 1917, Franklin J. Jam eson, am ong the 

most significant figures in the professionalization of history in the US, called  

together seven teen  historians to “consider the p rob lem  of what they and  their 

fellows can do for the country in time of w ar.” He w as then the h ead  of the 

D epartm ent of Historical R esearch of the C arnegie  Institute of W ashington, 

and the m anaging editor for the AHA’s m ain publication, American Historical 

Review, which en ab led  him to work with som e of the most influential historians 

of the time to, in his view, prov ide historians “with a  be tter chance to m ake 

history serve  the nation, b y  m aking historical scholarship available for 

educational and  patriotic en d s .”121 Along with Frederick Jackson Turner, 

F rederic Paxson, Andrew McLaughlin, Leland, Guy Stanton Ford and future 

Inquiry m em bers including William D odd and  Shotwell, Jam eson oversaw  the 

establishm ent of the National Board for Historical Service (NBHS), to “bring

120 Waldo G. Leland, “Historians and Archivists in the First World War,” The American Archivist 5 (1942): 
2 .

121 For this and more on the correspondence of the NBHS see, William T. Hutchinson, “The American 
Historian in Wartime,” The Mississippi Valley Historical Review 29, (1942): 167-169.
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into useful operation, in the p resen t em ergency , the intelligence an d  skill of 

the historical w orkers of the country.”122

Though k een  to serve  their nation and  state, the  historians of the NBHS 

w ere  careful to clarify that the b o a rd  d id  not sp eak  for the AHA, w hich took no 

official position on the war. C ornell p ro fessor C harles H. Hull a rg u ed  to the 

m eeting of the Board that, “as patriotic citizens, and  also as h istory m en ,” they 

h ad  a duty to offer their services to the state an d  its goals, an d  yet as scholars 

“must not m ake dem ocracy secure  from autocratic an d  militaristic agg ression  

ab road  b y  m ethods which m ay dep rive  us of all that m ade dem ocracy  

desirab le  at hom e.”123 To pre-em pt any argum ent that the m ovem ent of 

A m erican historians tow ards explicit serv ice  to the state was tantam ount to the 

academ ic-state nexus of Prussia, Hull and  the other NBHS founding m em bers 

assu red  the la rg e r professional comm unity that the altruism of A m erica’s 

stated  foreign policy goals m ade w orking for their state less com prom ising; 

the US and its experts w ere, after all, not in te res ted  in territorial conquest, but 

in sharing the seas and  m aking the w orld safe for dem ocracy. And if any 

doubt lingered  that the resources of the  AHA w ere being  b rought u n der the 

control of the state, the NBHS’s initial statem ent of purpose  to 150 historians 

across the country—who w ere almost all m em bers of the AHA—w as c lear that 

the Board w as “a voluntary and  unofficial organization of individuals

122 Josephson, Shotwell and the Rise o f  Internationalism, 51; Gruber, Mars and Minerva, 120. Not 
insignificantly, Archibald Carry Coolidge, a core member of the Inquiry and member o f the delegation to 
negotiate peace in Paris also later joined the NBHS as a core member.
123 Charles H. Hull, “Remarks on the War and the Historians Role in it,” 27 April 1917 (box 25), National 
Board for Historical Services Records, Library of Congress Manuscripts Division. (Hereafter NBHS 
Papers)
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spontaneously form ed in the hope that through it the store of com petence  and  

patriotic good  will p o ssessed  by  the history m en of this country ... m ay 

eventually b e  draw n upon to m eet the n eed s of the public or governm ent.”124 

W hile key  m em bers of the AHA, especially  those who o verlapped  with the 

NBHS, encouraged  professional publications and  conferences to focus on the 

war, the division be tw een  the professional association and the new ly form ed 

NBHS was em phasized in professional circles, which understood  the 

im portance of a distance be tw een  the profession and  its voluntary liaison with 

the state.

The NBHS was m eant to c rea te  a netw ork that w ould se rve  as a buffer 

be tw een  the state and  the professional historical and  social scientific g roups 

that w ished to ap p ea r entirely  apart from political wrangling. But the actual 

distance betw een  agents w orking for the state and  key  m em bers of the AHA 

was far m ore am biguous than m any w ere  com fortable with. H aunted b y  the 

spec te r of the le tter from the G erm an intellectuals, the fear w as that the Board 

exposed  the profession to the b ro ad er accusations of the sam e. By 1917, new s 

of the arrest of d issenting historians in Belgium and  the G erm an m anifesto of 

O ctober 1914 seem ed  to reveal, for A m erican academ ics, that it was 

necessary  to differentiate their cooperation with the state and  cham pioning of 

nationalism from the “subordination of G erm an scholarship to the d ictates of

124 “The American Historical Association, Annual Report: 1919” The American Historical Review 24 
(1919): 349-357; also see Leland, “Historians and Archivists in the First World War,” 4.
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policy” that w ere w idely attacked as a  characteristic  of Prussian m ilitarism .125 

Before Am erica en te red  the war, its historians w ere  clearly d isappo in ted  by  

the collapsing boundary  be tw een  the professional class and the state, not only 

in Germ any, bu t across Europe. As one Dartm outh professor of history no ted  

in 1916,

On both  sides and  in neutral countries, there  has b e en  such a 
conspicuous failure on the part of h istorians to show any 
considerab le  exem ption from the passions of the hour that 
one m ay conclude...that historians have b e e n  claim ing for 
history, p u rsued  according to a  scientific m ethod, m uch 
m ore finality than is w arranted. In this m atter the historian 
seem s to have sinned  along with the other social scientists, 
the econom ists, political scientists, an d  sociologists.126

With A m erica’s entry  into war, how ever, suddenly  m ost of these  reservations

seem ed  to m elt away, rep laced  by, at best, a certain  am bivalence be tw een

wanting to aid  the w ar effort and  w ishing to m aintain a professional distance

from the in terests and policy of the state. The NBHS was given office space  by

the AHR in the C arnegie Institution Building in D.C., and  W aldo Leland,

secre tary  of the AHA, also se rv ed  as secre tary  of the NBHS. The principal

outlet for NBHS m aterials was The History Teacher Magazine, w hose financing

cam e from the AHA, and w hose m asthead after June 1918 ca rried  the w ords

“Edited in C ooperation with the National Board for Historical Services and

under the Supervision of a Com m ittee of the A m erican Historical Association.”

Still, it was rep ea ted ly  em phasized that the AHA h ad  nothing to do with the

125 Stuart Wallace, War and the Image o f  Germany: British Academics, 1914-1918 (Edinburgh: John 
Donald publishers Ltd., 1988), 33.
126 F.M. Anderson, “The World War and the Historians,” History Teacher Magazine, 7(1916): 329.

270



Board and its p ropagandist work. As Shotwell a rg u ed  w hen he  announced  the 

formation of the b o a rd  in June of 1917, in History Teacher Magazine, the b o a rd  

w as a way for historians to “serve  the country ... as historians.” 127

Building on his reputation  for the w ork he  had  d one  m obilizing 

historians to se ed  opinion colum ns throughout the state, Shotwell w as chosen 

as the first chairm an of the NBHS. The C olum bia historian set im m ediately  to 

w ork tightening connections with the CPI, with which he  w orked  in honing the 

program  for the board . G eorge  C reel, the CPI’s head , quickly appo in ted  

Shotwell an adviser on historical m atters and  h e lp ed  create  a new  Division of 

Civic and  Educational C ooperation that w ould a id  the NBHS in reach ing  out to 

netw orks of teachers, educational institutions an d  governm ent offices 

throughout the US. The actual pu rp o se  of the NBHS reach ing  extensive civic 

and  governm ental ties was unclear. Initially the group  p lanned  to focus on 

teaching and  public education, to offer prizes to h igh school an d  elem entary  

teachers, to give lectures at YMCA and training cam ps that w ere  sp ring ing  up 

across the country, and  to d irect the w ork of young scholars a lready  in the 

universities tow ards the “p rob lem s which will b e  the pivot of politics and 

legislation during their lives.” 128 But the b o a rd  also understood  that it could 

“aid, encourage and  organize state, and  regional, and  local com m ittees, as

127 James T. Shotwell, “The National Board for Historical Services,” History Teacher Magazine 8(1917): 
199-200.
128 Hutchinson, “The American Historian in Wartime,” 168; Leland, “Historians and Archivists,” 6.
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well as special com m ittees ... to cooperate  with o ther agencies and 

organizations, especially  in the g en era l h e ld  of social studies.” 129

Few historians voiced  concern  over the p rospects of their craft be ing  

m ustered  so directly  for the p u rp o ses of the nation, and  in the  cause of war. 

Shotwell seem ed  especially com fortable with a  tight intertw ining of historical 

w ork and the state, and w as d isappo in ted  that the NBHS w as not m ore 

structurally connected  to the state w here  it could offer a  new  “constructive 

statesm anship.”130 So the chairm an m oved his organization c loser to the CPI 

b y  offering the G erm an language skills of historians associated  with the 

board , who could then b e  u sed  as part of an extensive new spaper and 

literature m onitoring p rogram  tracking  the content and  problem atic  works in 

Am erican-Germ an and  international publications. And yet, desp ite  bringing  

the NBHS closer to governm ent w here  it was by  any in terpretation  directly 

serving the administration, Shotwell and  o ther historians b e liev ed  that they 

w ere  playing safe, heed ing  the w arning against m aking “the sacrifice that no 

historian must m ake. He must not distort or p e rv ert the facts of history to suit 

the p resen t strugg le .”131

A few historians rem ained  skeptical of the NBHS’s ability to w ork with 

the Am erican state and  not feed  A m erican hyper-nationalism  or statism  in the 

process. For exam ple, w hen ask ed  to develop  a curriculum  for history

129 “Resolution adopted at Washington for the establishment o f a National Board for Historical Services,” 
29 April, 1917 (doc 034), NBHS Documents.
130 Josephson, Shotwell the Rise o f Internationalism , 124.
131 Novick, That Noble Dream, 123.
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teachers in prim ary and  high  schools across the nation, the Colum bia 

T eacher’s C ollege professor J. M ontgom ery Gambrill a rg u e d  that “the 

legitim ate dem ands of nationality m ust b e  everyw here satisfied ,” but, he 

insisted, “there  would rem ain the la rg e r p rob lem  of reconciling  nationalism  

with internationalism; of p rovid ing  m ilitary and  econom ic security, equality  of 

opportunity in the w orld’s m arkets and  in the developm ent of backw ard  and  

u ndeveloped  countries.” For Gam brill, any historical treatm ent of nationalism  

quickly revea led  just how tightly those forces w ere  p re sse d  into the serv ice  of 

im perialism , and  in this the US was no exception. Gam brill a rg u ed  in the 

overview  of his syllabi for the NBHS that it was incum bent on historians to 

teach  students to question the positive values of nationalism, w hich d e p en d e d  

on enm ity alone to motivate citizens to action. The NBHS w as uncom fortable 

with G am brill’s final product, and  a rg u ed  that “the com paratively untrained  

teach e r” would likely fail to see  the w ar as an elem ental clash betw een  

autocracy and liberal dem ocracy  without that tension clearly articu la ted  as the 

p u rpose  of teaching .132 Rather than allowing teachers to focus on the negative 

attributes of nationalism reg a rd less  of the political culture of particular 

nations, the NBHS com m issioned a new  syllabus that ind icted  the Central 

Pow ers alone, and  em phasized pan-G erm anism  as the  root of the war. As one 

historian com plained of the rev ised  syllabus: by  draw ing up  an indictm ent

132 Lewis Paul Todd, “Wartime Relations o f the Federal Government and the Public Schools, 1917-1918,” 
American Education: Its Men, Ideas and Institutions, (New York: Amo Press, 1971), 55-56.
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ra ther than a balanced  historical in terpretation, “w e are  dealing  with the 

historian tu rned  propagand ist.”133

C oncerns about working closely with the CPI, an  in d ep en d en t agency  

of the governm ent, also a ttrac ted  scrutiny from liberal-intem ationalists 

outside the professoriate. On June 8, 1918, The Nation p ub lished  an article 

attacking the censorship and  em bargo  on G erm an new spapers com ing into 

the US, noting that the w ork of the Historical R esearch division of the NBHS 

was aiding in censorship goals la id  out b y  the CPI. Though the article d id  not 

explicitly connect the NBHS to J. Franklin Jameson, who w orked  as both  the 

h ead  of the C arnegie Institute’s Historical R esearch D epartm ent and  as Editor 

of the American Historical Review, Jam eson quickly w rote The Nation to defend  

the NBHS and his own institutions’ ro le  in censuring  G erm an publications. 

Jam eson dem anded  that The Nation re tract allegations that the “historians and 

econom ists” of the NBHS w ere  facilitating the concentration of periodical 

content in the hands of the governm ent, and  no ted  that the NBHS, funded by 

the C arnegie Institute, co llected  m aterials that w ere  read ily  available to 

“w riters and  students doing serious w ork.”134 The Nation d id  not p rin t a 

retraction but no further controversy cam e from this article.

The Nation’s d o g g ed  in terest in the NBHS did, how ever, stick with 

Shotwell and  the increasingly formal state-social scientific nexus in the US. In 

July 1917, Shotwell res igned  from the NBHS because  of illness and  distanced

133 Gruber, Mars and Minerva, 132.
134 J. F. Jameson, “Letter to Editor,” The Nation, 10 June, 1918.
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him self from it in title, handing the re ins over to Everts B. G reene. Shotwell 

w as quickly recru ited  by  House for the Inquiry, w here he  m ade it c lear in 

official and  private co rrespondence  that the resou rces of the  NBHS and, by  

extension, the netw ork of institutions and  organizations he  h e lp e d  develop  

w ere  at the disposal of the Inquiry. By 1918, Shotwell w as p lum bing  these  

netw orks for cooperation and  resources, playing up the im portance of this 

latest organization to the professional reputations of historians in the US. For 

exam ple, in a letter to Jam eson in January he  a rgued  that if “A m erican 

historical scholarship is to m ake good  in one of the severest and  most 

im portant tests to which it has b e e n  subm itted, the R esearch Com m ittee of the 

History Board,” explicitly o rganized  to “cooperate  and assist with the 

Inquiry,” must “b e  supplied  with the services of at least two resea rch  

associates who could work in close touch with the Inquiry at all tim es.”133 His 

appeals resonated  with Jam eson, who u sed  his considerab le  access to 

financing, professional resources and  g raduate  students to focus historical 

attention on the war, which he b e liev ed  p ro v ed  the professional historian 

m ore valuable than ever.

D espite building tight institutional relations with state agenc ies like the 

CPI and State Departm ent, and  with the know ledge that p lacing  professional 

institutional resources at the service of the state would m ean un p reced en ted

135 Shotwell to Jameson, 7 January 1918 (box 12) John Franklin Jameson Papers, Library o f Congress 
Manuscripts Division. (Hereafter refered to as Jameson Papers) For discussions of efforts to use graduates 
student thesis to gather information for the NBHS and Inquiry see “Inquiry minutes of Aug. 2, 1918 
meeting,” Shotwell Papers (Box 13), For published information on formation of NBHS and its connection 
with Shotwell see Josephson, Shotwell and the Rise o f  Internationalism, 55.
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influence over state policy, these  sam e p layers understood  that the 

appearance  of distance b e tw een  the  state and  social scientific institutions was 

what m ade the historians and  o ther social scientists so relevant to the state. 

Against the backdrop  of this de lica te  balancing  act, then, w e can  m ake b eg in  

to m ake sense  of Shotwell, G reene , and  M ezes’s very  w orried  reaction  to 

new s in July 1918 that a connection be tw een  the NBHS and  the  Inquiry had  

b e e n  leak ed  to The Nation.

T here had  b een  little doub t am ong those in both  organizations about 

the desirability of their connection, and  a relationship was form alized at an 

earlie r m eeting of the NBHS in N ovem ber 1917. As Gelfand has uncovered  

e lsew here, discussions led  to the formation of “an advisory com m ittee” 

consisting of Frederick J. Turner, W illiam Dodd, and William Dunning, am ong 

others. Shotwell was adam ant that “publicity b e  avoided” and, as m y own 

archival w ork has uncovered, he  w as careful to both obscure  his w ork for the 

Inquiry and  to hide coordination b e tw een  it, the NBHS, the C arneg ie  Group 

and  AHA, even using le tterhead  from  the NBHS to conduct Inquiry b u s in e ss .136 

W hile Shotwell joked that it w as “a harm less bit of cam ouflage,” he  still 

dem anded  secrecy  around the connection betw een  the NBHS and  the Inquiry 

b e  taken very  seriously. So m uch so that w hen Everts G reene rece iv ed  w ord 

that The Nation p lanned  to write of the connection betw een  the two bod ies in 

July 1918, he quickly wrote to Shotwell and  M ezes to apologize for b e in g  the

136 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 45; Also see Shotwell to Dodd, “Meeting Minutes ofNBHS,” 3 December, 1917, 
Dodd Papers.
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source of the leak. The connection w as never formally outed b y  The Nation, 

and M ezes assu red  G reene that any repo rts  “w on’t do much harm ,” though “it 

would have b e e n  b e tte r  to have no pub lished  statem ent.”137 The connection 

betw een  the AHA, C arnegie Institute, NBHS, State D epartm ent, and  

Com m ittee on Public Information reveals a relationship b e tw een  state and 

non-state organizations that was left intentionally am biguous, and  w herein  

traditional non-state p layers seem ed  to understand  that access to the state 

could play a powerful role in legitim ating particu lar m ethods, over and  above 

others, by  vaunting them  as the foundations of d isin terested  state policy. Yet 

they vehem ently den ied  any such connection.

State Effects

The story of Shotwell and the developm ent of the NBHS is an instructive one. 

Historical exam inations of the Society have mostly focused  on the 

p ro p a g a n d is ts  nature of the work, treating  it as a lapse in professional 

judgm ent.138 Perhaps the most scathing indictm ent along these  lines was 

Novick’s argum ent that the NBHS experience  p rov ided  “lessons about w hat a 

w eak re e d  professionalism  was in checking excess. In fulfilling their 

p ropaganda  tasks the wartim e historians w ere  almost always scrupulous 

about m aintaining the formal norm s of scholarship ,” such as the ru les of 

source criticism, careful annotation, extensive sourcing and  accurate 

translations. M ethodological standards and  conceptual norm s that m any saw

137 Greene to Mezes, 21 July 1918, Mezes Papers .
138 See for example Gruber, “The Historians Cut Loose,” Mars and Minerva.
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as bulw arks against politicization p ro v ed  surprisingly m alleable an d  d id  little 

to p ro tect professional historians from the intoxicating allure of the pow er that 

cam e with cooperating with the s ta te .139

Building on these points, the construction of institutional relations 

be tw een  para-govem m ental groups, professional associations, and  state 

institutions, while at the sam e tim e try ing to conceal these  networks, 

highlights a lesson about how A m erican social scientists ba lan ced  the tension 

betw een  their identities as citizens in an exceptionalist state. The social 

scientists who pushed  social scientific w ork into state policy  clearly  

understood that by  naturalizing A m erican exceptionalism  as the co re  of a  new  

rationalization of internationalism , they  could fuel the notion that the US w as a 

politically d isin terested  and m orally m agnanim ous pow er, while also 

garnering  a special p lace for their w ork in d irecting  its course. All they  h ad  to 

do was provide know ledge that w as apparently  divorced, in theory  and 

institutional practice, from the b a ld  in terests of the state. As the next chap ter 

shows m ore deeply , som e in the Inquiry continued to p lay  up  their own 

exceptional non-state authority on internationalism  in the US and  around the 

world, even  while they acted  as agen ts of a  nation deep ly  anim ated  b y  the 

patriotic em otions of war.

139 Novick, That Noble Dream, 127.
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C h a p te r  F iv e :
T h e In q u ir y  an d  T h e N o n -S ta te  I n te r n a t io n a l  E xp ert

I w ish I w ere  a Science, o r an Ethics, or 
a plan

O r anything instead  of ‘just an ordinary  
m an

If I w ere  but a doctrine, m ine w ould b e  
a  g ayer lot 

Or I should be  deligh ted  w ere  I just a 
H igher Thought—

For then the m en of millions w ould b e  
handing out the checks 

To aid in saving m e from all the h inderances 
that vex.

--W ilbur D. Nesbit, Chicago Tribune, 1917.1

On a cold  D ecem ber day in 1918, th ree  US Army trucks arrived  at p ie r  

num ber four, H oboken port, New Jersey. The trucks carried  thousands of 

boxes of raw  data, reports, m aps, books and atlases g a th ered  from lib raries 

across the US. The im pressive cargo  h a d  b e e n  accum ulated, over nearly  two 

years, b y  the m em bers of a secretive  group, known only as the Inquiry, 

form ed to p rep a re  the scientific b ases for Am erican p eace  term s at the talks to 

en d  the G reat W ar. A day after loading  all of this aboard  the USS George 

Washington, President W oodrow W ilson and an  entourage of dozens of State 

D epartm ent officials, Inquiry m em bers, sundry advisers and  represen ta tives 

for the Am erican Commission to N egotiate Peace, jo ined  hundreds of sailors 

on the Germ an-built transport for the nine-day trip to the Breton coast of 

France. Once at sea, the p assen g ers  quickly settled  into a routine that

1 “Newspaper Clipping,” N.D.1917 (Series 2, Box 41), Charles Seymour Papers, Manuscripts and 
Archives, Yale University Library. (Hereafter referred to as Seymour Papers).
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included the p res id en t’s regu lar two-mile walks around  the deck  of the ship, 

arm -in-arm  with his wife.2

D espite the m undane rhythm  of life on the ship, those ab o ard  g ra sp ed  

that the p eo p le  and  ideas be ing  ferried  to Europe w ere  extraord inary . This 

w as the first time that an  A m erican p res id en t was officially visiting Europe, 

and  he h ad  taken the unusual step  of p lacing  him self at the h e ad  of the 

Commission to N egotiate Peace. But p e rh ap s  most significant was the pow er 

and  appeal of W ilson’s ideals: of a w orld  built on self-determ ined nations, 

governm ents built on liberty, and  an international league to cem ent the w orld 

together, debuting  in a Europe tom  apart b y  im perial rivalry and  hungry  for a 

viable alternative internationalism .

Buoyed by  these ideals, the highlight of the b rief trans-Atlantic voyage 

was, for som e of the experts aboard , the p res id en t’s unveiling of the secretive  

Inquiry to a select few others. After hearing  from a young m an nam ed  William 

Bullitt that som e specialists w ere  concerned  and  confused about their ro les in 

the com ing negotiations, W ilson called  several key  figures to his quarters.3 

There, he joyfully revealed  his secretive  cabal of social scientists and  told of

2 “Big Fleet to Meet Wilson; Ten Battleships and 28 Destroyers Will Be in Escort," New York Times, 4 
December 1918, 3; Merrill D. Peterson, The President and His Biographer: Woodrow Wilson and Ray 
Stannard Baker (Charlottesville: University o f Virginia Press, 2007), 143-144. Margaret MacMillan’s 
account of Wilson aboard the George Washington uses the less than sympathetic account of William Bullitt 
to portray him as a recluse drawn in to a private existence with his wife and reluctant to speak on any 
preparations. Given the number of conversations between he and his immediate colleague in the Peace 
Commission, Tasker Bliss and Colonel House, it is more likely that Wilson was observing a distinction in 
rank reinforced by the arrangement of the converted and classed cruiser, that demanded messages move 
through channels of command rather than horizontally. See Margaret MacMillan, Paris 1919: Six Months 
that Changed the World (New York: Random House,2003) 1-9.
3 Sigmund Freud and William Christian Bullitt, Woodrow Wilson: A Psychological Study (New York: 
Houghton Mifflin Co., 1967), 205-206.
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the im pressive p reparations the George Washington now carried .4 The Inquiry 

m em bers p resen t w ere  ela ted , both  that the p residen t w as aw are of their 

existence, and  that he  seem ed  to se e  think they w ere  highly im portant. “It is 

really  an historic occasion,” said  one historian from the Inquiry, “because  it is 

absolutely the first time the President has let anyone know what his ideas a re  

and what his policy is.” W ilson, he  continued, “explained  that he  could  not 

know the details of all the questions” and  because  of this, “w ould b e  fo rced  to 

rely  on the information w e gave him .” The president, the historian la ter 

recalled , told the experts in his quarters that night that he “w anted  us to com e 

to him freely and  that w e must expect him  to call on u s .”5

This was a  relief for the 21 Inquiry m en who h ad  b e en  chosen  for Paris. 

Unlike their social scientific co lleagues w orking in similar scholarly g roups 

for France, Britain and  Belgium, the arm s’ leng th  “study g roup” h ad  en joyed  a 

significant d e g re e  of institutional autonom y from its formation to its short-lived 

dissolution the w eek before  the George Washington left port. Initially, the 

Inquiry executive was w orried  that the select few asked  to a ttend  the talks 

would b e  put to w ork for Secretary Lansing’s State D epartm ent—like the 

division of Military Intelligence and o ther organs had during  the w ar— 

break ing  apart the a lready fragm ented  g roup  of scholars and  intellectuals.6 

With W ilson’s casual speech  in his cham bers that night, such fears b e g a n  to

4 Peterson, The President and His Biographer, 206.
5 Charles Seymour to his family, 10 December 1918, PWW  53: 18.
6 Smith, American Empire, 143-145.
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retreat. Still, the group knew  that the task for w hich they  had b e e n  tap p ed  w as 

enorm ous.

Poland, Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, Belgium, France, Italy, the Balkan 

region, and  G erm any h ad  all e m e rg ed  from the horrendous violence of the 

w ar in territorial, political and, p e rh ap s m ore fundam entally, social flux that 

m ade them  rip e  for new  conflict and  revolt. Rivaling claims to nationhood, 

territorial boundaries, resources, and  strategic  in terests w ould noisily 

com pete for A m erican sym pathy. O ne a ttendee  reca lled  W ilson telling his 

new  confidants to block out all these  dissonant interests: “C riterion not who 

are  intellectual and social o r econom ic lead ers  bu t who form the m ass of 

p e o p le ,” he to ld  them, so that those with a  case  for nationhood estab lished  

their governm ent on “liberty—that is the k ind  of governm ent they w ant.”7 

Even as European governm ents w ere  sending  re p e a te d  cab les through 

Am erican diplom atic channels dem anding clarification of what such a 

criterion m eant, W ilson lec tu red  his aud ience that European diplom acy and 

nations w ere bankrupt. The w orld y earn ed  for a  system  of self-determ ined 

nations.

W ilson’s speech  on the George Washington, at least for the Inquiry m en 

who la ter recalled  it, was a c lear re-em phasis of his w idely d issem inated  and 

im m easurably influential “Peace without V ictory” address to C ongress on 

January 22, 1917. T here he had  a rgued  m ost clearly  that a lasting p eace  

d ep en d ed  on building an international o rd e r around the “princip le  that

7 MacMillan, Paris 1919, 9-11.
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governm ents derive all their just pow ers from the consent of the governed , 

and  that no right anyw here exists to hand  peop les about from sovereignty  to 

sovereignty  as if they w ere  p ro p e rty .”8 As Thomas Knock has noted, W ilson 

understood  that b y  offering a penetra ting  critique of E uropean im perialism , 

the US w as entering  the Paris talks with a universal criterion that (though it 

m ostly applied  to Europe in W ilson’s mind) offered the  self-governed nation

state as the ontological core  of an international system .9

The George Washington a rrived  in the French po rt of Brest on 

D ecem ber 13, 1918, to a  v ibrant m ilitary and citizen tribute. Bretons th ronged  

to the p ie r  in their best clothes, clim bing to the  top of lam pposts and  rooftops 

in the hope of stealing a g lance at the m an one o b se rv er called  “le grand  

hom m e ,” waving signs and  banners w elcom ing W ilson as the “Cham pion of 

the Rights of Man” and the “Founder of the Society of Nations.”10 The next day, 

W ilson was g ree ted  in Paris with sim ilar excitem ent, travelling b y  open  

m otorcar down the Cham ps E lysees su rrounded  b y  m ore ban n ers  and  chants 

of “Vive Wilson! Vive l ’Am erique! Vive la  liberte!”11 As the A m erican 

Commission settled  into its accom m odations, W ilson traveled  across W estern  

Europe to m eet with other governm ents, and  was rece iv ed  with enthusiasm  

and  reverence  w herever he  went. The near m illennial hysteria  one scholar

8 An Address to the Senate, 22 January 1917, PWW, 40: 537-539.
9 Thomas J. Knock, To End All Wars: Woodrow Wilson and the Quest fo r  a New World Order (Princeton 
University Press, 1995).
10 Peterson, The President and His Biographer, 144.
11 Manela, The Wilsonian Moment, 19; MacMillan, Paris 1919, 15-17.
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has called “the W ilsonian m om ent” was a sign that A m ericans had  struck a 

chord  of hope on the heels of a catastrophic, d e sp e ra te  w ar.12

Yet, veiled  beh in d  the excitem ent for the g rea t m an b rew ed  a subtle 

but important pow er struggle  am ong the experts sects within the Am erican 

delegation. Within th ree  days of arriving in Paris, b y  the  tim e W ilson sat at the 

table with other allied  pow ers to draft term s of p e ac e  with G erm any, the small 

cad re  of form er Inquiry social scientists who so recen tly  w orried  about 

serving the State D epartm ent h ad  m anaged  to almost entirely  invert the chain 

of com m and they had  feared , p lacing  the State D epartm ent and  Military 

Intelligence at their service—all with W ilson and  H ouse’s consen t.13

The Paris Peace talks a re  rightly trea ted  as m om entous. The six months 

of negotiations (18 January -  28 June 1919) in Paris eventually culm inated in a 

se ries of treaties that w ould en d  the  First W orld W ar. The h ead s of states from 

the m ajor allied pow ers—Britain, France, Italy, the US and to a m uch lesser 

extent Japan—assessed  the claim s of sovereignty  put forw ard b y  different 

populations, judging  them  against their own state data  and stra teg ic  interests. 

These negotiations, and  the treaties they p roduced—including the Treaties of 

Versailles, St. G erm aine and  Neuilly—ush ered  in an age of internationalism  

w here the self-determ ined nation-state becam e the central unit of a global, 

collective security system .14 W ilson’s certainty of A m erica’s ro le as conduit

12 Manela, The Wilsonian Moment.
13 Gelfand, The Inquiry.
14 Eric Hobsbawm, Nations and Nationalism since 1780: Programme, Myth, Reality (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1992), 131-134.
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for the opinions and aspirations of “the p e o p le ” and  not the social, political 

and  econom ic elite of a country, en trenched  in his em phasis on “self- 

determ ination”, continues to focus historical d e b a te  on the m erits, realism , 

idealism , p roblem s and benefits of W ilsonian internationalism —comm only 

re fe rred  to as "W ilsonianism.”15 Rather than taking on this deb a te , this chap ter 

p roposes that W ilsonianism might b e  b e tte r  understood  as a convergence  of 

discourses, as a m om ent that reveals both  the dissim ilarities and  

comm onalities be tw een  the liberal internationalism  that dom inated A m erican 

policy during W orld W ar One and  those various social and  civic variants that 

w e have already exam ined.

W ilsonianism was m ore than just liberal idealism , a “new  diplom acy”, 

collective security, or an international system  m eant to stand  up to rival 

communist internationalism  (although it was still all of those). By focusing on 

the social scientists and the peculiar ontology of the nation they b rought from 

the Inquiry to the Paris talks, this chap ter sees  W ilsonianism as pa rt of the 

longer developm ent of liberal govem m entality  that positioned the A m erican 

state and its liberal, non-statist, social scientific expert at the core  of both 

internationalism ’s rep resen ta tion  and conduct. W ilsonianism is already  

understood as a profound m om ent in self-consciousness about the nation-state

15 For an overview of the works on Wilson see, Elizabeth Mckillen, “The Unending Debate over Woodrow 
Wilson and the League of Nations Fight,” Diplomatic History 27 (2003): 711-715. Some o f the works that 
have addressed the dichotomy of Wilson versus Roosevelt as idealism vs. realism are, Cooper, The Warrior 
and the Priest; Frank Ninkovich, Modernity and Power: A History o f  the Domino Theory in the Twentieth 
Century, (Chicago: University o f Chicago Press, 1994); Ninkovich, The Wilsonian Century, Strobe Talbott, 
“Self-Determination in an Interdependent World,” Foreign Policy 118 (2000),152-163.
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as a unit of political and  social organization.16 The Inquiry, as a  historical case  

study, sheds light on the underpinnings of this new  rationalization of 

internationalism: changes in the sites of authority, ty p es of experts, institutions 

and  know ledge considered  be s t ab le  to define states in the international.

To that end, the first p a rt covers the em erg en ce  of the Inquiry, and  the 

attem pt to p lay up its arm s-length distance from the A m erican state. All key  

p layers w ere, we will see, careful to separa te  the investigative g roup  from 

m uch of the scrutiny that accom panies state apparatuses, while keep ing  it 

close enough to substantially influence policy. Their objectification of a 

particular ontology of the nation state both stem m ed from and  justified this 

distance. It affirmed their assum ption that m ovem ent tow ards a m ore global 

society d ep en d ed  on m anagem ent by  experts who understood  the functions 

of nation-states but w ere  not beho lden  to them. In the  second  part, I argue that 

the Inquiry further b ro ad e n ed  the legitim acy of the social scientific expert by 

working with other international organizations to develop  the em pirical 

foundations for a peace . At the sam e time as they  used  these  linkages to

16 For examples o f studies touching on the importance of religion in Wilsonian statecraft see: Lloyd E. 
Ambrosius, Wilsonianism: Woodrow Wilson and His Legacy in American Foreign Relations (New York: 
Palgrave Macmillan, 2002); Trygve Throntveit, “Leading Them to the Promised Land: Woodrow Wilson, 
Covenant Theology, and the Mexican Revolution, 1913-1915,” Journal o f  American History 98 (2011): 
234-235. Interesting though they are, I am not concerned here with the debates around Wilson’s character, 
or the attributes of Wilsonianism that made it both so powerfully appealing and so hugely disappointing to 
a world convinced of its possibility. Certainly, elements of Wilson’s religious upbringing and dogmatic 
manner saturated his rhetoric and made him an awkward foil to Lloyd George and Clemenceau at the Paris 
Peace talks. It is also impossible to ignore the volumes of writing that have pointed out, rightly, Wilson’s 
difficult and convoluted conception o f self-determination. What I am concerned with, however, is mapping 
out how this ambiguity and vagueness in Wilsonianism’s tortured relationship with self-determination 
opened the way for social scientific knowledge, experts, and institutions to change the American 
understanding of internationalism.
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highlight and  dem onstrate the transnational character of their know ledge, 

they po in ted  to the relationships of those o ther organizations to their 

respective states as p roof that only the Am ericans h ad  achieved a truly liberal 

organization. In other words, only the Inquiry, they  said, h ad  ach ieved  the 

status of be ing  “with, not o f' the state, and  therefore  only they could lay claim 

to truly liberal know ledge. Building on the story of how A m erican social 

scientists u sed  the revision of A m erican exceptionalism  to feed  a  sense  of 

their own exceptionalism  as scientific arb iters of internationalism , the third 

section of this chap ter quickly explores, in the context of the V ersailles Treaty 

and  the re la ted  concept of self-determ ination, how  the Inquiry m en who 

traveled  to Paris pushed  out legalists and  diplom atists during the 

negotiations.

The State, Social Science and the Crucial Space B etw een

The G reat W ar seem ed  to b ring  into stark relief that the US w as vastly under

p rep a red  for a prom inent ro le  on the g lobal stage. With the exception  of the 

American Journal o f International Law, estab lished  in  1907, and  a sm attering of 

courses offered at m ajor universities like Yale, Chicago, Cornell and 

Michigan, as well as university-based clubs such as the Cosm opolitan C lub of 

Chicago and  an International Polity club at Harvard, there w as little in the US 

to provide a forum for the cultivation of a d e e p  understanding  of the
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international system .17 W hile the country teem ed  with experts on W estern  

E urope (particularly E ngland and  G erm any), it soon becam e apparen t that 

m uch of the rest of the w orld  w as a  figurative “dark  zone” in A m erican 

know ledge. It left the A m erican state  with apparen tly  little to m uster. This is 

not to say that there  was no  available know ledge of a reas b ey o n d  the  US and 

W estern  Europe. Im migrants from  across E astern Europe and  around the 

w orld popu lated  Am erica’s g rea t cities b y  1917. But, w hen the US e n te red  the 

w ar in 1917, W oodrow W ilson an d  other h igh-ranking politicians in the US 

realized  that the Am erican state h ad  done little to learn  of new  A m ericans’ 

form er hom elands o r to organize Am erican thought around an 

internationalism  congruent with this d iverse world. O n the one  hand, the lack 

of sta te-ham essed  information and  hom egrow n expertise  was potentially 

em barrassing  for the US: it not only seem ed  to affirm the E uropean view  of 

A m ericans as unworldly and  naive, but it dem onstra ted  the lack of any 

adm inistrative system  to collect and  act on social data.

On the other hand, it p resen te d  an opportunity. E uropean nation states 

like France, England, and  Belgium had  years of sta te-cen tred  im perial 

experience  that had  m ade their capacity to m ap, survey and  think about m uch 

of the w orld integral to the in terests of their em pires and  im perial states. 

Because the US did  not have such institutions, W ilson did  not n e e d  to build  

directly  onto any State o r W ar D epartm ent, nor d id  h e  have to bu ild  bureaus

17 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 35.
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or departm ents that might continue after the w ar.18 Instead, he  follow ed the 

executive m odel of p residen ts before  him  and personally  m anaged  questions 

of foreign policy, creating  and  funding ad  hoc  com m ittees linked to tem porary  

war-time funding at the P residen t’s d iscretion .19

W hen com pared  to Europe, the US ap p ea rs  a  relative latecom er in 

professionalizing a  bureaucracy  to deal with foreign policy outside of the 

continental US. They had  estab lished  a Foreign Affairs/State departm en t in 

1789, and  m inisters of cabinet w ere  often sent as am bassadors to m ajor 

countries. M oreover, the D epartm ent of W ar, also c rea ted  in 1789, h ad  long 

dealt with continental conflicts throughout the nineteenth-century  focused on 

shoring up a still grow ing continental US. But, even  with A m erica’s foray into 

overseas im perialism  in the late 1890s, these  departm ents w ere  largely  

staffed through patronage appointm ents that, while m eritocratic b y  their own 

standard, d id  not reflect the standardized, transparent appointm ent and 

staffing p rocedures w e associate with m odem  bureaucracies. Robert W iebe 

has a rgued  that the United States’ foreign policy m achinery seem ed  to 

languish under an old reg im e of provincial pa tronage  even  as it e n te red  the 

First W orld War. The pre-1914 State Departm ent, G eorge  Kennan has said,

18 This is not to say that the US had no colonial experience, but rather that it continued a tradition of 
relying on private and civic organizations to direct national attention and state policy in the international 
arena. Histories of the State and War departments underline the degree to which the American Foreign 
Service before World War One was small and unspecialized. See Robert Schulzinger’s The Making o f  the 
Diplomatic Mind: the training, outlook, and style o f  United States foreign service officers, 1908-1931 
(Middletown, Conn.: Wesleyan University Press, 1975).
19 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 40.

289



was really  a “quaint old p lace, with its law-office a tm osphere.”20 As one British 

diplom at no ted  in explaining the form ation of the Inquiry, the A m erican State 

D epartm ent had  b e en  so isolated from E uropean international affairs that its 

reco rds “d id  not contain m uch first hand  information about E uropean Peace 

C onferences of the past.”21 In com parison with the m uch m ore centralized 

adm inistrative system s of im perial states like France, Britain, Belgium and 

Germany, the US developed  policy through a m uch m ore d isp e rsed  system  of 

extra-state in terests that appeared , at first g lance, to work through dem ocratic 

or civic p ressu re  exerted  onto the state  (as with V enezuela) m eant to p reven t 

the concentration of pow er in state hands.22 In this way, the com m ittees, 

inquiries and  commissions that cam e out of W orld W ar One continued a  long- 

held  A m erican tradition of distrusting adm inistrative pow er within the state.

However, as previous chap ters have shown, the equation of state pow er 

with gen tee l intellectual elites b e g an  to d issipate with the professionalization 

of new social scientists and  their m ove into the m odem  industrial research  

university. It g ran ted  increasing authority to civic institutions at arm s length  

from the state. Their path  to that authority was through the production  of 

specialized know ledge ra ther than attem pting to hold the reins of state 

apparatuses directly. The im pact of this academ icization of social science was 

im m ense. By the time the US en te red  the w ar in 1917, m ore academ ics and 

self-identified social scientists w ere  w orking in W ashington than ev er before,

20 George Frost Kennan, American Diplomacy, 1900-1950 (New York: New American Library, 1951), 80.
21 Sir William Wiseman, Copy of report on “The Inquiry,” June 1917, House Papers.
22 Wiebe, The Search fo r  Order, 254-255.
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their num bers sw elling with the successes of W ilson’s “New F reedom ” and 

the outbreak of war. As the historian R ichard Hofstadter noted, “Military 

Intelligence, Chem ical W arfare, [and] the  W ar industries Board sw arm ed with 

academ ics, and W ashington’s Cosm os C lub w as rep o rted  to b e  ‘little b e tte r  

than a faculty m eeting  of all the universities.’”23 While the inclusion of 

academ ics into national bureaucracies has rece iv ed  the m ost attention, it is 

only a m inor part of the la rg e r story of how  of social science cam e to redefine, 

and  b e  defined  by, the search  for international governance.24 The events, 

trends, enablem ents and  constraints that m ade room  for W ilson to call the 

Inquiry together a re  an ideal window onto this la rg e r story.

Both W oodrow Wilson, and  Theodore Roosevelt before  him, h ad  the 

respec t of scholars and  academ ic reform ers—W ilson for his ro le  in the 

reorganization of university curriculum  and co-operative institution build ing 

as President of Princeton University, an d  Roosevelt for his prolific historical 

writing and  for aid ing the AHA in its ven tures to establish  a national 

archives.25 But p rogressive  politicians, especially  Wilson, strategically  p layed  

down their academ ic pasts to avoid b e in g  b ran d e d  part of an elite .26 W ilson 

realized that there  was a lingering  populism  in American culture and  he was 

quick to appeal to popular sentim ents about the virtues of labor, m anliness

23 Richard Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism in American Life (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1967), 211.
24 Ibid., Gruber, Mars and Minerva', Mark R. Nemec, Ivory Towers and Nationalist Minds: Universities, 
Leadership, and the Development o f  the American State (Ann Arbour: University of Michigan Press, 2006).
25 Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism, 207; Morey Rothberg, “Introduction: A Home for History,” John 
Franklin Jameson and the Development o f  Humanistic Scholarship in America: Volume 3, The Carnegie 
Institution o f  Washington and the Library o f  Congress, 1905-1937 (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 
2004), 10, 44.
26 Michael Kazin, The Populist Persuasion (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1998), 32.
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and, most im portantly, nationalism  w hen reach ing  for political pow er. 

M oreover, p rogressiv ism  was itself devo ted  to “dem ocratization” of A m erican 

political institutions to take them  out of the hands of econom ic oligarchs who 

had  controlled state apparatuses through pa tro n ag e  within tight bourgeo is 

kinship circles.27

Seen as an  en ligh tened  intellectual b y  m any academ ics, co lleagues and  

form er teachers at Princeton and  Johns Hopkins universities, W ilson was 

cautious about w earing  the m antle of academ ic ex p ert as p a rt of his political 

identity. But he  was less hesitant in em bracing  the idea  that social scientists 

could understand  society in a m ore objective w ay than politicians. The 

rationale for such an idea  was twofold. First, in W ilson’s vision, the social 

subsum ed  politics as one of many th reads that com posed  a la rg e r assem blage 

identifiable as a society. Social know ledge, in o ther words, cam e above 

politics. Second, and  resultantly, this m eant that a full and fair understanding  

of “the social” was beyond  the com prehension or understanding  of those 

politically roo ted  individuals who o p era ted  in, an d  therefore only served , 

their state. As W ilson a rg u ed  in The State (1898), “b ro ad  and  careful w isdom  

whose conclusions a re  b a sed  upon the w idest possib le  inductions from the 

facts of political experience  in all its phases ... is qu ite  beyond  the capacity  of 

most thinkers and  actors in the field of politics.” States, W ilson argued , had  

the capacity to b e  “beneficent and indispensib le  organ[s] of society ,” but

27 For more on these kinship ties at the turn of the century see T. J. Jackson Lear, No Place o f  Grace: 
Antimodernism and the Transformation o f  American Culture, 1880-1920 (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1981), xii-xvi.
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society itself “is vastly b ig g e r and  m ore im portant than its instrum ent, 

G overnm ent.”28

This treatm ent of governm ent as a  tool of society that the sta te  sim ply 

expressed , ra ther than actively d irec ted , had  two notew orthy effects. On the 

one hand, it gave special legitim acy to social scientific m anagem ent of 

political concerns by  constructing a  vacuum  of leadersh ip  pow er w here  

governm ent had  traditionally b een . But in doing  so it also articu lated  a vision 

of society as a sort of body  in which distinct spheres could b e  isolated, 

observed , and steered . There could even  b e  a  science that trea ted  politics as 

a distinct field of know ledge and  hum an experience. This vision supported  the 

hegem onic philosophical com partm entalization of the lived-w orld into 

know able spheres, built on historically and  sociologically em ergen t 

distinctions such as private and  public, governm ent and  corporate, and 

collective and individual. For W ilson, as in today ’s liberal political culture, 

such distinctions n e e d e d  to b e  m aintained.

For exam ple, the political class in the US h ad  to understand  that the 

state n eed ed  to create  the conditions for what W ilson called  “necessary  

cooperation” betw een  social g roups and  individuals. But it could  not and 

would not m eddle  in the “private m orals” that “be long  to the sp h ere  of 

separa te  individual responsibility .”29 The introduction of experts, com ing 

from social science professions that had  cut their tee th  on questions of trade,

28 Woodrow Wilson, The State: Elements o f  Historical and Practical Politics (Boston: D.C. Heath, 1898), 
629-31.
29 Ibid., 632-639.
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sanitation, and  m oral regulation, and  which h ad  built reputations as reform ist 

bodies, could have easily  b e e n  in te rp re ted  as a th reat to this liberal balance 

of equality and individuality, private  rights and  public  responsibility , state 

and  society. Yet if the social scientist w as not explicitly connected  to the state, 

nor concerned  with overt political control over the individual, his or h e r  ro le 

w as less problem atic. If they w orked  with professional and non-governm ental 

g roups in the civil-scientific (yet still patriotic) study of society, and  so long as 

they lacked access to the pow er of the state to m andate  morality, m uch of the 

lingering republican  and  populist concern  about elites using the political to 

control social change could b e  alleviated. Rather than  governing  through the 

state, social scientists p rov ided  a way to m anage society that bo th  criticized 

and  used  the state as one tool am ong m any to elucidate  what it p re se n te d  as 

the natural laws and norm s that governed  society. Social science offered a 

fuller explanation of the nature of social conditions and hum an behavior by  

treating politics and  the state as only constituent parts of a la rger social 

picture that only social scientific rationality could  com prehend . It was with this 

distinction betw een  expert and  state in m ind that W ilson called  together a 

group of social science experts to inform ation-gather in advance of eventual 

p eace  talks.

The Formation of the Inquiry

Wilson along with his close advisers understood  the  dom estic and  foreign 

relations implications of appearing  to turn to experts in w ar and  p eace
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planning. The p residen t n eed ed , how ever, to avoid the app ea ran ce  of 

planning for a  p eace  before the w ar w as won, let alone w orking tow ard aims 

that w ere  inconsistent with those of his international associates. At the sam e 

time, how ever, as the war p ro g ressed , it b ecam e c lear that som e statem ent of 

associate w ar aims was n eeded , if only for p ropaganda  purposes. But any 

such statem ent, aside from its international implications, w as bound  to attract 

hostile attention from the d iverse  constituency of A m ericans who had  com e 

together in the spring  of 1917 to support the war. How, then, to b eg in  the 

p rocess of articulating a p rog ressive  p e ac e  p lan  that bo th  avo ided  these  

pitfalls and  his earlier public rejection  of “a governm ent of ex p erts .” To 

navigate this treacherous political terra in  W ilson p ro p o se d  a quiet 

com prom ise that p layed  to a  b ro ad  constituency of progressive-liberals, 

liberals and  conservatives, dodg ing  any apparen t pandering  to academ ics or 

experts that would scare  off a significant electoral segm ent o r the appearance  

of partisan pa tronage.30

With this in mind, W ilson b y p assed  the State D epartm ent and  the 

recently  appoin ted  Secretary Lansing, in whom  he proclaim ed early  on  to 

have little confidence anyway. Instead, he  used  his authority to call upon 

Colonel Edw ard House, his close personal aide with no political title, to

30 Cited in John W. Davidson, “Wilson in the Campaign of 1912,”, ed. Earl Latham, The Philosophy and 
Policies o f  Woodrow Wilson (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1958), 94; Hofstadter, Anti- 
Intellectualism, 210; Harold Orlans, “Academic Social Scientists and the Presidency: From Wilson to 
Nixon,” Minerva 24 (1986): 172-204.
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“quietly ga ther a  group of m en.”31 House quickly set to contacting som e of the 

m ost prom inent and  resp ec ted  prog ressive  D em ocrats and League to Enforce 

Peace supporters in the US, desp ite  having tense  relationships with m any of 

them. Among those House tag g ed  w ere  N ew  Republic  editor H erbert Croly 

and  A. Lawrence Lowell, the sitting P residen t of H arvard an d  an influential 

m em ber of the League to Enforce Peace.32 These two confidants 

recom m ended  dozens of other nam es for the  skeleton of the still secre t 

organization. House chose only th ree . Two cam e from C roly’s list: the 

econom ic and technological historian Jam es T. Shotwell, an d  C roly’s well- 

known and  resp ec ted  colleague at the N ew  Republic, journalist W alter 

Lippmann. The third was House’s brother-in-law , Sidney M ezes. Soon after 

accepting  the position as d irector of research , Shotwell recom m ended  

A rchibald Cary Coolidge (who was on Lowell’s initial list bu t h ad  then 

declined), and p ro p o sed  Isaiah Bowman serve  as the g ro u p ’s territorial 

expert. Bowman was a  resp ec ted  and  shrew d geo g rap h er who m ade his 

reputation w orking as an editor with the A m erican G eographical Society, and 

through his writing on South Am erica.33 These four form ed the  first executive 

of the Inquiry, each  carefully p icked  to p lay  to particular political in terests 

(even as they w ere  m eant to ap p ea r apolitical) or to consolidate professional

31 Cited in Godfrey Hodgson, Woodrow Wilson's Right Hand: The Life o f  Colonel Edward M. House (New 
Haven: Yale University Press, 2006), 157.
32 Importantly, Wilson had initially asked that House consider Felix Frankfurter as a primary figure in the 
formation of such a group. House, however, passed Frankfurter over at the early stage o f contacting 
potential chief administrators and advisors. Wilson to House, 2 September 1917, House Papers; for broader 
context see Smith, American Empire, 118-119.
33 Smith, American Empire, 134; Helen Delpar, Looking South: The Evolution o f  Latin Americanist 
Scholarship in the United States, 1850-1975 (Tuscaloosa: University o f Alabama Press, 2007), 77, 95.
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and logistical resources inside the nascent commission. Sometime in the first 

m eeting of this executive group, Shotwell su g g ested  “the Inquiry” as a 

deliberately  im precise m oniker for the  group, p roposing  that the nam e w ould 

“blind  the g en era l public, but w ould serve  to identify it am ong the 

initiated.”34 The nam e stuck.

T here can b e  no doubt that the initial assignm ent of M ezes, Lippmann, 

and Shotwell to the Inquiry w as proof, at a  minimum, of political m aneuvering 

by  House and  W ilson to h ide  the p eace  group  from the public  b y  dealing  

solely through their personal netw orks. But it was strategic in an additional 

way. House knew  that inviting the influential writer, Progressive insider, and 

possib le dissident, W alter Lippm ann into the W ilsonian tent w ould limit 

Lippm ann’s form idable capacity for devastating public  critique.35 In a le tte r to 

the Inquiry Executive after Lippm ann left for o ther work, Bowman claim ed that 

House has only adm itted Lippmann b ecause  he  felt “the Adm inistration h ad  to 

cooperate  with the extrem e liberals of the country ,” and that Lippm ann was 

m ore cooperative than most.36 The decision to take on M ezes, above o ther 

locally e steem ed  experts on Europe, also en su red  that the g roup  was m ade 

up of only the most devout and trusted  m en. Placing an unquestionably  loyal 

adm inistrator at the head  of the Inquiry w here  he could keep  House ab reast of

34 James T. Shotwell, At the Paris Peace Conference (New York: Scribner and Sons, 1937), 6-8.
35 Smith, American Empire, 119-120.
36 Bowman to Shotwell, “Notes on the Inquiry,” 30 November 1918 (box 12), Shotwell Papers.
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every  developm ent might prove an im portant counter-balance to the fiercely 

independent-m inded  Lippmann.37

But w hen it cam e to staffing the g roup  with personnel—the draw ing in 

of “rank-and-file” experts—the Inquiry faced  the  challenge of casting a w ide 

enough net in secret. The group w ould eventually  num ber over 126 m em bers, 

only including those directly  em ployed  and on  staffing records, and  not the 

dozens of other p roxy contributors who w ere  com m issioned for rep o rts  but 

mostly left in the dark  on the actual adm inistrative running of the group. 

Gelfand, who authored  the most definitive institutional history of the  Inquiry, 

em phasized (like subsequent histories that d ea l with the organization) that it 

was late to the staffing gam e. It b eg an  w ell after the US en te red  the war, which 

m eant that “the persons most em inently qualified to w ork on an Inquiry 

assignm ent could [often] not obtain a leave  of ab sen ce” from  p rio r w artim e 

obligations on com m ittees or so ld iering .38 This, along with the apparen t 

desire  for secrecy , Gelfand argued, is why “the Inquiry’s co rrespondence  is

37 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 3. It is worth noting that Coolidge was not entirely warmed up to the Wilsonian 
notion of international collective security and expounded a more traditional real-politick concern with 
Great Powers diplomacy between nations, especially in his examination o f the history of the US and France 
as World Powers. Archibald Cary Coolidge, The United States as a World Power (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1908). Also see Archibald Cary Coolidge, “France as a World Power,” 1910 (Series: 
Writing, 1895-1922, box 11-12), Papers of Archibald Carry Coolidge, Harvard University Archives (HUD- 
1299). Coolidge’s views were more conservatively nationalist than those Wilsonians who hoped to de- 
emphasize the importance of the great powers in Europe. The influence o f conservatives nationalists like 
Coolidge on the Inquiry remains under-examined, but when one compares what Wilson asked the group to 
do with how it ended up drawing up borders it seems, as Chapter 6 explores more closely, that they had a 
much larger effect than many have credited them with. For one o f the few pieces that touch on Coolidge’s 
influence see Amo J. Mayer, Politics and Diplomacy o f  Peacemaking: Containment and Counterrevolution 
at Versailles, 1918-1919 (New York, 1967), 369. For more on the conservative use of ethnicity to guide 
American cartography at Paris See Jeremy Crampton's “The Cartographic Calculation of Space,” 731-752; 
Smith, American Empire, 177-178.
38 Ibid., 71.
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rep le te  with instances of m em bers who brought in colleagues and  friends 

rather than attem pt to com b A m erican academ ic institutions in search  of the 

best qualified cand idate.”39 W hile partisan  political affiliation (Dem ocrat or 

Republican) w as rare ly  a prim ary concern, the screen ing  of candidates w as 

explicitly designed  to ensure that only the most “trusted  individuals” w ere  

allowed in. The criteria  of what constituted “tru sted ” was not explicit but 

records reveal an instable m ixture of personal connection to H ouse’s inner 

circle and possession  of som e professional qualification and assets.

Historians since Gelfand have a rg u ed  that the Inquiry was mainly 

concerned  with balancing personal loyalties, which m aintained som e secrecy , 

against the n e e d  to reach  beyond  these inner c ircles in an  effort to attract 

genuinely qualified experts on internationalism , econom ics, reg ional 

anthropology, history, and  sociology. But from  another angle, the 

secretiveness of the Inquiry proves an invaluable toehold into how national 

political in terests and  the social sciences w orked  cooperatively, though with 

different intentions, to legitim ate each  o ther without appearing  incestuous. 

Social science professionals p layed  an integral, if at first unwitting, ro le  in 

legitim ating an Am erican vision of g lobal o rd er that d ep en d ed  increasingly 

on non-governm ental and social scientific expertise. As the W ilson 

administration navigated the tensions c rea ted  b y  clashing anti-war, peace- 

without-victory, and total victory groups in  Am erican society, they w ere  

careful to situate the Inquiry as a non-state com m ittee, genera ting  a crucial

39 Ibid., 49.
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sense of space  betw een  sta te-govem m ent and  social scientific policy 

construction—a space  that the m em bers of the  Inquiry and  those in 

governm ent w ere  careful to maintain. As w e will see , m aintaining this im age 

was particularly difficult in so far as House and W ilson seem ed  at pains to 

k eep  the  g roup ’s existence a secre t so that when, invariably, its formation 

leaked  out, it was even  m ore im portant to stress publicly that the Inquiry was 

som ehow a  non-partisan, if not entirely  apolitical, body.

The Leak: Stateless Scientism  in  US State-form ation

Just days after House set about collecting nam es for the Inquiry in S ep tem ber 

1917, new s of the organization leak ed  into new spapers across the nation. The 

Philadelphia Public Ledger’s  W ashington C orrespondent, Lincoln Colcord, 

first b roke the story on 26 Septem ber. “As is w ell known, both  France and 

Great Britain have for som e time b e e n  m aking active p reparations in their 

own behalf for the Peace C onference,” C olcord w rote, “Thus, there  has lately 

b e en  felt to b e  a grow ing n e e d  in A m erica for a series of sim ilar activities 

unless w e are  ab le  to b e  g reatly  hand icapped  at the Peace C onference w hen 

it com es.”40 At the time, Colonel House a ttribu ted  the Ledger  leak  to Felix 

Frankfurter, a  well-known and re sp ec ted  jurist in p rog ressive  circles who had  

access to the US governm ent. A ccording to Gelfand, Frankfurter was am ong

40 Philadelphia Public Ledger, 26 September 1917. Cited in Gelfand, 3 9 .1 was unable to trace the actual 
article from the Ledger, in the volume referenced, finding only a dispatch from Washington communicating 
that Secretary of State Lansing “denied reports that Colonel E.M. House is to be sent to Europe on a peace 
mission by President Wilson, or that a so called “Peace-Bureau” is to be established by the United States in 
Entente nations, Administration officials take the ground that it is premature to discuss peace or to lay the 
basis fo r  peace negotiations in the near future, ” 1 (emphasis added).
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the first to tell W ilson of the existence of E uropean study groups, u rg ing  the 

p residen t to form an A m erican counterpart. He was even  short-listed  to lead  

the organization, but was instead  p a sse d  over and  left to se rve  as the special 

assistant to Secretary of W ar, Newton D. Baker. It is unclear if Frankfurter 

lea rn ed  directly of the Inquiry through this position, o r if it w as leak ed  to him 

through his personal connections to its executive m em bers, including 

Lippmann, David Hunter Miller, Croly, and M ezes.41 R egardless of how he 

found out, historians have accep ted  the allegation that he w as the source of 

the leak, focusing almost entirely  on the  docum ent trail available in Inquiry 

docum ents—the key set of clues in the b lam e gam e—while ignoring  bo th  the 

tone of the m essage and the strategic im portance of finger-pointing at the time 

of the leak .42 The m essaging  of the leak, and  H ouse’s own reaction  to the 

news, points to a  different scenario: that this w as a controlled leak  b y  House 

him self m eant to p lacate grow ing dissent within p rogressive-libera l circles 

who w ere  beginning  to fear, on the basis of W ilson’s w artim e policies, that the 

adm inistration was no longer in te res ted  in m aintaining the b ro ad  b ase  of 

support that had  he lped  secure  his 1916 election.

The Inquiry’s own correspondence  shows that m edia repo rts  of the 

group w ere  contradictory and  m ore than a little confused about what they

41 For Frankfurter’s correspondence with Inquiry men after the leak see Steel, Walter Lippmann and the 
American Century, 129-131.
42 House alleged that Frankfurter shared news of the Inquiry with William Bullitt, then working for the 
Ledger, who spilled it from there to Colcord, who also happened to be a friend of House and Washington 
bureau chief for the Ledger.
For more on Frankfurter and his relationship with Baker see Gerald Gunther, Learned Hand: The Man and 
the Judge (New York: Knopf, 1994), 221-222.

301



w ere actually reporting . Some new s focused on the group as a  strictly 

“academ ic” endeavor, while o thers p rocla im ed it was co n cern ed  with 

“econom ic reconstruction.” Still o thers em phasized  that it w as the m ustering 

of a p eace  p lan  to offset E urope’s inevitable am bition to try to scuttle p lans for 

a new  diplom acy. All reports w ere  rem arkab ly  tem pered  and  cautious, 

especially  those in new spapers with close ties to the  White House an d  the 

W ilson Adm inistration.43 Little ink w as sp illed  describ ing  the g ro u p ’s m ake

up, and  only cursory attention was given to e ither its possib le  pu rpose , o r why 

the State D epartm ent, w hen asked  about the group, den ied  know ing anything 

of its existence. Articles in p a p e rs  in the A m erican northeast US d id  little to 

in terrogate the group or its m eaning and, significantly, never re fe rred  to its 

m em bership  as experts, instead treating them  as arm ’s-length  “advisors,” 

“friends” or “confidants” who w ere  “information gathering ,” but who h ad  no 

direct connection to any official peace-policy  initiative.44

The W hite House was not shocked  b y  the leak. Rather, House was 

resigned  to its inevitability, assuring the p res id en t and  Inquiry executive that 

his personal ties with the repo rte rs  of p rog ressive  p ap ers  w ould allow him  to 

m anage or at least steer journalists’ read ings of the information. As 

C hristopher Lasch has rem arked, the netw ork of in terpersonal relations that

43 See for example: “Col. House to Get Peace Council Data,” The Washington Post, 28 September 1917, 1; 
“US Preparing for Peace Parley, But Taking No Step to End War,” The Washington Post, 27 September 
1917, 1; “America to Speak in Her Own Voice at Peace Table,” New York Times, 29 September 1917, 1.
44 “America to Speak in Her Own Voice at Peace Table,” New York Times, 29 September 1917, 1. 
Importantly, the mantle o f “expert” would not appear for these Inquiry men until the smaller group 
travelled to Paris.
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becam e im perative to Am erican mobilization during W orld W ar One—which 

also becam e im portant to the day-to-day secrecy  of the  Inquiry—p red a ted  the 

war, and  often b lu rred  the lines of access to what m ay have b e e n  otherw ise 

considered  state secrets. This m atters b ecau se  while m uch has b e e n  m ade of 

the leak  supposed ly  em anating from  Frankfurter, it seem s just as likely that 

the information w as given d irectly  to Colcord. A ccording to Lasch, “few 

p eop le  outside the W ilson adm inistration, in the  critical year of 1917, w ere  in 

such constant contact with House as Lincoln C olcord .”45 House’s own writings 

maintain that C olcord was open  in personal an d  public writing that he  felt the 

w ar offered a formative opportunity for “a new  m ore liberal o rd e r of 

internationalism ,” in which “m atters m ay b e  se ttled  without reso rt to arm s.”46 

W hile the relationship be tw een  House and k ey  p rogressive  new spaperm en  

was at least partially strategic, exchanges be tw een  House and  C olcord w ere  

especially  candid, with House often “confid[ing] opinions which w ere  not only 

not in tended  for publication bu t which, as he  to ld  Colcord, he  had  not 

confided to anyone e lse .”47 In d eed  House claim ed that he  u sed  his 

connections with the Ledger to sup p ress  the story for th ree w eeks. And the

45 Christopher Lasch, The New Radicalism in America, 230. House helped Colcord receive the prestigious 
Washington bureau post from which news of the Inquiry would leak. Colcord had earned the position 
through his ability coupled with an unflinching admiration for House and their shared sense that the 
boundary between professional duty and public good was blurred by a deeply spiritual concept of a 
“majority spirit of service,” as Colcord called it.
46 Lincoln Colcord, “The United States as a Sea Power,” New Republic, 30 December 1916, 241; Lasch, 
The New Radicalism, 237
47 Lasch, The New Radicalism, 235-237.
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eventual re lease  of the new s h ad  a significantly m easu red  tone and 

m essage.48

That journalists w ere  careful to self-censor is bo rne  out in two ways. 

First, initial stories on the Inquiry em phasized  that any experts (professors or 

independen t econom ists in nam e) w ere  w orking with House to “assem ble 

data ,” in a m anner that sim ply followed the lead  of other nations that had  

already convened  similar groups. A ccepting H ouse’s rationale, one journalist 

wrote that its purpose  was sim ply to equ ip  the US so it could counter E urope’s 

“balance of pow er” thinking with a p lan  for a “comm unity of p o w er” that 

would ensure  “an organized com m on p e a c e .”49 Second, as w ith C olcord’s 

original story, the vast majority of new spaperm en  w ere  extrem ely  careful not 

to insinuate that the group w as p rep a rin g  for peace , lest they  o p en  W ilson to 

criticisms he  was be ing  “soft” on Germ any. Following on the heels of the 

Papal request for p eace  talks (which had  only b e e n  formally rev ea led  in late 

August), total-victory proponents, m ostly within the League to Enforce Peace, 

but others like Roosevelt, stated: “W hat w e ’re  in te rested  in is war, not 

p eace .”50 At a Unitarian conference in M ontreal in late  Septem ber, form er US 

and LEP presiden t William Howard Taft announced his support for Roosevelt, 

echoing the sentim ents of m uch of the nation that “Am erica and  h e r  allies

48 House to Wilson, 3 October 1917, House Papers.
49 “State Department Confirms Appointment to Gather Data for Peace Parley,” New York Tribune, 29 
September 1917, 4.
50 Philadelphia Public Ledger, 22 September 1917, 3. Also see, “Roosevelt’s Great Kansas City Speech,” 
Leavenworth Echo, 28 September 1917, 1,4.
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cannot concede p eace  until they conquer it.”51 Even p rogressive  p a p e rs  on 

close term s with the W hite House, such as the Ledger an d  the N ew  York 

Evening Post, w ere  at the forefront of calls for full national com m itm ent to the 

w ar effort; they w ere  often guilty of som e of the most hyperbo lic  expressions 

of nationalism.

The W ilson adm inistration also faced  a  significant and  p e rh ap s  well- 

d ese rv ed  collapsing of faith am ong anti-war radicals and  key  left- 

progressives. Many liberals and  socialists in the US h e ld  out h ope  that House 

could defend  the cause of universal liberalism  within the W ilson cam p 

throughout 1916-1918, and  stand against the reactionary  forces that inevitably 

em erge  during a war. But hope and  trust w ere  visibly crum bling as early  as 

the sum m er of 1917. As A m erican society becam e increasingly parano id  

about the specters of pro-G erm an an d  anti-war sentim ent, accusations of 

disloyalty or enem y sym pathy becam e m ore com m on and c a rried  everm ore- 

devastating legal and social consequences for those it w as (most often 

unjustifiably) leveled  against. In June 1917, W ilson and  C ongress approved  

the Espionage Act, which m ade it a  crim e to cause  or attem pt to cause 

insubordination, disloyalty, mutiny, or refuse duty in the military. W hether it 

w as because  W ilson be lieved  a m easu red  crackdow n b y  the state on 

dissidents b e tte r than leaving it to the m asses, or because  m ore reactionary 

forces in the W ilson adm inistration in te rp re ted  the  Espionage Act as an

51 “Unitarians, Led by Taft, Vote Down Pacifists,” New York Tribune, 27 September 1917, 2.
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opportunity, the result was the sam e.52 Liberal, p rogressive  and  leftist 

influence was sm othered throughout Am erica. W ilson’s Post M aster G eneral, 

A lbert Sidney Burleson, quickly and  infamously em ployed the E spionage Act 

to strip the postal privileges of publications critical of Am erican allies or that 

su ggested  “the governm ent is contro lled  by  W all S treet o r munitions 

m anufacturers o r special in te rests .”53 The N ew  Republic, h e a d e d  b y  Inquiry 

insiders Croly and  Lippmann, was one of the first to b e  held  back . Croly, and 

other prom inent journalists such as Upton Sinclair, and w ar socialists like 

W illiam English W alling or John Spargo (all recen t converts to the w ar effort) 

w rote to W ilson appealing for coo ler heads, and  calling the behav iour “pitiful 

and  childish ignorance.” W ilson show ed no signs of rem orse, how ever, and 

insisted  that Burleson was “m isunderstood” and was sim ply b e in g  “most 

conservative in the exercise of these  g rea t and  dangerous p o w ers.”54 With 

sym pathy for dissent waning, publications w ere  forced to self-police their 

content to ensure distribution and  avoid disloyalty charges, all but quelling 

public opposition to the w ar in liberal publications. It left p rog ressives like 

W alter W eyl, also a  New Republic  editor, to arrive at the anxious conclusion

52 For an interpretation that emphasizes Wilson as the primary mover in the clampdown on dissidents 
because o f concerns over domestic security see Ronald Schaffer, America in the Great War: The Rise o f  the 
War Welfare State (New York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 3-108. For an interpretation that 
emphasizes the conservative elements o f Wilson’s administration see Kennedy, Over Here, 78-81.
53 The Espionage Act of 1917 (Pub.L. 65-24, 40 Stat. 217, enacted June 15, 1917); Kennedy, Over Here, 
78-81; Donald Johnson, “Wilson, Burleson, and Censorship in the First World War,” The Journal o f  
Southern History 28 (1962): 46-58.
54 Upton Sinclair to Wilson, 27 October 1917, PWW, 44; 467-472; Wilson to Croly, 22 October 1917,
PWW, 44; 472-78,
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that “liberalism  is crum bling at out our ears, and  we a re  doing  little or 

nothing.”35

In this climate, academ ics and  intellectuals, accustom ed to possessing  

at least a certain  m easure of insulation from public  emotion, w ere  under 

particular scrutiny. As other social institutions such as the church, labour 

unions and  the p ress  turned  to support the w ar and  the state, m any of them  

publicly abandoning  support for rad icals and  anti-war pacifists, the university 

cam e to b e  seen  as a last harbour for anti-war dissidents. U nder the gaze of 

fellow pro-w ar liberals, academ ics faced  a significant problem : the academ y 

had  to avoid b e ing  collectively p a in ted  with the brush  of disloyalty w hen 

individual professors publicly d issen ted . It was relatively m ore p ro tec ted  

from im m ediate econom ic p ressu res  such as the fiscal viability connec ted  to 

selling and  distributing pap ers  o r m agazines that had  m ade journalistic 

publications reluctant to court controversy. But academ ic and  professional 

associations—for exam ple those connec ted  to the social science d isciplines— 

w ere less and  less ideologically p ro tec ted  from an apparen t n e e d  to p rove 

one’s nationalist grit.

While the division be tw een  public-intellectualism  and  academ ic 

research  was m uch less defined at the turn of the century than it is pe rh ap s 

today, most social scientists still lacked  access to b road ly  consum ed 

publications or outlets that would reach  far beyond  their professional circles.

55 Charles Forcey, The Crossroads o f  Liberalism: Croly, Weyl, Lippmann and the Progressive Era, 1900- 
1925 (New York: Oxford university Press, 1961), 288.
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Instead, most of them  w ere d ep en d en t on their host institution’s ability to 

publicize its patriotic nationalism. T here can b e  little doubt that the 

professoriate becam e a soft target for the hyper-nationalist civic organizations 

that sp rung  up across the country.56 Even though universities forcefully 

p rom oted  their patriotism, vigilante g roups, often led  b y  w ell-established  

political elites, becam e am ateur sleuths and  loyalty enforcers, provid ing  

new spapers across the US with a constant stream  of letters-to-the-editors and  

“tips” on lectures or any public d issent u tte red  b y  the professoriate. The 

hysteria  sw ept universities, which h ad  b e e n  generally  supportive in the 

beginning, into increasingly public d isplays of support for p rep a red n e ss  and, 

later, war. Columbia, Yale, and  H arvard Universities, to nam e th ree  of the best 

studied, allow ed their cam puses to se rv e  as training cam ps and  barracks, and 

even to house military training facilities. Universities in la rg e r industrial 

centres, for exam ple Pittsburgh, as well as those in m ore agrarian  areas, 

actually advertised  and  p rom oted  their ro le  in staffing factories with the 

industrial and m anagerial expertise  n e e d e d  to p roduce  wartim e supplies and 

w eapons.57 The academ ic-intellectual class w as doing everything it could  to 

aid in the mobilization and war-effort. This w as fertile ground for the Inquiry.

G ranted, not all academ ics accep ted  A m erica’s role as a be lligeren t. 

But fears that the taint of “disloyalty” w ould sp read  from individual d issen ters 

to the whole institution m eant that public  w ar-opposition w as actively

56 Clifford Wilcox “World War I and the Attack on Professors of German at the University o f Michigan,” 
History o f  Education Quarterly 33 (1993): 59-84.
57 Nemec, Ivory Towers and Nationalist Minds, 185-92.
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discouraged  or even  on occasion pun ished  by  university adm inistrations. In 

p e rh ap s the most infamous case  of the time, Nicholas M urray Butler, then- 

President of Colum bia University and  also a  prom inent m em ber of the League 

to Enforce Peace, d ism issed H enry W adsw orth Longfellow Dana, an  English 

professor, and  the w ell-respected  social scientist and psychologist Jam es 

McKeen Cattell, on the grounds that they  w ere  “encourag ing  disloyalty” by  

publicly opposing A m erica’s entry  into the w ar.68

Their dism issal also illustrates an  im portant ideological d ivide within 

the p rogressive  cam p, one that sh ap ed  the boundaries of professional 

discourse in the social sciences generally , and  thus in the Inquiry as well. 

N ew spapers across the US jo ined  the chorus of hyper-nationalism , citing 

Dana’s pacifism  and Cattell’s le tter to C ongress opposing send ing  troops to 

Europe, which Cattell readily  adm itted  w as justifiable grounds for dism issal.59 

Some prom inent colleagues, including Jam es H. Robinson (Shotwell’s adviser 

and m entor), Charles A. Beard, and  John Dewey, w ent on rec o rd  in the New  

York Tribune to exp ress reg re t that “P resident Butler chose to silence free 

expression  of opinion w hen we are  try ing to teach  the G erm an p eo p le  to 

speak  out freely against an autocratic G overnm ent.” But these  m easured  

voices w ere  mostly drow ned out by  a chorus of conservative and  p rogressive  

publications alike—even those with d irect editorial connections to House and

58 Historians have explored how the dismissal o f these two professors provided the formative event from 
which the Academic Freedom movement sprung in the US, and cemented support for the fledgling 
American Association of University Professors. See Richard Hofstadter and Walter P. Metzger, The 
Development o f  Academic Freedom in the United States (New York: Columbia University Press, 1955), 
383-487.
59 “Columbia Ousts Two Professors, Foes of War Plans,” New York Times, 2 October 1917, 1.
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the W ilson W hite House, including the New  York Evening Standard  and, most 

importantly, the Ledger. The sam e publication that would leak  new s of the 

Inquiry, and  which largely  p a d d e d  that story, took a ra ther com prom ised  

position on the dism issal of the two C olum bia professors. The Ledger  a rg u ed  

that their dism issal w as not “on  all fours w ith the dism issal of Bemis and  

N earing from other universities,” for speak ing  out against industrial m onopoly 

or for personal indiscretions. Stacking the dism issals up to the  g rea te r  good, 

the Ledger p ro p o sed  that “with the country at w ar and  with P resident W ilson 

asking of all co lleges and  universities a most thorough rallying to the cause of 

dem ocracy, this is not the time w hen the m uch-abused term , ‘academ ic 

freedom ,’ can b e  invoked to cover offenses which, if they w ere  w idespread , 

w ould m ean the downfall of all G overnm ental activity and the defeat of the 

g rea t cause of the p eo p le .” The m essage, a “clarion call to the patrio tic ,” was 

loud and clear: “it behooves all to rem em b er that their sac red  duties a re  of 

m ore value in prom oting freedom  and  dem ocracy  than a re  their righ ts .”60 

Within the atm osphere of the war, intellectuals and  social scientists, like the 

rest of the liberal class in the US, w ere  increasingly expected , to borrow  from 

Franz Boas’ contem porary observations, to accep t that the “social ethical 

standards [of o n e ’s nation] a re  ... m ore fundam ental than those that a re  

general and  hum an” and  that these “ideals a re  or should b e  the true ideals of 

m ankind.”61

60 All cited in, “Columbia’s Dismissed Professors,” The Literary Digest, 20 October 1917.
61 Franz Boas, “The Mental Attitude of the Educated Classes,” The Dial, 5 September 1918, 146.
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W ilson and House understood  that new s of the Inquiry w ould have to 

walk a  fine line betw een  the forces of p ro /anti-w ar in terests as w ell as, m ore 

importantly, devoutly nationalist and  humanist internationalist segm ents of the 

political class. W hile W ilson w ished  to se e  all re fe rences to the g roup  kep t out 

of the p ap ers  entirely, House p ro p o se d  that since the story w ould inevitably 

get out, it w ould b e  b e tte r to m anage it in a way that could  w ork for the 

adm inistration. W hen w ord of the Inquiry finally b roke, W ilson’s d isp leasure  

confused journalists on good  term s with the administration: why w ould the 

President b e  “greatly  annoyed ...over the in terpretation  p laced  on the w ork of 

Colonel House that it is in line with a  p eace  m ove b y  the U nited States”? The 

New  York Evening Post’s  David Law rence w rote the President and  m ade the 

case that his coverage of the Inquiry “had  nothing to do  with p eace  

negotiations” but ra ther em phasized  that it he  h ad  m ade c lear it was “an 

academ ic study ... vitally re la ted  to the future foreign policy of the United 

States.”62 This distinction b e tw een  concrete  plans for p eace  and  academ ic 

study re la ted  to future foreign and  econom ic policy was an intentional d e 

politicization of the charges against the Inquiry. W hen the N ew  York Times 

followed up on the allegations that the organization might b e  part of early  

p reparation  for p eace  talks, it fed  back  to rea d e rs  the governm ent line that it 

“was den ied  explicitly and em phatically...[as] in line with a p e ac e  m ove by  

the United States,” and that the g roup ’s prim ary purpose  w as actually the

62 David Lawrence to Woodrow Wilson, 3 October 1917, PWW, 44; also see The New York Evening Post, 
12 October 1917.
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exploration of “conditions that w ould confront the trad e  of the w orld  after the 

w ar.”63 The Inquiry’s scope, even  at this point, was not nearly  so sim ple. But, 

the p residen t d id  not want talk of p e ac e  circulating. “You new spaper m en can 

have no conception of what fire you a re  playing with w hen you discuss p eace  

now at all,” he  w rote to Lawrence; “the whole m atter ought to b e  let a lone.”64 

W hen one considers the im m ense roster of p rogressives, liberal 

intellectuals, journalists and m ajor public figures to which House tu rned  for 

Executive staffing recom m endations, it is little surprise  that the story d id  not 

stay secret for long. News of the Inquiry, re le ased  as it was, offered 

concessions to most m ajor in terests. It gave anti-war and  m ore “centrist” 

peace-without-victory circles a  sign  that House w as working tow ards liberal 

ends, p lacing intellectuals at the heart of the com ing p eace  pro ject. But, as his 

com m ents to the New York Times show, House also p layed  to conservative- 

nationalist circles by  b ind ing  new s of the group to Am erican beliefs in that 

nation’s exceptional ro le  in b rokering  a peace , and  by  em phasizing that the 

g roup would assure A m erica’s econom ic pow er at the  w ar’s end.

63 “Colonel House Studying After War Trade Plan,” New York Times, 3 October 1917. Lawrence 
suggested that Louis D. Brandeis would be an ideal member o f any organization with his experience as a 
jurist and on the question of a Zionist Palestine. It is the specific mention of Brandeis in this article, the 
Ledger article, and the New York Times article that has shaped much o f the opinion that it was likely pro- 
Zionists or Brandeis friends in government (Frankfurter being chief among them) that leaked news of the 
story; a notion that House did little to dispel in his correspondence with Wilson when House’s (capitalizing 
on Wilson’s own racialism) blamed “The Jews from every tribe” for their apparent determination “to break 
in with a jimmy if they are not let in.” See Steel, Walter Lippmann and the American Century, 129-132.
But this was more likely a scapegoat, and there is no empirical proof that Frankfurter leaked the news to 
Bullitt other than House’s letters to Wilson insinuating as much. Importantly, this debate has distracted 
from the fact that progressives everywhere were aware of such an organization and wanted to become 
involved in it, as chapter 6 explores more closely. The story was already out, as the date on applications to 
the group in the Mezes Papers at Columbia University group attest to.
64 Wilson to Lawrence, 5 October 1917, PWW, 44: 309.
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The day after the Ledger story, House su ggested  to W ilson that “it is 

b e tte r  to have it out than to m ake a  m ystery  of it and  to have it d iscovered  

after the organization was underw ay.”65 P erhaps House leaked  the Inquiry to 

C olcord in a m oment of openness, which Lasch notes was uncharacteristically 

com m on in their relationship. Perhaps it was a calculated re lease  of 

information to m ultiple journalists friendly to W ilson and his a lready  outlined 

ideas. R egardless of how new s of the Inquiry w as spread , for those who 

en te red  it in 1917 and 1918 the leak  m ade the political cultural terra in  clear: 

social scientists had  to offer innovative ways to o rd er the w orld  in the com ing 

p eace  talks, but they could not afford to question the shibboleths of patriotic 

nationalism, Am erican sovereignty, and  w ould challenge A m erica’s m oral 

m agnanim ity and exceptionalism  at their own peril. Their access and 

influence, as well as the appearance  of objectivity, h inged  on it.

Social Science and N ationalism : Le Comite d ’etudes and the British  

C om m ission

In 1918, the Inquiry was not the only social scientific body form ed to study 

plans for peace . Rather, such g roups w ere  a  shared  phenom enon across the 

w estern  world. Social scientific organizations flourished, thanks to a g lobal 

convergence of p rincip led  thinking, first around the a lready  p resen t but 

grow ing assum ption that the nation-state was the basic  governm ental unit, and 

second  around the grow ing reliance  on social scientists to b e a r  out that

65 House to Wilson, 3 October 1917, House Papers.
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vision.66 As this section shows, the social scientists in the Inquiry deftly 

m anaged  the two “inextricably linked” em phases on the nation-state and 

social scientific know ledge to further legitim ate their craft and, in turn, m ake 

A m erican exceptionalism  m ore centred to the concept of a new  

internationalism  that p ro tec ted  their authority by  go ing  beyond  the traditional 

arbitrationist and  legalist philosophies of an earlie r generation . Their 

relationship with “siste r”-organizations in Europe b ro ad en ed  the legitim acy 

of the social scientific expert, highlighting its transnational aspect, while also, 

paradoxically, using these o ther organizations as a  foil to dem onstrate  their 

own g roup ’s exceptional d isconnection from the state.

This shift in rationality w as not a sudden  developm ent with the war, but 

it d id  en ter into vogue with the conflict, as a  once m arginal transnational 

community suddenly  becam e a powerful agent that could  articulate an 

alternative international o rd e r to the balance-of-pow er system —the very  

system  that had  seem ingly driven  Europe and  the w orld  to war. As they  d id  in 

m ost of the w arring European states, academ ic social scientists—particularly  

historians and geographers—set to w ork in 1917 to prov ide data  to support 

governm ent positions both in advance of and  at the p eace  talks.

The most significant of these  academ ic-m anned organizations in France 

was Le Comite d ’etudes. Form ed at the bequest of the Poincare G overnm ent in

66 For a theoretical discussion of the relationship between ontology and epistemology see Colin Hay, 
“Political Ontology,” in The Oxford Handbook o f  Contextual Political Analysis, ed. Robert E. Goodin and 
Charles Tilly (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006), 76-96; For the defining work on epistemic 
community see Emmanuel Adler and Peter M. Haas, “Conclusion: Epistemic Communities and 
International Policy Coordination,” International Organization 46 (1992): 373.
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1917, Le Comite was tasked  to “P repare  the case for future negotiations, to 

b ring  together some of the m ost qualified for their w ork.”67 M em bers w ere  

prim arily draw n from the French university system , and  the g roup  was 

initially com posed  of twelve historians, th ree  g eog raphers  an d  the chief of the 

Service geographique d e  I'armee. In early  1917, Le Comite w orked  quietly on 

the study of France’s eastern  and  northeast bo rders , as well as on the question 

of regulating traffic on the Rhine River. But the  g roup’s w ork quickly 

expanded  to include gathering  geographical and political portfolios on m uch 

of Central Europe, and  specifically the claim s of nationhood that the French 

anticipated w ould b e  key  d ispu ted  territories with the  b reakup  of the Central 

Pow er em pires. By 1919, the organization h ad  grow n to 26 experts  and, like 

the Am erican Inquiry, had  ex p an d ed  to include linguists and  econom ists.68

Unlike the Inquiry, how ever, the w ork of Le Comite d ’etudes was 

d irec ted  entirely  by a  m inister of the state, under the  charge  of then-President 

Poincare, which m ade the organization com paratively efficient in that it was 

focused on mostly c lear political goals, such as the occupation of the 

Rhineland or the restoration of France to its 1814 boundaries. Perhaps 

because  of the clear modus operandi of Le Comite, the  group was rem arkably  

effective at com piling m ass am ounts of data and  distilling those into concisely 

condensed  findings. U nder the direction of E rnest Lavisse and  C harles

67 Emmanuelle de Martonne, Proceedings o f  the Study Committee, Alsace-Lorraine and the Border o f  
North-East (Paris: Imprimerie Nationale, 1919), 450, 1.
68 Emmannuelle Boulineau, « Un geographe traceur de frontieres: Emmanuel de Martonne et 
la Roumanie, » L'Espace Geographique 4 (2001): 358-359.
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Benoist, both historians and  m odera te  republicans, the group com piled  two 

la rge  but concise books for the French Foreign Office, covering a  variety  of 

historical and geographical exam inations of French boundary  claims, 

analyses of the m inerals, languages and  ex p ec ted  sovereign  claim s that w ere 

likely to em erge  with the b reakup  of the em pires in Central E urope.69

The Am erican diplom atic co rps and  future Inquiry m em bers knew  of 

the French group well befo re  the Inquiry had  even b e e n  form ed. A nd m any 

European and Am erican diplom ats initially h o p ed  that an  equivalent 

technocratic body  would em erg e  to d irect opinion in the  US. Am erican 

intellectuals at first shared  this hope, but m any of the w ould-be-experts in the 

Inquiry soon becam e critical of Le Comite and  of the sorts of p e o p le  chosen  to 

staff it. One early  report to a still-nascent Inquiry executive (which then 

included Shotwell, Lippmann, M ezes and Bowman) cast doubt on the 

intellectual strength  of key  Comite m em bers, and  w arned  that political 

considerations unique to France—not least the ongoing n e e d  to balance 

national unity betw een  that country’s left and  right—had  b e e n  allow ed to 

shape its personnel, focus and scope.70 Publications re le ased  b y  Le Comite in 

1918, which the Inquiry rece iv ed  through the Colum bia G eog rapher and 

military officer Douglas Johnson, and  la ter through A rchibald C ary Coolidge 

(who served  as a liaison until mid-1918), revea led  the  g roup’s preoccupation  

with the long-disputed Alsace-Lorraine reg ion  and the  left bank  of the Rhine.

69 Ibid.
70 Major Douglas Johnson, “Report on Origin, Personnel, and Organization of the French Comite d’etudes, 
appointed to assemble data for the Peace Conference,” Inquiry Files NARA (doc 270).
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As Johnson no ted  in one 1917 report, these  topics h ad  long cap tivated  French 

strategic  thinkers, and  geo g rap h ers  with strong connections to the Service 

Geographie de 1’A rm ee , the m ilitary geographical g roup  that saw  a spatially 

defendab le  b o rd e r as the prim ary m eans of p ro tecting  France from further 

G erm an invasions. With an executive m anned b y  m ostly conservative 

republicans, Le Comite d ’etudes seem ed , to Am ericans at least, to b e  a 

parochial and  partisan  group w asting m any of the resp ec tab le  social scientific 

m inds at France’s disposal, d irec ted  b y  an old guard  of political m inisters and 

m ilitary personnel who w ere  too close to French President Raym ond Poincare 

for Am erican comfort.71

W hile Johnson was im pressed  at the use of experts in France, the 

Am ericans (and m any French) w ere  unm oved by  Le Comite’s work. D espite a 

b ro ad  range  of partisan  rep resen ta tion  on the group, it seem ed  too focused 

on Poincare’s vision of an ex p an d ed  France after the war. A m erican social 

scientists w ere ultimately right to doubt the pu rchase  of an  organization so 

conspicuously anchored to the military, and  to the strategic goals of the 

Poincare partisan factions, which p ro p o sed  the annexation of territory— 

reg ard less  of the local population’s history and nationality—to fit strategic 

military boundaries desig n ed  with an eye  to occupying of m uch of the 

Rhineland. With the election of G eorges C lem enceau, the group, then led  by  

Benoist, p roposed  a French territorial b o rd e r that ex tended  w ell past the 

Rhine. Their work was subsequently  essentially ignored, its im pressive

71 Bowman to House, “Report on the Progress of the Inquiry,” 1918 (series 3, box 3), House Papers.
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volum es of the historical and  geograph ica l foundations for an ex p an d ed  

France all but entirely dism issed.72

A nd yet, despite  the fact that the  Comite d ’etudes  w as ig n o red  as the 

p eace  talks g rew  closer, as Lowczyk notes, the very  fact that the g roup  was 

called  together at aU, bring ing  the  w ork of French historical an d  geograph ica l 

scientists to a  new  prom inence in French policy, indicates a  b ro ad e r 

discursive shift w hereby  historical and  cultural rationalization for territorial 

claim s assum ed a central spot in the sta te 's  im agination of itself and  its 

relationship with other states. This w as not lost on Isaiah Bowman, who 

rem arked ,

It is extrem ely in teresting  to find from Professor de M artonne's 
le tters that the French Inquiry is plotting its statistical m aterial b y  
small adm inistrative districts which is p rec ise ly  the m ethod that was 
adop ted  independently  by  this Inquiry after a thorough study of 
m ethods and  of the questions which it has p lanned  to b e  ab le  to 
answ er at the Peace C onference. It is a  m ethod requ iring  enorm ous 
volum e of resea rch  and criticism  as well as handling a ve ry  large  
body  of administrative details—details which can only be  hand led  by  
dividing the work am ong those of us located  here . By following this 
m ethod w e are  put in possession  of details and  facts of a high o rd e r of 
accuracy which enables us to face new  questions with confidence.73

And it was not only French social scientists who shared  this m ethodology for

understanding  the territorial and  cultural divisions of nations. As other

historians of Le Comite have noted, reg a rd less  of their political position on

divisive territorial questions, French politicians almost universally used

geographical, racial and  linguistic h istories to sanction their read in g  of the

12 MacMillan, Paris 1919, 31-33; Olivier Lowczyk “« L’Historien et Le Diplomate en 1919,» 27-44.
73 Bowman to House, “Report on the Progress of the Inquiry,” House Papers; Olivier Lowczyk, « 
L ’Historien et Le Diplomate en 1919, » 33-44.
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French nation-state and  its territorial holdings.74 In 1917 an d  into 1918, 

im portant differences of opinion lingered  am ong experts over F rance’s 

rightful boundaries following the war. he Comite w as a m icrocosm  of these 

larger, conflicting political desires.

French conservative-republicans in the group generally  favoured an 

ex p an d ed  French state even  b ey o n d  the boundaries of 1790, not only 

allowing France to take on provinces it lost in the Franco-Prussian war, but 

also leaving the door open  to additional acquisitions on the left bank  of the 

Rhine and form er G erm an colonies, which could  b e  u se d  to secure  

indem nities for the m assive losses suffered in the G reat W ar. For the m ore 

leftist historians and  g eo g rap h ers  inside Le Comite, the con tested  Alsace- 

Lorraine region, w here the G erm an state had  system atically w orked  to 

erad icate  French language and  identity since 1870, the task of p eace  

p reparations was m ostly focused on shoring up a strategic boundary  in that 

region; questions of the Saar and  left bank  of the Rhine w ere  left to 

negotiation.75

There was no question am ong those em ployed in Le Comite d ’etudes  of 

the im portance that nationalism b e  reflected  in territorial settlem ents. But the 

leftists, which included the historians Christian Pfister and M aurice Fallex, as 

well as Paul Vidal de  la Blache—w idely considered  the founder of m odem

74 Boulineau, «Un Geographe Traceur De Frontieres,» 358-369; For more on this also see Olivier 
Lowczyk, «Definir La Carte De l’Europe Apres La Premiere Guerre Mondiale, Le Role Du Comite 
D ’etudes» (Ph.D. diss., l’Ecole pratique des hautes etudes, 2006).
75 Boulineau, «Un Geographe Traceur De Frontieres,» 358-360.
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French geography, and  who d ied  just befo re  Johnson arrived  in Paris—used  

an historical approach  that seem ed , at least to the visiting Johnson, to b e  ab le  

to balance the strategic concerns of the state  with the cultural, linguistic, 

political and  historical indicators of a  population’s chosen national allegiance 

in highly-contested reg ions like the Saar.76 Pfister, for exam ple, to ld  Johnson 

and subsequent Am erican liaisons that he  and  his co lleagues opposed  

annexationist conservative policies, noting that while France had  a legitim ate 

cultural and  historical claim  to Alsace-Lorraine as p a rt of the nation, a reas like 

Saar (w here the majority of the population identified  as G erm an, but w here 

coal deposits w ere  strategically im perative to the industrial p ro sperity  of 

France), w ould have to achieve a  balance be tw een  cultural-national identity 

and territorial and  econom ic security.77 It is not a coincidence that Johnson, as 

a g eo g rap h er and liberal, g rav itated  to this m arginalized g roup  in Le Comite. 

He adm ired  Pfister as a m oderate, and  p a sse d  along his b e lie f that calls for 

annexation of the left bank  of the Rhine w ere  “full of insanity .”78 Pfister’s 

analysis m easured  the cultural, historical and  linguistic m ake-up of a 

population against assuring sovereignty  through territorial and  econom ic

76 Geoffrey J. Martin, All Possible Worlds: A History o f  Geographical Ideas, (New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2005), 194.
77 Olivier Lowczyk « L'historien et le diplomate en 1919. » Using the brief and little known 1814 Paris 
Treaty as their touchstone, they imagined a France that would have access to key mineral deposits in part of 
the Saar region, but would exchange control over the northern part of Saar to the Rhine for a more linear 
border in Alsace Lorraine.
78 Johnson, “Report on the Origin...”
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security, and in this m oderation it seem ed  the most reasonab le  w ay to set the 

boundaries of any nation-state in E urope.79

Le Comite highlights a  b ro ad  and  noticeable shift in the  articulation— 

and articulators—of the p ro p e r  confines of the nation-state. By the time 

prelim inary p eace  talks had  o p en ed  in Paris, the French h ad  laid  aside m uch 

of the w ork of Le Comite, bu t w ere  nevertheless careful to strategically  

em phasize the empirical, social scientific b ases  for nationality in their 

p roposals for peace. For exam ple, in m aking the case  for F rance’s right to the 

Saar and  left bank  of the Rhine, C lem enceau’s rep resen ta tives in Paris d e 

em phasized the recent history of that reg ion  and  a rg u ed  that the French had  

an ancient connection to Saar. It is not a question of w hether such a claim 

could b e  substantiated; it was that it w as implicitly advanced  as the basis upon 

which any claim had  to forge its legitim acy. As C lem enceau w ould d iscover in 

talks with Wilson, however, the A m erican de leg a tes  had  little appetite  for 

histories of events that would “read just Europe on the basis of conditions that 

ex isted  in such a rem ote p e rio d .” A nd so, the French ap p ea led  to the security 

of their own nation, arguing that the defensible natural geograph ica l b o rd e r 

of the Rhine was the only way to assu re  that w ar w ould not again  th rea ten  their 

sovereignty. W hen still no com prom ise could b e  found, the m atter was 

d e fe rred  to experts.80

79 Lowczyk, « L'Historien Et Le Diplomate en 1919 » 29.
80 MacMillan, Paris 1919, 199.
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The British assem blage of experts, m eanw hile, was sim ilar to France 

and other European nations in som e im portant respects. First, as one British 

historian as argued , “depressing ly  few scientists res isted  the call to arm s in 

1914,” and  even  those who did, such as Bertrand Russell, w ere  sub jec ted  to 

m erciless cam paigns of vilification and  abuse. E xpert social scientists rare ly  

n e ed e d  to b e  forced  into serv ice for the state; most jum ped  at the opportunity 

to becom e m ore central to state policy capacities.81 In a  nation w here  the 

political class had  long b e e n  consciously at the vanguard  of social scientific 

institutions, Britain’s professional social science associations, such as the 

Royal G eographical Society, loaned  resou rces to the state while other 

professionals w orked  directly  under its apparatus.82 Much of this w ork took 

place within the Foreign Office itself, as experts in history, g eog raphy  and 

anthropology com posed  handbooks on the econom ic, territorial, and  strategic 

questions anticipated in p eace  talks w hen hostilities finally e n d e d .83

The British comm ission was a mix of social scientists from universities 

across the country—though most substantially draw n from O xbridge 

institutions—who m ustered  the m ap-m aking capacities of the m ilitary and 

information from other governm ent agencies as needed . W hile Britain d id  not 

have the sam e im m ediate concern  with protecting its own territorial

81 For work on the use of professional geographical and cartographic resources by the British state see, M. 
Heffeman, “Geography, Cartography and Military Intelligence: The Royal Geographical Society and the 
First World War,” Transactions o f  the Institute o f  British Geographers 21 (1996): 504—533.
82 For more on the long interconnection between Britain’s political elite and social scientific work there see 
Abrams, The Origins o f  British Sociology, Poovey, A History o f  the Modem Fact; Gabay, “The Political 
Origins of Social Science.”
83 Heffeman, “Geography, Cartography and Military Intelligence,” 504-515.
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boundaries from a rival pow er, it d id  share  F rance’s interest in the fate of 

G erm an colonial lands in a  post-w ar international system . The British also d id  

not know the extent of the w ork going on  in France, bu t Sir W illiam W isem an 

(the British liaison sent to W ashington in 1917, who had  close ties to Lowell 

and  the LEP) was aw are that Inquiry m em bers and the  b ro ad e r professional 

m iddle class was overw helm ingly pro-British. W isem an p lay ed  to this b ias 

while also capitalizing on A m erican concerns with self-determ ination. He 

assured  them  that Britain’s in terest in colonial holdings could not b e  

in te rp re ted  as on p a r with G erm an im perialism . To this end, W isem an gave 

G eorge Louis Beer, a  close associate of Shotwell and  the Inquiry’s 

anthropological expert on G erm an colonies, access to British expert reports 

that m ade a case for the im portance of continued British ru le  in m any of the 

colonies, and  floated the case  for transferring G erm an colonies to British rule 

on the basis that the la tter’s form of govern ing  these  far-off lands was m uch 

less violent and  effective.84 In courting anglophiles like Beer, W isem an knew 

that pro tecting  British colonies and influencing the shape of international 

organization after the w ar would not only m ean close relations with Colonel 

House, bu t also nurturing a sh a red  pu rpose  with “this organization of h is” by  

m aking sure the Inquiry stayed  in terpersonally  and ideologically connected  

to the experts in Britain.85

84 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 120.
85 Ibid. 19. For examples o f British attempts to make this distinction in the British press see, Thoughts on 
German Colonies. A J Balfour, July 1918; “Future O f German Colonies. Wishes O f The Natives, 
Preference For British Rule” The Times, 12 December 1918, 7; “Why German Colonies Must Be Kept:
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Though both the French com m ittee and  the British experts visibly 

se rved  under agencies or departm ents of their states, the British experts and 

the Foreign Office there  w ere  m uch less co n cern ed  with treating  expert 

opinion as policy recom m endations. Instead, the form er w ere  u sed  to collect 

data, m uch as the Inquiry did, and  w ere  instructed  to com pile it into 

recom m endations that w ould b e  ve tted  and  rev ised  b y  political officials. They 

w ere, perhaps m ore than the French and definitely m ore than the Am ericans, 

so intertw ined with the w orkings of the Foreign Office and o ther governm ent 

bureaus that it is difficult and  m isleading to separa te  out w hich of the eventual 

recom m endations cam e from “ex p erts” and  which cam e from inside formal 

governm ent channels. W hat is clear, how ever, is that as early  as 1917, British 

data, which the Am ericans h ad  access to, reflected  W ilson’s em phasis on self- 

determ ination. The British w ere  careful always to m ake it the foundational 

“principle of a readjustm ent of national boundaries.”86 As with the French and 

Americans, the British application of self-determ ination was restric ted , 

assum ed to include only a select community of what m any considered  

m atured nationalities—countries a lready  assum ed capab le  of self- 

governm ent. As E.H. Carr, the historian and  then C lerk  in the Foreign Office, 

later noted  of the British position on self-determ ination,

Native Appeals For British rule” The Times, 11 December 1918, 12; Mr. Walter Long, “Mr. Long on 
German Colonies. No Restoration,” The Times, 27 September 1918, page 8.
86 David Lloyd George, The Truth About the Peace Treaties, Vol. 1 (London: Victor Gollanca Ltd, 1938), 1, 
31. For more on Lloyd Georges use of self-determination before Wilsonianism turned more sharply 
towards it as a precept see, Erez Manela, The Wilsonian Moment: Self-Determination and the International 
Origins o f  Anticolonial Nationalism, 42.
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The whole thing was infinitely com plicated, first, by  the fact that 
neither the British and  the A m ericans h ad  any notion of applying 
it [self-determ ination] to countries outside Europe w here  their 
own in terests lay ...and  they [the British] d id  not really be lieve  in 
self-determ ination as such, but sim ply the righ t of sm all nations; 
and  this was really  a hangover from the o ld  balance of pow er 
theory supporting the w eak against the  strong, taking the form of 
the liberal doctrine that G od is on the side of the small 
battalions.87

Many historians have since echoed  C arr’s observations about the p rob lem s 

that cam e with m aking self-determ ination the co re  of a new  international 

o rder at the Paris talks. These a re  im portant critiques because  they p resen t 

the tensions betw een  the ideal of self-determ ination and  its problem atic 

application in a particularly racist and  p re ju d iced  environm ent, w here 

countries could b e  discrim inated against but nonetheless forced  to 

participate. Yet, unless the concept is assum ed to have sp rung  up out of 

W ilson’s thought alone, there  is still the untold story  of how it becam e a 

plausible and reasonable  concept. That story h inges on a larger, transnational 

netw ork of social scientists who spoke in an increasingly common, bourgeois 

language of internationalism  that m ade it possib le  to im agine a g lobal o rd e r 

built around territorialized nation-states that reflec ted  the will of their p eo p le  

rather than their governing elite.

The Inquiry, Le Comite d ’etudes, and  the British Commission, not to 

mention a m ultitude of social scientists from E astern Europe, Belgium, the

87 Jonathan Haslam, The Vices o f  Integrity: E.H. Carr 1892-1982, 1st ed. (New York: Verso Pres, 1999), 
26.
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Netherlands, Switzerland, Scandinavia and  even  Luxem bourg who fed 

partisan repo rts and  position p ap e rs  to their colleagues w orking in 

commissions around the world, offer a  starting point for the overlooked  story 

of a burgeoning  international social scientific community built a round  a very  

particular rationality, in the closing days of the G reat W ar. Leaving aside 

debates about differences in strategic  focus, and  m om entarily b racketing  the 

important differences in the relationship b e tw een  social scientists and  the 

m echanism s of individual state formations in arriv ing at p eace  proposals, the 

th ree  commissions of experts reveal an im portant epistem ic consensus around 

how to define the nation-state, and  w ho was b est su ited  to define it. It w as no 

coincidence that, as with the already  estab lished  liberal dem ocracies, 

university-em ployed history or geography  experts  re p re se n te d  a substantial 

num ber of those “new ” nations at the p e ac e  talks lobbying  for territorial 

statehood: Jovan Cvijic from the University of B elgrade w as a prom inent 

m em ber of the “Yugoslav” delegation, and  Eugeniusz Romer of the University 

of Lwow, was central to the Polish delegation .88 There w ere  so m any 

distinguished scholars at the Peace C onference that “Senior British 

geographers w ere  understandably  fearful” they  “w ould overw helm  the efforts 

m ade by  British geographical agenc ies.”89 But the case for statehood went 

beyond  simply em ploying social scientists. As the relationship be tw een  the 

Allied comm ittees revealed , politicians and experts be lieved  social scientific

88 M. Heffeman, “Geography, Cartography and Military Intelligence,” 521.
89 Ibid.
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study could m ake som e definitive sense out of the mushy concept of self- 

determ ination b y  balancing a p eo p le ’s claim s for statehood or territorial 

sovereignty against data and  analysis that only d iscern ing  scientific m inds 

could interpret.

In this way, the expert commissions constitu ted  what John Ruggie and

P eter Haas have called  an  epistem ic community:

a  netw ork of professionals with recogn ized  expertise  and  com petence 
in a  particular dom ain and  an authoritative claim to policy-relevant 
know ledge within that dom ain or issue area. Although an epistem ic 
community may consist of professionals from a variety  of d isciplines 
and backgrounds, they have (1) a sh a red  set of norm ative and 
p rincip led  beliefs...; (2) shared  casual beliefs, d e riv ed  from their 
analysis of p ractices lead ing  or contributing to a  central set of p rob lem s 
in their dom ain...; (3) shared  notions of validity—that is, 
intersubjective, internally defined criteria  for w eighing and validating 
know ledge in the dom ain of their expertise; and  (4) a  com m on policy 
en terprise—a set of com m on practices associated  with a se t of 
problem s to which their professional com petence  is d irec ted .90

The significance of this transnational epistem ic comm unity was not lost on 

Inquiry m em bers. On one level, participation que lled  objections that the use 

of experts in history, econom ics, anthropology and geog raphy  constituted an 

attem pt to rival or challenge the pow er of the  State Departm ent. It put the 

organization beyond  rep roach  b y  elevating its know ledge above the sphere  

of local-national politics and interests that the State D epartm ent, by  its nature, 

w orked within. “The case  for the Inquiry,” Shotwell a rgued  after the war, 

“passes beyond  argum ent w hen we find that the sam e k ind  of organization

90 Peter M, Haas, “Introduction: Epistemic Communities and International Policy Coordination,” 
International Organization 46 (1992), 1-6.

327



was estab lished  by  the governm ents of G reat Britain and France and  that 

w hen G erm any b eg an  to face a p e ac e  that w ould not be  d icta ted  b y  it...it 

similarly drew  on specialists,” first from inside governm ent, but later, with 

m ore frequency, from outside.91

W hile the British and  French com m ittees rem ained  d eep ly  suspicious of 

each  other (despite, as Lawrence Gelfand has shown, each  b e in g  m ostly 

oblivious to the o ther’s political focus and  work), the A m erican social 

scientists had  high hopes for A m erican-led cooperation, particularly  if it could 

capitalize on the community of experts p rep a rin g  for p e ac e  across the 

w estern  w orld.92 Johnson alm ost im m ediately recogn ized  the benefits of 

transnational reach. After his visit to the Inquiry’s sister organizations across 

the Atlantic, he becam e the most vocal advocate for institutionalizing the loose 

netw ork of experts into a formal cen ter o r “b u reau .” Early in 1918, he 

p ro p o sed  such a centre  w here British, French and other nations’ experts— 

Allied and Central pow ers alike—could jointly consider data  g a th e red  by  

various states. Johnson’s proposal was not built on som e abstract notion of 

academ ics facilitating diplom atic dialogue. Rather, h e  im agined a research  

hub that would, through intense em pirical scrutiny, formalize and  

institutionalize “the distribution of nationalities,” such that “w here  d ivergence  

of opinion as to the facts ex isted ,” experts w ould com e together in “critically 

studying the value of the authorities u sed  and  the m ethods of in terp reting

91 Shotwell, At the Paris Peace Conference, 14.
92 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 125-130.
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statistics em ployed b y  each  investigator and  endeavour to reach  substantial 

agreem ent as to which authorities and  in terpretations seem ed  most worthy of 

confidence.”93 Johnson be liev ed  that, desp ite  their national differences, 

experts in be lligeren t nations sh a red  an epistem ological com m itm ent to the 

scientific study of societies, which could  rationally and  objectively deliver 

nations to ag reed-upon  norm s arrived  at through a scientific standardization 

of data, statistics, m aps and  figures. Such objectivity would b e  the m eans by  

which the rancor of w ar and  national jealousies could b e  overcom e. As 

Gelfand notes, Johnson’s p roposal for a com m ittee of experts  rece iv ed  a 

sym pathetic e a r from lead ing  French officials in le  Comite, but they w ere  

quick to note that they  “w ere  unsure that support w ould b e  forthcom ing from 

their superiors.”94

The idea  that political in terest would not allow for such a com m ittee to 

form only in jected  Johnson’s mission with a  d e e p e r  sense  of scientific 

righteousness and  urgency. He understood  that his E uropean colleagues 

faced unique political and  m oral forces in their work, not least a virulent 

nationalism that allow ed that state to significantly affect the focus and 

direction of social scientific analysis, effectively, for Johnson, distorting their 

w ork to reflect political concerns. But, ra ther than seeing  the state as an 

equally influential and  inseparab le  force in the Inquiry’s work, Johnson

93 Johnson to Inquiry, n.d. (file 33, no. 9) “Suggestions for a Plan for the Closer Cooperation o f the Several 
Commissions engaged in Assembling Data for the Use of the Peace Conference,” House Papers.
94 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 130.
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believed  that “the Inquiry p o ssessed  a unique position .”95 The sam e faith that 

m ade so m any A m ericans be lieve  a  new  o rd e r w as possib le  m ade Johnson 

and  m any of his colleagues be lieve  that the A m erican p eace  princip les w ere 

roo ted  to A m erica’s exceptional access to the  criteria  for defining sta tes -  

criteria that w ere  apart from political and  m oral influence. The early  historian 

of Le Comite, Dimitri Kitsikis, a rg u ed  that while actions “recom m ended  b y  the 

experts often ten d ed  to support the national in terests and p rincip les of the 

governm ents em ploying their se rv ices,”96 there  w ere  som e intellectuals at the 

Peace C onference that seem ed  ab le  to im agine a la rg e r p icture  in 

international relations. P erhaps Johnson, with his faith in the possibility of a 

scientific peace , would b e  recogn ized  today as one such expert. M ore than 

any other m em ber of the Inquiry, Johnson w as rem arkab le  for his principled, 

almost positivistic faith in the possibility of a  truly scientific p eace , not least 

his controversial and  antagonistic stance against W ilson on Y ugoslavia’s right 

to the Fiume region .97 For Johnson, the netw ork of experts he had  visited 

around the w orld rev ea led  that while there  w ere  differences in just how

95 Johnson to Inquiry, “Suggestions for a Plan for the Closer Cooperation...”
96 Lawrence Gelfand, “Review o f Le Role Des Experts a La Conference De La Paix De 1919: Gestation 
D ’une Technocratic En Politique Internationale by Dimitri Kitsikis,” Journal o f  Modem History 45 
(1973): 697-699.
97 Smith, American Empire, 165. Johnson took this stance with mostly geographical colleagues (other than 
Day and Seymour), arguing that if the Fiume were given to Italy to meet one of that nation’s demands the 
US would undo its own war aims and the legitimacy of the League by compromising to achieve both. “The 
belligerent nations including Italy, agreed to make peace on the president’s principles,” a letter that 
Johnson, Bowman and four other colleagues sent to Wilson argued. If “Italy gets nominal sovereignty over 
Fiume as the price of supporting the League of Nations,” the letter continued, “she has brought the League 
down to her level.” For more see, Letter from Bowman, Lunt, Day, Johnson, Seymour, to Wilson, April 17, 
1919, Wilson MSS, Series VIII-A, Library of Congress, Manuscripts Division; and see Gelfand, Inquiry, 
329.
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independent the various allied  experts w ere  from their states, states w ere  

bound  through a  nongovernm ental class of experts.

And yet Johnson’s attem pts failed. This failure b y  no m eans indicates a 

w eakening  of the authority of social science o r the comm unity of practitioners 

around peace  talk preparations. Rather, I a rgue  it show s that A m erican social 

scientists w ere  subject, desp ite  their feelings of d isin te rested  objectivity, to 

the sam e intensity of nationalism  and  of national in terests that they w orried  

w ere  poisoning the objectivism  their g lobal counterparts. For the US social 

scientists, state-govem m ent influence on E uropean social scientists was 

evident in their institutional alignm ents, and se rv ed  as a particularly  powerful 

way to juxtapose A m erica’s own state form and governm ental foundations. 

They understood that the institutional formalization of their epistem ic 

community would expose A m erica’s supposed ly  altruistic liberal w ar aim s to 

reactionary  forces in Europe, in turn exposing their social sc iences to 

criticism  for be ing  connected  to conservative in terests.98 As G elfand put it, the 

am bivalence about an international social scientific com m ittee was likely 

roo ted  to two fears: first, that cooperation m ight b e  read  as “a virtual p eace  

conference before the constituted p eace  conference”; and  second, that 

“governm ent officials m ight find it im possible to divest them selves of their 

official status” in the nam e of cooperation.99 These possibilities th rea tened  the 

Inquiry’s claims to authority and  legitim acy, even  as the latter w as in som e

98 Ninkovich, The Wilsonian Century, 24-25.
99 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 45.
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ways enhanced  by  participation in a larger, transnational epistem ic 

community. Thus, Am erican exceptionalism  n e e d e d  to be  p ro p erly  calib ra ted  

in o rder to im press upon those involved that A m erican social scientists h ad  a 

special claim to b e  the leading  force in p e ac e  preparations.

Self-Determ ination and Scientistic foundations o f A m erican  

M agnanim ity

As I have a lready  shown, House and  W ilson w ere  de libera te  about p lacing  the 

Inquiry and  later the Com mission to N egotiate Peace structurally bey o n d  the 

reach  of governm ent divisions ch arg ed  with foreign policy, particularly  and 

m ost notably the State D epartm ent. W ilson’s im m ediate circle of advisors did  

com plain that the State Departm ent, as well as som e of the figures that had  

b e e n  p ro p o sed  as candidates for the Inquiry’s Executive, lacked  the right 

kind of analytical m ind or w ere  too politically reactionary. W ilson voiced 

these  sam e concerns w hen he su ggested  that the State D epartm ent could not 

handle a new p eace  organization because, in his w ords, m en like Lansing 

w ere  "not conducive to a b ro ad  outlook as they  a re  mostly society folk and 

reactionaries."100 The only way an organization could work with the diplom atic 

channels, yet visibly buck European-style diplom acy and  buttress the 

exceptionalism  of A m erica’s new  internationalism  w ould b e  to recru it experts

100 Wilson to House, 9 September 1917 (Series 3), House Papers. Also cited in Gelfand, The Inquiry, 29. 
Gelfand treats this statement as little more than an indication o f Wilson’s personal dislike of Lansing.
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“outside” the functions of the state and its society folk, but still ideologically

onside with the operating  ideal of “states in terests .”

House and  the Inquiry executive found such authority in the em erg ing

“students of international affairs draw n from  the faculties of the  universities,

w hose duty it w ould b e  to study the  political, econom ic, legal, and  historical

e lem ents of the prob lem s which w ould have to b e  faced in the trea ty  of

p e a c e .” Shotwell’s recollection continued: “Technically [this group] was

connected  with the State D epartm ent bu t really  it w as to b e  the President's

personal staff under Colonel House's d irection.”101 These students w ere

experts without political posts, and  h ad  an authority that w as distinctly not

experienced , som ething that M ezes and  the other Inquiry m en knew  House

and W ilson valued  against the social and  political conservatism  they

associated  with Lansing. “ [Lansing’s] feeling seem ed  to b e  that our Inquiry

force was inexperienced  in practical dealing  with foreign questions, w hich is

true, and  that he  had  b e tte r  m en on his force, which I doubt,” M ezes w rote to

H ouse.102 This sense of battling authorities, of creating  a  body  bey o n d  the

political establishm ent, echoed  C harles Seym our’s earlie r assessm ent of the

Inquiry as an im portant passing  point for data that rem ained  distinctly

detached  from other governm ent bureaus:

Only the best experts w e can  get and  the b est data will enable  
us successfully to fight the forces of disunity am ong the Allies.
This is the great w eapon of the Central Powers and  it will

101 Shotwell, At The Paris Peace Conference, 2.
102 Mezes to House, 26 October 1918 (series 1, box 2, folder 127), Inquiry Papers Yale.
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rem ain powerful even if we should  carry  the defeat of 
G erm any to the point of annihilation as a  m ilitary pow er...T he 
governm ent bureaus, and  o ther agencies, a re  doing their p a rt 
of the work with com plete cordiality. They recognize the 
Inquiry as the authorized p eace  organization and  are wholly in 
our hands, doing a vast amount of work according to p lans 
fram ed by Prof. Young and  myself. It is only necessary  to do 
our part to k eep  their respec t an d  good-will [sic]. O ur 
organization chart will show that we have pu lled  in all of these  
bu reaus.103

This inversion of authority, which Seym our sh a red  with others, w as not a 

delusion of g randeur. It was a result of a grow ing belief within W ilsonian 

circles that a scientific spirit was sim ply b e tte r  ab le  to g rasp  the social 

com plexity of the w ar and  the peace.

Integral to positioning A m erica and  its social scientists in this 

leadersh ip  ro le was the ideal that A m erican’s concern  with instituting popu lar 

sovereignty, increasingly dependen t on language of “self-determ ination”, 

m ade the US a m agnanim ous pow er am ong otherw ise im perial states. W hile 

self-determ ination had  not b e e n  a b ig  p a rt of the  initial justification of 

A m erica’s entry into the war, nor was it central to W ilson’s first statem ents of 

Am erica’s goals for peace , it becam e increasingly  important as the p eace  

conference approached . Importantly, W ilson’s only explicit statem ent of w ar 

aims and the most influential one as such by  any of the  belligeren ts of the war, 

was the Fourteen Points add ress—re a d  to a  joint session of C ongress on  8 

January 1918—ten  months before  the arm istice with Germany. The sw eeping

103 Seymour to House, 30 August 1918 (series 1, box 2, folder 116), Inquiry Papers Yale.
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docum ent p ro p o sed  to the Am erican p e o p le  and  its allies that the  US was

fighting for, and  could  only work to b ro k e r a  p e ac e  that acknow ledged , “a

free, open-m inded, and  absolutely impartial adjustment of all colonial claims,

b a sed  upon a strict observance of the p rincip le  that in determ ining  all such

questions of sovereignty  the in terests of the  populations concerned  m ust have

equal w eight with the equitable claims of the governm ent w hose title is to b e

determ ined .”104 This call to balance the will of a  population with governm ental

claims of sovereignty  echoed  W ilson’s “p e a c e  without v ictory” sp eech  of

1917, w here he h ad  earlier outlined in g re a te r  detail a vision for a  w orld  of

self-governed states com posed of consenting subjects:

M ankind is looking now for freedom  of life, not for equipo ises 
of pow er ... And there is a d e e p e r  thing involved than even 
equality  of right am ong organized  nations. No peace can last, 
or ought to last, which does not recognize and accept the 
principle that governments derive all their just powers from the 
consent o f the governed, and that no right anywhere exists to 
hand peop les about from sovereignty to sovereignty as if  they  
were property  ... I speak  of this, not b ecau se  of any desire  to 
exalt an abstract political p rincip le  which has always b e e n  
he ld  very  d e a r by those who have sought to build up liberty  in 
Am erica but for the sam e reason  that I have spoken of the 
o ther conditions of p eace  which seem  to m e clearly 
indispensable—because  I w ish frankly to uncover 
realities. Any p eace  which does not recognize and accep t this 
princip le  will inevitably b e  upset. It will not rest upon the 
affections o r the convictions of m ankind. The ferment of spirit 
of whole populations will fight subtly and  constantly against it, 
and  all the world will sympathize. The w orld can b e  at p eace  
only if its life is stable, and  there  can b e  no stability w here the

104 Wilson, “An Address to a Joint Session of Congress” (hereafter Fourteen Points), 8 January 
1918, PW W 45: 535. Emphasis added.
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will is in rebellion, w here there is not tranquility of spirit and  a 
sense of justice, of freedom , and of rig h t.105

The idea  that collective security could b e  built on a  plurality of popularly  

governed  nations excited  nationalists from  various political-ideological 

positions around the world. Of course, o ther politician including Lloyd 

G eorge and V.I. Lenin, had  p ro p o sed  variab le  p e ac e  settlem ents around  the 

ideal of self-determ ination before  W ilson m ade it a  pillar of the A m erican 

p eace  p lan .106 As Am o J. M ayer famously a rg u ed  of W ilson’s adoption of self- 

determ ination in late 1918, W ilson’s adoption must b e  understood, at least in 

part, as a response  to the threat p o se d  b y  sim ilar rhetoric com ing from 

Bolshevik-controlled Russia, as pa rt of a ba ttle  for the  European left.” 107 It was 

through the “Bolshevik insistence at Brest-Litovsk,” M ayer argued , “that self- 

determ ination becam e a ‘dom inant in te rest’ for the  diplom acy of the w ar,” 

m aking W ilson’s task in the lead-up to and  during  V ersailles the neutralization 

of Bolshevism b y  appealing  to the nationalist and  anti-im perialist sentim ent 

a lready capitalized on by  Russia’s com m unists.108 Despite his slow and 

relatively late adoption of the principle, W ilson’s statem ents on  popular 

dem ocracy and  self-governm ent w ere  taken  as an  endorsem ent of “self- 

determ ination.” And, w hen coupled  with A m erica’s grow ing pow er and 

appeal, m any nationalists outside of the US h o p ed  this new  ideal would

105 “An Address to the Senate,” 22 January 1917, PPW, vol. 47: 536-539.
106 Erez Manela, The Wilsonian Moment, 42.
107 Borislav Chemev, “The Brest-Litovsk Moment: Self-Determination Discourse in Eastern Europe Before 
Wilsonianism,” Diplomacy & Statecraft 22 (2011): 369-387.
108 Amo J. Mayer, Wilson Vs. Lenin: Political Origins o f  the New Diplomacy, 1918-1919 (New York:
World Publishing, 1969), 293-312.
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translate into a fundam ental rethinking of who and how  one was recogn ized  as 

a  sovereign nation-state by the international com m unity.109

Ironically, given A m erica’s foundational commitment to governm ent by  

the consent of the governed, the ideal of a w orld  com posed  of self- 

determ ined  nation-states was m uch less well rece iv ed  at hom e. G ranted, it 

appea led  to m any in A m erica’s elite b ecau se  it fed  into its b ro ad  b e lie f in 

Am erican exceptionalism . Still, self-determ ination—particularly  the 

assum ption that its culmination re s ted  in liberal nation-states—w as criticized 

within liberal and  conservative circles as excessively  idealistic b ecau se  of its 

failure to g rasp  the realities of pow er in  a w ell-en trenched  E uropean 

system .110 W ithin his own adm inistration, even, W ilson faced  doubts over 

w hether or not self-determ ination was a  v iable criterion on which to arb itrate  

sovereignty. Lansing privately stew ed: “W hen the  p residen t talks of ‘self- 

determ ination’ what unity has he  in mind? D oes he  m ean a race, a  territorial 

area, or a community? ... It will raise  hopes which can never b e  realized . It 

will, I fear, cost thousands of lives. In the en d  it is bound  to b e  d iscred ited , to 

b e  called the d ream  of an idealist who failed to realize  the d an g er until it was 

too late to check those who attem pt to put the p rincip le  into force.”111

109 MacMillan, Paris 1919, 13-16.
110 Knock, To End All Wars, 145-150.
111 Robert Lansing, The Peace Negotiations: A Personal Narrative (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1921), 97- 
98. Much has been made of Lansing’s take on self-determination and many have used it as a sign that there 
was internal dissent over Wilson’s “idealistic” approach to foreign policy. For other exploration o f the 
American political debate over self-determination see MacMillan, Paris 1919, 11; Manela, The Wilsonian 
Moment, 24-25.
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To Lansing’s credit, there is still little ev idence to suggest that the 

p residen t g rasp ed  or even  contem plated  the  am biguities of accep ting  the 

right of self-determ ination for nations like Poland w hile rejecting  it for nations 

like Ireland.112 This is to say nothing of those aspirant national m ovem ents 

outside Europe, in colonial reg ions like Africa and  Asia w here  sovereignty  

was not seen  as a strategic and  political benefit to the Entente pow ers. As 

Lansing noted, the m essiness of a concept like self-determ ination g e n e ra te d  

as m any questions as it answ ered: what constituted a nation? W hat criteria  

defined the nation—ethnicity, language, civic institutions, race, religion? 

Could nations b e  multi-ethnic? Should they  b e ?  W as ethnicity the only m arker 

of nationalism, o r could values (shared  in a constitution or a church) offer the 

necessary  glue to hold a group together?

A b e leag u e red  W ilson would eventually concede  the com plexity of the 

term , telling C ongress b y  the en d  of 1919, “W hen I gave u tterance to those 

w ords [that all nations had  a right to self-determ ination], I sa id  them  without 

know ledge that [certain] nationalities existed , which are com ing to us day  

after day .”113 The use of self-determ ination as a foundation for international 

o rd er m ay have aroused  faith in Am erican exceptionalism , feed ing  a belief 

that popular dem ocracy  could b e  arrived  at through the sam e p ro cess  of 

organic national self-realization that A m ericans had  w restled  with, and  which

112 MacMillan, Paris 1919, 11-12.
113 Ibid., 12-13. Wilson was far from the only politician flirting with the term. Both Lloyd George and V.I. 
Lenin, had proposed a peace settlement around the principle of self-determination before Wilson made it a 
pillar of his peace plan. See Manela, The Wilsonian Moment, 42.
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m any im agined as the bed rock  of A m erica’s pluralist society and  political 

culture. But the unin tended consequence of exciting and  legitim ating 

nationalistic sentim ents in reg ions under colonial rule—such as Ireland, 

Vietnam, China or Egypt—th rea tened  A m erica’s own strateg ic  and 

hegem onic ambitions at the p eace  talks.114 In this respect, histories of 

W ilsonianism are  right to point to obvious flaws in his logic of nation building, 

his am biguous application of self-determ ination to nations across the world, 

and  his focus on European claims over and  above all o thers.115

For it to w ork as an organizing principle for redraw ing  the European 

map, national identities had  to a lready  exist, bu t their geopolitical form h ad  to 

b e  translated  into rea l territorial boundaries in o rder to b e  politically 

recognized  by  the international community. Such a system  of definition and 

recognition, it was hoped, w ould change the way geopolitical units re la ted  to 

one another, relying not on the state as defined  by  a  ruling sovereign, bu t on 

liberal self-governing subjects who p o ssessed  a cosm opolitan consciousness

,!4 For more on the spread o f nationalism, see Manella, The Wilsonian Moment, 55-136.
115 For example, as Manella notes, the questions of why colonial holdings such as Egypt, where nationalism 
was already excited, did not receive statehood, while Poland assumed formal statehood from the outset has 
haunted historical assessments o f Wilsonianism and international self-determination. Sovereign nation- 
statehood for those on the European continent and those claiming nation status in colonies or imperial 
holdings o f the world meant two very different things for the conferees and commissioners at Versailles. 
The established great national powers on the continent felt the clash most acutely around questions of 
continental territory and resources. Here, “national interests” seemed both complimented and contradicted 
by the American international vision of a peace based on national self-determination and “peace without 
victory.” Basing a peace on nationality and the interests of nations assured France the recovery of territory 
it had lost to Prussia decades earlier in the Franco-Prussian War. And yet, by the same token, it 
contradicted the French hope to see the Rhineland of Germany parceled off to the victors or created as a 
distinct Saxony state to buffer between the two Great Powers; effectively crushing the regionalist self- 
identity of many in the Alsace-Lorraine region. The same tension emerged for the British, though on a less 
immediate scale, with the assurances that self-determination gave for the reinstatement of Belgium. While 
Belgium provided and important ally and buffer between Britain and the continental national powers, self- 
determination presented a possible problem— and certainly an irritant for many American-Irish and 
liberals—with “the Irish Problem” of colonial and imperial control over Ireland.
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that allow ed them  to check the particu lar and  often provincial pow er of nation

states.

Setf-determination, how ever, p ro d u ced  a  double  b ind  for Am ericans. 

On the one hand, W ilson’s u sag e  of self-determ ination w as m eant to 

com m unicate that liberal internationalism  had  the capacity  to b rea k  with the 

past im perial system  that had, in W ilson’s account at least, culm inated in the 

G reat W ar. But, on the other hand, W ilson’s and m ost o thers’ ideal of the 

liberal, self-governing subject was still seep ly  m oored  to pre-ex isting  racialist 

and  hierarchical thinking that still p laced  white, w estern, liberalized  peop les 

at the apex  of historical developm ent. W ilson m ay not have deep ly  

contem plated  the consequences of this logic for those colonial reg ions, and 

sub-national identities within nations-states that w ere  left in lim bo by  an 

uncertain peace . But the team  of resea rch e rs  that accom panied  him to 

V ersailles certainly gave thought to how to negotiate this bind. And they w ere 

quick to point out their own centrality, as social scientists ra the r than 

statesm en and lawyers, in rendering  visible the criteria  for self-determ ination, 

and  in judging  the m erits of those who claim ed nationhood status.

Among those was C harles Hom er Haskins, a  m edieival historian at 

Harvard and  an adviser to W ilson at Paris. The two h ad  met at Johns Hopkins, 

and  rem ained  friends. At Paris, Haskins actually con tended  that “the principle 

of nationality” was given m ore w eight at the p eace  talks within “its b ro ad e r
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historic sense, than to econom ic or stra teg ic  considerations.”116 Haskin’s 

choice to em phasize the historical d im ension of nationality w as not sim ply 

professional conceit. Rather it speaks to a grow ing consensus am ong social 

scientists across the W estern  w orld, re inforced  by  the applications of 

fledgling nations using the sam e m ethods em ployed  b y  the G reat Pow ers, that 

nationhood was central to international o rd er. The archives of the A m erican 

Com mission to N egotiate Peace and the personal docum ents of those  close to 

the Commission reveal dozens of asp irant nations across Europe, Africa and 

Asia, m otivated b y  their be lief that the US h e ld  the fate and contours of their 

sovereign  futures in its hands. They p e p p e re d  contacts close to the 

comm ission and  the Inquiry with studies, reports, p roposals and  data 

em ploying by  then com m on historical, ethnographic, econom ic and 

geographic  m ethods, and  fram ed using the W ilsonian genera l p rincip le  of 

self-determ ination.117 All this certainly com plicated the p eace  p ro cess  for the 

grea t pow ers, but it had  w ider im plications precisely  becau se  it w as an 

implicit recognition that the transnational p rac tices of the social sciences 

p rov ided  the m echanism s b y  which nationhood could b e  quantified and 

legitim ized. In this sense, the politics of nationalism  and the epistem ological 

authority of the social sc iences becam e mutually constitutive. For the 

Am erican delegation, in particular, it gave the social sciences a w ay to thrust

116 Charles Haskins, Some Problems o f  the Peace Conference (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1922), 19.
117 The record groups containing these reports at the NARA in College Park and Yale University have often 
been cited in specific studies focused on particular nations. For an example of a work that touches on these 
reports see, J. W. Dafoe, “Canada and the Peace Conference o f 1919,” Canadian Historical Review 24 
(1943): 233-248.
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their m ethods and  professional creden tia ls to the co re  of what p e o p le  cam e to 

understand  as m odem  internationalism.

The Preponderance of the Social International Experts from  the Inquiry  
at Paris

The lack of em phasis on “econom ic or strategic considerations” that caught 

Haskins’s attention becam e especially  pronounced, and controversial, with 

the revelation of The League of Nations Covenant. The Covenant w as a p iece  

in the final draft of the V ersailles Treaty that bound  all signors to a “collective 

security ag reem en t” guaranteeing  the  territorial an d  political independence  

of all m em bers. By May 1919, the draft of the Treaty containing the Covenant 

was de livered  to G erm an de legates, who h ad  b e e n  left out of the initial talks 

because  of dom estic political p ressu res  in the a llied  nations. The Germ ans, 

bu ttressed  b y  their own expert social scientists, re tu rned  objections and 

counterproposals to what m any on bo th  sides of the talks ju d g ed  to b e  unfair 

p eace  term s in the Covenant. Max W eber, the m uch-respected  Germ an- 

liberal sociologist, h ad  somewhat gradually  com e to oppose the war, and  he 

jo ined like-m inded academ ics in condem ning the A llies’ failure to 

acknow ledge the shared  guilt and  im perialism  of both  sides of the conflict. 

“W e do not deny  the responsibility of those in pow er before  and  during  the 

w ar,” he argued , “but we believe that all the g rea t pow ers of Europe who 

w ere at w ar a re  guilty.”118 This sentim ent was shared  by  a num ber of 

prom inent academ ics in Britain and  the US, though som e, like G iddings,

118 MacMillan, Paris 1919, 466.

342



m aintained that a  p eace  had  to ensu re  that the w orld’s liberal dem ocracies 

avoided becom ing en tang led  with the  corrupting  force of autocratic states 

like G erm any.119

But m any others close to the peace-p lann ing  groups of the G reat

Pow ers understood  that the division draw n betw een  autocratic and

dem ocratic nation-states d id  not neatly  transpose onto the w artim e division

betw een  the en tente and the central pow ers. Rather, their ‘truly scientific’

approach  m ade room  for the assum ption that all nations h ad  the potential to

retreat back  to the petty, un-transparent and  im perial diplom acy that had

caused  the  G reat W ar in the first p lace. O ne of those w orking with the U.K.

governm ent, the econom ist and  then high-ranking British T reasury  Board

bureaucra t John M aynard Keynes, jo ined  a chorus of influential international

experts expressing  dism ay over the treaty. Like his British colleague Carr,

Keynes focused his disappointm ent with the treaty  on what he  saw  as W ilson’s

failure to rely  on the advice of his experts  throughout the talks.120 “It was

comm only be lieved ,” Keynes later a rg u ed  in his now famous Economic

Consequences o f the Peace,

that the President had  thought out, with the aid of a  la rge
body  of advisers, a com prehensive schem e not only for the
League of Nations, but for the em bodim ent of the Fourteen 
Points in an Actual Treaty of Peace. He had  no plan, no 
schem e, no constructive ideas w hatever ... He could not 
fram e their concrete application to the actual state of 
Europe ... He d id  not rem edy  these  defects b y  seeking aid

119 Franklin H. Giddings, “The Bases of a Just and Enduring Peace,” The Annals o f  the American Academy 
o f  Political and Social Science 72 (1917): 83-88.
120 Haslam, The Vices o f  Integrity, 29.

343



from the collective w isdom  of his lieu tenants.121 

For m any of the non-Am erican experts at the talks in Paris, the experience  

revealed  that the League, and  the com prom ises that W ilson seem ed  willing to 

m ake to secure  it, d id  not rep re sen t the b rea k  with secret diplom acy that had  

b e e n  the pox of im perial state diplom acy. Far from a sym bol of the success of 

W ilson’s m uch-vaunted “new  diplom acy,” the w ay the p ro p o se d  League 

Covenant w as p resen ted  to Germ any, and  p lans to exclude it from the 

organization, ap p ea re d  a be trayal of the liberal principles underp inn ing  a 

m ore rational, b ro ad -b ased  sovereign  o rder. Am erican experts, how ever, 

w ere  am bivalent about the treaty; one account la ter recalled  Shotwell arguing 

that, “there  was m ore questioning of the ‘im posed  trea ty ’ b y  m em bers of the 

British delegation  than by  the A m ericans.”122

Within the Am erican delegation, disappointm ent ap p ea re d  to revolve 

around the unseem ly settlem ent of territorial boundaries that reflected  few or 

none of the ideas they h o p ed  w ould organize the en tire  system . As 

information of w artim e secre t treaties continued to leak out in 1919, and 

W ilson ap p ea re d  to buckle under French and  Italian dem ands for territorial 

adjustm ents that w ere  clearly contraventions of self-determ ination, som e 

com plained that W ilson had  abandoned  the scientistic p rinciples he  lau d ed  to 

his advisors on the George Washington. Shotwell be lieved  that to w ork on “the 

final text in the absence  of G erm any was to lose the perspective  of Europe as

121 John Maynard Keynes, The Economic Consequences o f  the Peace [1919](New York: Skyhorse 
Publishing, 2007), 24.
122 Cited in Dafoe, “Canada and the Peace Conference o f 1919,” 243.
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a whole because  in the very  nature of things the facts, even  if established ,

w ere  seen  only from one side .”123 But, like Shotwell, m any of the  Inquiry

experts seem ed  to also think it inevitab le  that som e  com prom ise w ould b e

m ade of the princip les of open  diplom acy. C harles Seymour, a k ey  figure in

p reparing  data  for the p eace  talks, pu t it this way:

These m en w ere  by  no m eans all-powerful. There is a p rice  to 
b e  p a id  for dem ocratic diplom acy. H ad they b een  as w ise as 
N estor they w ere  still responsib le  to the p eop le  back  hom e. It 
was the paradox  of this w ar w ag ed  in the cause of dem ocracy  
that the very  trium ph of dem ocracy  gave  to chauvinistic public  
opinion a  pow er to determ ine policies which w ere d estin ed  to 
sow the seed s  of another war, w ag ed  again  to save dem ocracy  
... The Peace C onference, rep resen tin g  the dem ocracies, 
reflected  the m ind of the age; it could  not rise m easurab ly  
above its source. That m ind w as dom inated by reactionary  
nostalgia and  a traditional nationalism .124

Thus, while som e Am erican experts  w ere  m uch m ore critical, Shotwell,

Seymour, Isaiah Bowman and m any of the o ther Inquiry experts acted , in part,

as apologists. Even as som e attacked W ilsonianism  as a failure for not m eeting

its own p ro fessed  principles, these  academ ics, Gelfand argues, clung

“tenaciously and inflexibly to W ilsonian princip les in the face of the new

pow er structures rising out of the w ar.” 125

Their clinging to those new  pow er structures reveals just how  invested

the m en of the Inquiry w ere, especially  those who travelled  to Paris, in

W ilson’s prom ise of a w orld of self-determ ined  nations. It suggests that their

123 Ibid.
124 Charles Seymour, Geography, Justice, and Politics at the Paris Conference o f  1919 (New York: The 
American Geographical Society, 1951), 13.
125 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 328.
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identity, as what Jam eson called  “scientific citizen of the w orld”, h in g ed  on 

their ro le of furnishing this princip le  w ith an em pirical underp inn ing .126 Faced 

as they w ere  by  the Bolshevik trea ties appea ling  directly to the p eo p le  vis-a- 

vis the p rincip le  of self-determ ination, the  Am erican foreign policy 

establishm ent understood that the liberal dem ocracies of the A llied pow ers 

would have to not only deal with im pending  territorial d isputes, but also 

contend with the underlying social unrest and  grow ing discontent with the 

system  that had  led  to war, and  which m any felt now th rea tened  to underm ine 

the very  social o rd er of Europe. T here was, indeed , the very  rea l threat of 

new  social revolutions should a p e a c e  too obviously p reserv e  the  pre-w ar 

social o rder. In this context, the Inquiry se rv ed  an im portant function: it filled 

the explanatory vacuum, offering up a vision of scientific self-determ ination.

The vague nature of self-determ ination, along with its ap p ea ls  to social 

scientific explications of social identity  formation, and  social scientific 

m ethods for territorially circum scribing those identities in nation states, 

p rov ided  the conditions of possibility for the Inquiry. Put sim ply, if the w orld 

was to b e  built around self-determ ined nation states—a concept the Inquiry 

he lped  thrust into the Am erican psyche—the Inquiry p ro p o sed  that only its 

own unique, disciplined understanding  of how the social w orld  and  socio

cultural solidarities form ed could  explain  what constituted nations with 

scientific certainty.

126 Morey Rothberg, “John Franklin Jameson and the International Historical Community,” The History 
Teacher 26 (1993): 453.
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This b rings us to the difficult em pirical task of explaining the Inquiry 

and its affect on the concept of nationalism -as-self-determ ination, and  what 

im pact their work had  on policy formation. The reco rds of the Inquiry show 

that by  the sum m er of 1918 the g roup  w as a key p layer in A m erican p eace  

preparations, supplying governm ent departm ents and  Wilson, via House, with 

reports, m aps and pam phlets on reg ions across the world. By June of that 

sum m er, six months after the Inquiry h e lp ed  shape W ilson’s influential 

Fourteen Points Speech, the Military Intelligence Branch (MIB) of the W ard 

Council req u ested  from the group a m ap of the nationalities of Europe, which 

Lippmann grandly  envisioned as a  m ap “from Belgium to P e trog rad  and  from 

the Baltic Sea to Constantinople.”127 As House told the New York Post in April 

of 1918, the pu rpose  of the group was to have “all the data m obilized, so that 

facts and figures could b e  pu lled  out from the total and  brought to b e a r  on any 

phase  of that particular reg ion  or question in o rd er to give an exact p ictu re  of 

it ... this difficulty was m et by  m aking the basis of calculation the least unit of 

governm ent,” and approaching this p rob lem  with “the spirit of m odem  

research  and  scholarly efficiency.”

G eographer Jerem y C ram pton notes that “the Inquiry sought to 

accumulate and m ake intelligible da ta  down to the sm allest available 

geographic unit in what could today b e  called  a  spatial d a ta b ase .”128 As 

Cram pton shows, m aps w ere  im perative to this database. Using the resources

127 Lippmann to House, 20 June 1918 (entry 1, box 7), Inquiry Paper NARA.
128 Jeremy Crampton, “The Cartographic Calculation o f Space: Race Mapping and the Balkans at the Paris 
Peace Conference of 1919,” 737.
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of the Am erican G eographical Society p ro v id ed  b y  Isaiah Bowman, the 

Inquiry not only visualized territorial boundaries, “but also distributions of 

peoples, num ber and local densities of populations, religious, econom ic 

activities, distribution of m aterial resources, trade  routes, bo th  historic and 

potential strategic points, e tc .”129 This inform ation was at the co re  of 

cartographic calculations b road ly  conceived  of as race, but not a he red ita ry  

or fixed notion of race.

Rather, as a m eeting betw een  key  m em bers of the Inquiry in August of 

1918 reveals, now faced with the task of draw ing up a  com prehensive m ap of 

the w orld that reflected  known and possib le  boundaries, the m en of the 

Inquiry understood that because  of the highly contested  nature of racial 

boundaries in a reas such as the Balkans, m aps rep resen ting  racial distribution 

would have to reflect its socio-cultural aspects, o r what Bowman called  its 

“ethnological m eaning,” ra ther than hered ita ry  o n es.130 On the one hand, this 

m eant taking into account historical conditions that c rea ted  a social identity 

am ong a peop le  over time, including variab les such as sh a red  language, 

religion, and race. But, charged  as they  w ere  with the  daunting task to “se t up 

or provide for the setting up of governm ents,” the Inquiry understood  that 

these would have to b e  balanced  against questions of econom ic and  political 

“self-sufficiency,” as well strategic  considerations. A.A. Young argued , for

129 Bowman, “Confidential Information Released for Papers,” 31 December 1918 (box 13), Bowman 
Papers.
130 “Record of the General Conference,” 2 August 1918, Shotwell Papers; Also see Bowman Papers (box 
13.12).
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exam ple, that “there  must b e  som e kind of unity, too, in the considerations of 

econom ic problem s, no less than in topographical prob lem s. T here a re  [sic] 

the g rea test variety  of conceptions as to what constitutes a  ‘w ell ba lanced  

econom ic unity.’”131 For the Inquiry, the question of how to assess and  delimit 

colonial reg ions that w ere  econom ically and  politically dependen t, as w ell as 

strategically im portant to E uropean pow ers, was never far from mind. This 

invited controversy. Robert H. Lord flippantly noted  that “strategic  

considerations are  usually advanced  by  persons who are stealing  som ething 

that does not belong  to them ,” and  p o sed  the difficult question, “Are they  to 

take p reced en ce  over ethnic rights and  popular desire?” Bowman answ ered, 

and  the room  ag reed , that “the strategic  idea has to b e  paid  attention to, even  

if ethnic or other boundary  [sic] is followed. Slight changes in a line m ay 

result in g rea t changes in relative strength .” D espite their g rea tes t efforts at 

reproducib le , scientific precision, their discussions of racial, econom ic, 

political and  strategic boundaries reveals a certain  fluidity b e tw een  what was 

assum ed to b e  historical fact and  m ore contem porary  concerns over pow er. 

As G eorge Beer said, “historical resea rch  should, I think, d ec id e  the necessity  

and the experts in international law the m eans of following out the policies 

deem ed  necessary .”132

The tension g en era ted  by  taking account of contem poraneous strategic 

concerns, alongside historical and  ethnological data  that often con tradicted

131 Ibid
132 Ibid., 8-9.
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these  strategic and  political concerns, c rea ted  a g rea t deal of tension within 

the group and  m ade the reports on con tested  reg ions all the m ore contentious 

and  inconsistent in their presentation . For exam ple, w hile the Inquiry 

em phasized the “raciological” m ake-up of the  population in the d ispu ted  

Fiume territory betw een  Italy and  Yugoslavia, in the Dalmatian reg ion  they 

chose to em phasize “cultural” sim ilitude be tw een  its p eop le  and  Italy. And, 

while Poland was built from the rem nants of th ree  em pires around a shared  

ethno-linguistic identity and  culture, the kingdom  of Czechoslovakia was 

m aintained as a  multi-ethnic state. As W esley J. Reisser has no ted  of the 

understud ied  Black Book c rea ted  b y  the Inquiry for Wilson at the Peace Talks, 

while the social scientists w ere  concerned  with establishing well defined  

nations, “no definition em erg ed  to determ ine what w as w ell-defined, lead ing  

to endless possibilities on what frontiers should b e  p ro p o sed .”133

This am biguity is apparen t in the archives of the Inquiry and the 

Commission to N egotiate Peace. Incipient nations understood  that the 

language of social science was the m ode du  jour for p lead ing  the case  for 

sovereignty. On the one hand, this m eant ga thering  and p resen ting  facts on 

im portant m easurables such as m ineral deposits, the geographical 

distribution of populations, language, religion and econom ies. But, on the 

other hand, aspirant nations also understood  that in som e cases historical 

grievances over the system ic rem oval of one group  and  colonization by

133 Wesley J. Reisser, The Black Book: Woodrow Wilson's Secret Plan fo r  Peace (Plymouth U.K.: 
Lexington Books, 2012).
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another (as in Alsace-Lorraine an d  in som e of the bo rd erlan d s betw een  

Poland and Germ any), as w ell as strategic  concerns about m arginalizing the 

pow er of the dism antled C entral em pires, w ould likely receive  an  ear. The 

result was that reports subm itted  to the Inquiry w ere  substantively 

inconsistent. Yet all used  the  language of geographic, historical, econom ic 

and  ethnographic data, and  there  was a  consistent em phasis on statistical and 

anthropological m ethods for organizing peo p les  into g roups.134

As social scientific experts  acting as the arb iters of nationhood, the 

Inquiry, loosely with its fellow social scientists in other countries, set the 

param eters of acceptable claim s to nationhood, as well as the language and  

m ethods in which such claim s to self-determ ination could b e  couched. In 

providing a way of knowing the nation through social scientific discourses, 

and  creating a la rger community of thought that assen ted  to these  disciplinary 

m echanism s for im agining the nation, it also m ade W ilsonianism  and the 

Am erican state appear m ore cosm opolitan.

They u sed  this scientific cosm opolitanism  to differentiate them selves, 

attach them selves to W ilson’s search  for a different system  of international 

peace, and  then insert them selves in the p rocesses at the Paris talks in 1919. 

Those Inquiry m em bers who accom panied  the diplom ats, law yers, journalists

134 When looked at as a whole, the volume of reports and the methods and presentation used to frame the 
data by both the Inquiry and aspiring nations is remarkable in its convergence and divergence. There is a 
substantial amount of work to be done on this beyond the institutional histories of the Inquiry done by 
Gelfand and Smith. Fore more see the USNA, Records o f the Inquiry, 1914-1919, RG 256.2; USNA, 
Records of the American Commission to Negotiate Peace, 1918-1931, RG 256.3; But see, especially, 
“Series III: Reports and Studies,” and “Series V: Misc. Printed Material, 1913-1927, The Inquiry Papers 
(MS 8), Manuscripts and Archives, Yale University Library.
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and w orld leaders to Paris rece iv ed  u n p reced en ted  access to national 

resou rces and diplom atic channels, and  w ere  often u sed  over and  above the 

diplom ats that se rved  as legalistic-civic international e x p e rts .133 “T here is 

practically no one h igher up now excep t the com m issioners,” Seym our 

boasted . “This sounds cocky, but it is the truth ... w hen w e started , the 

assistant secretaries of the Com m ission and  the Military Intelligence assum ed 

that they w ere  going to give all the advice on policy, taking facts from us 

w hen and  as they w anted them . The conferences w e had  with the President on 

the boat [to Paris] changed  this attitude a little.136 Shotwell, Seymour, and 

Bowman all fondly reca lled  their unparalle led  accession to influence, they 

believed , over the plenipotentiaries. In their post w ar retrospectives, they 

re lished  how their recom m endations often b y p assed  the bureaucracy  of even 

the State Departm ent, arriving directly  on the desk  of P resident W ilson 

through House.137

How they m anaged to do this is a m atter of som e speculation. But if this 

event is trea ted  as part of a continual co-developm ent of social science and 

internationalism  than the grow ing p res tige  of the  social scientists in the 

generation  before the war, their ability to build  authority as purveyors of

135 Margaret O. MacMillan, “Lessons o f History: the Paris Peace Conference of 1919,” O.D. Skelton 
Memorial lecture Series, http://www.intemational.gc.ca/department/skelton_clfl/macmillan-en.asp 
(Accessed 12 May, 2010).
136 “Charles Seymour: Letters from the Paris Peace Conference,” 16 December 1918 (series 2, box 44, 
folder 136), in Charles Seymour Papers. Manuscripts and Archives, Yale University Library. (Hereafter 
referred to as Seymour Papers); For more on Bowman’s direct influence on the peace makers and their 
geographical mentalities see, Charles Seymour, “Geography, Justice, and Politics at the Paris Conference of 
1919, Bowman Memorial Lectures, (New York, The American Geographical Society, 1951), 9-10.
137 Josephson, Shotwell and the Rise o f  Internationalism, 52.
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useful know ledge to ad d ress  the social and  industrial p rob lem s facing the 

A m erican state, can b e  seen  as in tegral to their displacem ent of the traditional 

functionaries of Am erican foreign policy. This was bo th  m ore an d  less than an 

institutional p rocess. Less because  there  w as no perm anen t hom e for the 

social scientists in state cen tred  A m erican foreign policy—in d ee d  there  could 

not be , by  definition, given their in terest in staying at arm s’ leng th  from the 

state. But it was m ore because  it forever changed  the intellectual b a ses  for 

understanding  international relations, how ever m uch the instrum ents of 

policym aking rem ained  officially housed  in the State D epartm ent o r the W hite 

House. Am erican social scientists during  the  w ar undercut legalistic and  

diplom atist p recep ts, those which had  b een  the b ed ro ck  of civic 

internationalism  since the late Reconstruction Era, as guiding p rincip les for 

internationalism  at Paris. The social internationalism  that rep la ce d  it reflected  

the disciplinary boundaries of the increasingly  w ell-defined disciplines that 

m ade up social scientific research . Even the system  of commissions, w hen one 

looks at the rosters of the A m erican Peace Envoy, w ere  d iv ided  into sections 

that reflected  em ergen t disciplines—history, geography , politics,

anthropology, and to a less refined  extent sociology and econom ics—m aking 

it difficult for jurists and  diplom ats who had b e e n  pu lled  from  the inside the 

state m achinery to participate  in know ledge production and  represen ta tion  

before it was fed to the p len ipo ten tiaries.138

138 “Map of the Secretary of the Commission” (series 3, box 187), House Papers. Also see Jeremy 
Crampton for more on the consequences of structuring the secretariat this way, “The Cartographic
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The new  social scientific experts  certainly d id  not hand le  all issues at 

Paris. The Inquiry was not, b y  any account, “the dom inant o rgan  in the 

p roceed ings of Am erican C om m ission.” And as Gelfand has rightly  observed , 

“the small staff was at all tim es ou tnum bered  by  personnel draw n from the 

State D epartm ent and  o ther civil departm ents at W ashington, not to m ention 

military staff who se rved  as technical adv isers.”139 This ag ita ted  m any of the 

Inquiry experts, of course, who h ad  h ad  g rea te r h opes for the ir p resen ce  at 

the talks. Many also voiced  frustration over being , at times, fo rced  to w ork in 

silos, and  left in the dark  about what w as happening  in negotiations. But most 

in the Inquiry felt that what the organization lacked  in num bers at Paris was 

m ore than m ade up for in access and  influence. M oreover, they  be lieved  that 

what they brought to the talks was infinitely m ore im portant, for W ilson’s 

social internationalism, than what was offered by  diplom ats and  lawyers. That 

is, the issues that concerned  them , such as the p rob lem  of em ergen t nations, 

self-determ ination, social solidarity, the standardization of international 

labour norms, w ere the m ost burn ing  and  significant issues u n d er discussion.

Bowman, am ong the m ost vociferous positivists in the Inquiry, claim ed

to have realized, early on, the new ness and the far-reaching consequences of

their particular social scientific rationality in determ ining sovereignty  and

international order. With the war,

[a] profound change ... took p lace  in the spiritual and  m ental 
attitudes of the p eop le  that com pose this new  world. There

Calculation of Space: Race Mapping and the Balkans at the Paris Peace Conference o f 1919,” 745-748.
139 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 322-323.
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cam e into be ing  a critical spirit of inquiry into causes, of 
challenge to a w orld  inherited  from the past, of profound 
distrust of m any existing institutions. The effects of the w ar 
w ere  so far-reaching that it was in d eed  a new  w orld in which 
m en found them selves.”140

Part of the basis for the optim ism  these  m en felt on their way to Europe w as a

function of their experience  in P rogressive politics back  hom e. Having grow n

up intellectually and  professionally in  Roosevelt’s heady  era, w atching

business and  labour lead ers  w ork to reconcile  their seem ingly  irreconcilab le

interests, Bowman, Shotwell and  their allies had  com e to be lieve  that the

deep ly  roo ted  sources of all conflict—econom ic and  social inequities—could

b e  reso lved  through the application of d isin terested  hum an intelligence. The

problem , he  argued, w as that 1 9th-century p e ac e  m ovem ents lacked

“practical politics,” and  this had  ex p re ssed  itself in the limp Hague

C onferences of 1899 and 1907, which h ad  done nothing “to lessen  the scope

of the horrors of w ar.” The “w hole p rob lem  of w ar,” Shotwell wrote,

dem anded

a thoroughly objective, scientific study of the war, not from the 
military standpoint of strategy, but as a vast d isturb ing  
phenom enon. This idea  of dealing  with the im pact of w ar on 
econom ic and  social life seem ed  to b e  a m ore realistic 
approach  to the p rob lem  of international p e a c e .141

In this sense, what Shotwell m eant b y  “realistic” was the abandonm ent of

legalism  p e r  se  and  the search  for a new  approach  to internationalism

grounded  in the actual social experiences of citizens. W hat the new  social

140 Isaiah Bowman, The New World: Problems in Political Geography (New York: World Book, 1928), 1.
141 James T. Shotwell, Long Way to Freedom (Indianapolis: Bobbs Merrill, 1960), 426.
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sciences offered, if anything at all, w as an  ability to drive to the root of hum an 

behaviour, in individual and  social forms, while avoiding the m echanistic 

determ inism  that cam e from see ing  hum ans either, on  the one hand, as solely 

biological beings, or on the other, through  the lens of the airy idealism  of 19th 

century p ro g ress  that left everyth ing  to fate o r destiny. The social sciences 

p u rpo rted  to understand  hum an action p rec ise ly  as a m eans of giving such 

action a sense  of rational pu rpose . That is, the future w as m ade b y  self- 

conscious decisions, and b e tte r  decisions could  only b e  m ade  if the true 

underpinnings of hum an action w ere  understood. No diplom at o r law yer 

could do that.

Throughout his m em oirs an d  la te r writing, Shotwell reflec ted  on John 

Bates C lark’s w ork on the new ly estab lished  C arnegie Foundation for 

International Peace. This work, Shotwell argued , was a pivotal m om ent in the 

conduct of international relations and  its m ove tow ards a m ore rational, truly 

scientific foundation. Clark, Shotwell claim ed, w as “The voice of pure  

reason ,” and  “never spoke with g re a te r  authority in the social and  political 

sc iences.”142 As such, Shotwell p ro p o se d  that C lark’s work c rea ted  a m ore 

rational foundation on which to govern  society and the state, b y  negotiating 

the gap  betw een  labour and  capital, m ethodologically b len d in g  econom ics 

and history to pave the way for a form of liberalism  that, in the most 

p rogressive  of styles, was “an instrum ent of liberation” not “an apology for 

things as they w ere .” Holding up C lark as his m odel of international academ ic

142 James T. Shotwell, “John Bates Clark, 1847-1938,” Political Science Quarterly 53 (1938), 243, 239-24.
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cooperation, Shotwell p ro p o sed  that his refocusing of the C arnegie 

Endowm ent away from the legalism  of The H ague an d  toward the g rea t socio

econom ic question of g lobal in te rdependence , called  into question the 

“validity of international war, not b y  the pacifist refusal to fight, but by  the 

consequences of the very  accep tance of the p rincip le  that is an  instrum ent of 

policy.” 143

For those who p rid ed  them selves on be ing  part of this new  co rps of 

internationalist intellectuals, the legalistic vision (including a  central ro le  for 

The Hague as a body  for enforcem ent while resp ec tin g  sovereignty) seem ed  

a m usty product supported  by  an old  w ay of thinking about diplom acy that 

W ilson and his new  social scientists could potentially  collapse as the central 

pillar of liberal internationalism . Shotwell, like W ilson and Bowman, v iew ed 

legalism  through the sam e lens he  used  to look at orthodox econom ics: as a 

species of a dated, if not reactionary, understand ing  of hum an action. On their 

own, these w ere  parochial forms of know ledge, m ere  m ethodologies b ased  

on antiquated notions of natural law. But they dem anded  a rigorous, scientific 

m ind to synthesize and discover the m ore basic  social laws that app lied  across 

cultural and geographical boundaries. These social internationalists w ere  not

143 Ibid., 427. In 1911, Clark had recast the research program o f the fledgling Carnegie Endowment for 
International peace (which was established in 1910 making it among the first non-state international organ 
for peace in the US) pulling together the largest assemblage of economic data ever and an international 
community of economic experts from eleven countries who met that year in Europe. Focusing on the 
interstices of economics and history, the meeting of these experts set out on a project so large that it was 
interrupted by the war in 1914, and taken back up by Shotwell in the interwar period to be released as a 
massive one 150 volume work titled an Economic and Social History o f  the War. For a broader history of 
Darwinist arguments for and against war as a means for progress see David Paul Crook, Darwinism, War, 
and History: The Debate Over the Biology o f  War from the “Origin o f  Species ” to the First World War 
(New York: Cambridge University Press, 1994), 11, 30, 123-144.
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defenders of radicalism , b e  it Bolshevism or pacifism. Nor w ere  they 

defenders of the conservative nationalism  and  isolationist exceptionalism  that 

had  defined  m uch of civic internationalism  an d  which would again  becom e 

the status quo in the US after the war. Instead, by  the  end  of the  w ar it was 

c lear that the Inquiry experts who a ttended  Paris saw  their style of social 

internationalism —validated as it w as b y  finding a cham pion in W ilsonianism — 

as a  m ore realistic, m oderate m iddle w ay b e tw een  extrem es in the m od em  

industrial world. Their experience  in A m erican life before the w ar and  la te r in 

Paris h ad  proven  it.

As was the case with those from other nations, A m erica’s “ex p e rts” at 

the p eace  talks have generally  b e e n  trea ted  as a cohesive g ro u p .144 This 

com prehensive m oniker has included businessm en, law yers, academ ics, 

professional diplom ats, bu reaucrats and  politicians, who a re  som etim es 

p resen ted  as com bining their expertise , and  triangulating their varied  

perspectives, to arrive at a robust vision of a  problem , and  a multi

dim ensional p lan  for achieving a sh a red  goal. But the range  of suggestions 

p ro p o sed  for how to “d o ” internationalism , and  the varied  reactions to and 

interpretations of self-determ ination within this new  internationalism , reveals 

a  less than harm onious relationship b e tw een  these  “experts .” T here was, 

indeed , an im portant battle  am ong them  to control the m antle of “e x p e rt”

144 See especially MacMillian’s cursory assessment o f the experts in, Paris 1919, 3-16. Gelfand is less 
guilty of a superficial exploration of different constituencies, but even his account seems more interested in 
measuring the value of the expertise by contemporary-functional standards, and with their institutional 
structure within that framework, than with asking what forms o f knowledge were at play or with 
elaborating on key variances as a way to point at a the larger development of internationalism in the US.
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itself.

As previously explored , by  the turn of the  20th century, social 

internationalism  was em erg ing  in liberal and  p rog ressive  circles as a 

d ivergent alternative to the legalistic and  m ore restrictive vision of civic 

internationalists. Both civic and social internationalists had  b e e n  concerned  

with the restructuring of an international befo re  the  war and  im agined  a 

variety  of institutions, system s an d  p rac tices that could  facilitate 

internationalism  and arrive at an assu red  collective security. But the 

institutional and  m ethodological m eans  that each  g roup  im agined  cem enting 

this collective security and  international community varied  in im portant ways.

C anadian journalist John W. Dafoe pu t his finger on  this distinction 

several years after the talks. He n o ted  that the “d ivergences b e tw een  the 

Fourteen Points and  the text of the treaty  as fashioned b y  the various su b 

commissions w ere  largely  the result of recom m endations to P residen t W ilson 

by  his own experts .”145 Importantly, Dafoe w as not in te rested  in businessm en, 

diplom ats, or jurists in the Am erican delegation , pointing specifically instead  

to Haskins and Shotwell. Dafoe recognized  that the social scientists W ilson 

brought to the talks provided, knowingly or unknowingly, a  sort of firewall 

betw een  the Am erican President and  the decisions m ade at the negotiating 

table. On the one hand, they furnished data for decisions about who would 

becom e a nation, w here boundaries would b e  settled, and what criteria  would 

b e  used  to define a nation. They also c rea ted  a  sense of abstract determ inism

145 Dafoe, “Canada and the Peace Conference of 1919,” 241-242.
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and objectivism  to otherw ise political inquiries, that few could com bat without 

be ing  accused  of be ing  political on m atters A m ericans w ere  try ing to settle 

objectively. W ilson and  his social scientists seem ed  m ore easily  ab le  to justify 

things like the exclusion of G erm any from  the talks, Dafoe argued , and  this in 

turn led  to the cursory dism issal of m any concerns from fledgling dom inion 

nation-states like C anada, to say  nothing of a  continued genera l ignorance 

and hubris am ong the A m ericans on colonial m atters.

Treating all issues as “the logical and  inevitable consequences of an 

existing situation and of the historical forces which had p ro d u ced  it,” thus 

c rea ted  a  false certainty am ong arm chair investigators. They w an ted  to 

explain international relations using social variab les such as ethnicity, 

language, econom ics, geography , and  culture, that they defined  and  then 

held  up as universal, determ ining forces.146 D afoe’s sense  of the rising 

em phasis on socio-historical forces, and  use of social scientists tra ined  to see 

these conditions, suggests a b ro ad  percep tion  that the re ign ing  logic of 

international relations—the ontology of internationalism —w as changing  at 

Versailles. As Haskins’ sense that historical accounts of “nationality” h ad  m ore 

weight than strategic considerations im plies, this new know ledge u sed  to 

envision the international was a  reflection of A m erica’s own sense  of the 

nation-state and who was best qualified to govern.

This difference over the sources of legitim ate know ledge about 

governance helps explain why so m any diplom ats, lawyers, politicians and

146 Ibid., 243.

360



even, though to a lesse r extent, econom ists left the Paris talks feeling p assed  

over for what many, both  in the U.S. and  around the  world, d e rid e d  as the 

am ateur statesm anship of academ ics.147 O pposition from anti-League 

conservatives on the right and  rad ical pacifists on the  left has b e e n  the focus 

of m ost historical attention given to attacks on W ilsonianism. But there  was 

also a rem arkable  amount of backroom  grum bling  and disenfranchisem ent 

am ong pro-League conservatives and liberals inside the W ilson governm ent 

who felt pushed  aside b y  the new  social scientific ex p erts .148 W hile Lansing 

publicly re-sta ted  support for the Treaty of V ersailles and W ilson’s approach, 

he  privately bem oaned  the State D epartm ent’s m arginalization arguing  that 

the p residen t had  failed to listen to his rea l experts, thereby  creating  a lack  of 

clarity about how to best define contested  E uropean  boundaries.149 W hat 

Lansing refused  to acknow ledge, how ever, was that Wilson was listening to 

experts—just not the ones he  v iew ed as part of an  estab lished  and  often 

partisan-identified political establishm ent.

Scholars have po in ted  out that W ilson’s relationship to law, both  as a 

profession and as a b inding  institution within liberalism ’s social contract 

tradition, was a deep ly  am bivalent one. Though he p rac ticed  as a law yer for a

147 There objections are startlingly reminiscent o f the reservations of European great powers like Germany 
at The Hague Conference in 1899. See Chapter Three for this episode according to A.D. White.
148 “Predict Debate on Bullitt Testimony: Anti-League Senators Want to Use it to Show Clash in Cabinet,” 
New York Times, September 14, 1919.
149 “Peace Envoys Scoff at Bullitt's Story; American Delegates In Paris Ridicule Suggestion That Lansing 
Should Resign.” New York Times, September 17, 1919; Lansing, The Peace Negotiations, 202. See John A. 
Thompson, Reformers and War: American Progressive Publicists and the First World War (Cambridge 
University Press, 2003), 43-82 and 261-268 for more on the inner-political wrangling o f the Wilson 
administration and their balancing of Progressive opinion with more conservative nationalists.
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y ear and  often exhorted  the  benefits of international law, W ilson’s 

experience, according to historian John Thom pson “h ad  not given him a high 

view  of the qualities req u ired .” He com plained  early  in his professional life 

that “a m an must becom e a m ere  law yer to su cceed  at the b a r...a n d  must, 

m oreover acquire a  most ignoble sh rew dness at overcom ing the 

unprofessional tricks an d  underhand  com petition of sneaking  pe ttifoggers.”150 

From the p e rio d  of A m erican neutrality to the Peace C onference, this 

apparen t p rejud ice  against law yers and  the  profession was consistent. 

“W ilson d isp layed ,” Thom pson claims, “little pa tience  with the niceties of 

international law  regard ing  w ar at sea  that so concerned  Lansing...(him self a 

professional law yer).” A nd by  “Paris in 1919, Lansing was b y  his own account 

‘deep ly  incensed ’ w hen W ilson flatly declared , ‘I d o n ’t want law yers drafting 

this treaty .’”151

One cannot, perhaps, p in  too m uch on W ilson’s professional aversions, 

but clearly the absence  of a recognizable continuity betw een  the legalistic 

tradition of what I have called  civic internationalism  (which anchored  the 

successes of The H ague Convention in 1899) and the  international fram ework 

suggested  by  Wilson, has historians struggling to m ake sense  of w here 

W ilson first got the idea  for Article X of the League of Nation's Covenant and  

how he im agined it b e in g  ba lanced  in a larger, m ore globally inclusive 

framework. Article X em bod ied  what w e w ould now  call collective security,

150 Wilson to Robert Bridges, 29 April 1883. PWW, 2: 343.
151 John A. Thompson, “Woodrow Wilson and a World Governed by Evolving Law,” The Journal o f  Policy 
History 20(2008): 114.
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calling for “m em bers to respec t and  p rese rv e  as against ex ternal aggression  

the territorial integrity and existing independence  of all States m em bers of 

the League.”152 Early in the drafting process, House gave Lansing a  draft of 

the Treaty. Lansing, echoing o thers close to the  President, found the 

docum ent “to b e  crude  and  to lack know ledge of The Hague C onventions.”153 

W arren Kuehl and  historical realists have ca rried  forw ard the old Bullitt- 

Keynes criticism  that the Covenant’s clauses failed  to offer substantial 

provisions that w ould actually p reven t conflict or b reach es  b e tw een  m em bers 

by  understanding the im portance of legalistic m echanism s that w ere  enforced  

b y  nations with the rea l pow er to police infractions. Article XI failed to offer 

“any automatic obligation to act against b reach es of the  p e a c e ,” and Articles 

XII through to XV p ro p o sed  that m em ber states w ould ag ree  to arbitration or, 

conditionally, subm it to an international court. W hile this seem ed  like a 

legalistic recourse  within the eventual Treaty and  Covenant for the League, 

Kuehl argues that “the C ovenant’s clauses on these  points, how ever, d id  not 

reflect the thinking of most contem porary  internationalists” who had 

“re leg a ted  arbitration, for instance, to an insignificant p lace  by  1919.” 

Instead, he  continues, w here “conservative internationalists [e.g. the League 

to Enforce Peace] d id  include arbitration in their plans they su g g ested  the use

152 David Hunter Miller, The Drafting o f  the Covenant. 2 vols, (New York: Putnam’s Sons Co., 1923), 226, 
137.
153 Cited in George Curry, “Woodrow Wilson, Jan Smuts, and the Versailles Settlement,” American 
Historical Review 66 (1961): 978.
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of H ague M achinery.”154 But even  this was little m ore than a  sym bolic n od  to 

the civic-legal internationalists because, as Kuehl argues, the clauses in the 

Covenant “offer no ev idence  that the draftsm en at Paris fully com prehended  

the aims of the legalists,” and  a clause on just who could  re fe r a  d ispute to the 

international court and  what constituted a  “justiciable  question” w as actually 

rem oved  from the trea ty  in the drafting stage, with little opposition from the 

Am ericans or British.155

It is c lear that while legalistic m echanism s for internationalism  w ere  

u sed  and discussed at Paris, the multitude of A m erican civic-legalistic g roups 

who hoped  to influence the architects of A m erican internationalism  w ere 

trea ted  by  W ilson as tacit support for an organization tout court, and  w ere  not 

consulted on the m echanism s or fram ework such an organization should take 

on. Much has b e en  m ade of how the decision to m arginalize legalist concerns 

with enforcem ent and guardianship  of sovereignty w as a foolish oversight by  

Wilson, forsaking a w ell-established internationalist m ovem ent.156

154 Warren F. Kuehl, Seeking World Order: The United States and International Organization to 1920 
(Nashville: Vanderbilt University Press, 1969). 277-278.
155 Kuehl, Seeking World Order, 270-79.; Lowell to Root, 18 August 1916, Lowell Papers, Harvard MSS; 
Miller, Drafting, II, 700.
156 Stephen Wertheim, “The League That Wasn’t: American Designs for a Legalist-Sanctionist League of 
Nations and the Intellectual Origins o f International Organization, 1914-1920,” Diplomatic History 5 
(2011): 797-836. Wertheim makes the timely and important observation, though within a limited historical 
scope, that the League to Enforce Peace and other legalistic organs constituted a “legalist-sanctionism” 
tradition in the 1914-1920. Not entirely antagonistic to Wilsonianism, these two major frameworks were 
the core of pro-league American internationalism, and he explains them as strained by different 
philosophical-intellectual noting that “Legalist-sanctionists, in sum, prioritized the accretion of law, as 
decided by courts and backed by force; Wilson, the accretion o f habit, as divined and proclaimed by 
politicians.” This author doubts the emphasis placed on Wilson’s faith in the politician per se. Rather, 
additional attention must be given to Wilson’s belief that certain kinds o f knowledge, harnessed by the 
politician, were capable of a more cosmopolitan view of the world that was simultaneously in the nation
state but of the world. Nonetheless, Wertheim’s distinction holds within the grander framework laid out 
here, and tracing the development of civic versus social internationalism in liberal internationalism. Also
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W ilsonianism re jec ted  these things, not b ecau se  it w as an idealistic 

internationalism , nor d id  it reject, fundam entally, the  approach  of Roosevelt 

and  the legalists. The real im petus, I p ropose , w as an epistem ological 

difference and a shift in m entalities over the p ro p e r  foundations of know ledge 

about governance, which m anifested them selves in d eb a tes  over what 

institutions o r disciplines could b est rep re sen t the international and  nations in 

that international world.

By 1919 and  1920, m any of these  sam e experts  a rgued  that a reversion  

to conservative, parochial, nationalist thinking in Am erica had  scuttled 

W ilsonianism. Seym our a rgued  that the defeat of the Treaty and, b y  extension, 

the League of Nations, by  the US Senate re p re se n te d  a resu rgence  of the old 

diplom acy and a rejection of an open  diplom acy that could p reven t wars. 

Plucking at A m ericans’ sense of exceptionalism , Seym our a rg u ed  that the US 

could not “claim as a nation to have b e e n  m ore far-seeing and  altruistic. The 

Senate d eb a tes  w ere tinged  with pu re  national self-interest. It w as all thought 

of in term s of n ineteenth  century  security an d  p rosperity .”157 W ilson h ad  not 

be tray ed  his principles, Seym our contended: the peop le  of Europe and 

Am erica had  b e tray ed  him  by  reverting  to narrow -m inded national 

sovereignty ra ther than reach ing  for an  internationalism  built on reasoned  

social scientific principles that knew  no state boundaries. Even befo re  the 

war, Beer w arned  that Am ericans d id  not understand  the im m inence and

see, Knock, To End All Wars, 192, 258 for an assessment of partisan divisions between Republican 
dominated legalist groups and Wilson.
157 Charles Seymour, “Geography, Justice and Politics at the Paris Conference of 1919,” 15.
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desirability  of such an international consciousness:

This concept of state sovereignty  is a  p redom inant 
characteristic of m od em  nationalism . It is to a great ex tent a 
philosophical and  legal fiction inherited  from a different past 
and  out of accord  with m o d em  facts. It d ivides the w orld  into 
sharply seg reg a ted —and  from the social and  econom ic 
standpoint, largely  artificial—politico-legal units...All states 
a re  in varying d e g re e s  infected with this self-regarding  
nationalism  which is the fundam ental cause of the p resen t w ar 
and which will cause further catastrophes in the  future unless 
the state can b e  effectively controlled  by  som e form of world- 
organization. A pparently  such a consum m ation cannot b e  fully 
realized  for a considerab le  time, b ecau se  the sense  of 
international obligation and  responsib ility .. .is m ore o r less 
undeveloped  in all s ta tes.158

Shotwell, Seymour, Bowman, and  Beer, like m ost of the  other Inquiry p layers

who travelled  to Paris, h ad  a c lear m essage that carried  through their time

there  and over into their post-w ar com m entaries. Social scientists offered a via

media  be tw een  the ex trem es of atavistic conservative nationalism  and  radical

bolshevism  or pacifism. Social science, they believed , p rov ided  the

rationalization for an international consciousness that w ould assure  p eace

because  it was b a sed  on an understand ing  of the social conditions that caused

the war, the true in te rd ep en d en ce  of m odem  society, and  the  evolution of

society away from prim itive expressions of m artial spirit. All these  w ere

n e ed e d  to shape the peace .

In their correspondence , d iaries and official comm unications, social 

science was harkened  as that which could provide politicians and  the public 

with the standards and  norm s, the very  language of culture, history,

158 George Louis Beer, “America’s International Responsibility and Foreign Policy,” Annals o f  the 
American Academy o f  Political and Social Science 66 (1916): 72.
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population and  society, that seem ed  everyw here  applicab le  and  therefore 

ab le  to rise  above provincial, national concerns. Diplomatic relations betw een  

governm ents w ere  not enough to en su re  p e a c e  b ecau se  even  the 

dem ocratically e lec ted  politicians serv ing  the in terests of one electorate  

inevitably w orked  against those of another population. Nor w ere  the efforts by  

labour o r business any better; A m erican experts po in ted  to these  g roups as 

inevitably in terested  in their own selfish causes. Reaching across oceans 

through scientific organizations and  influencing governm ents through 

em pirical and  un-ideological data, the hope of m any of the Inquiry experts  at 

Paris was of an international w here  liberal intellectuals—n ev er advocates for 

one sphere  of life, b e  it business, labour, politics, law—offered the intellectual 

rigor and  authority that could se e  beyond  states while still w eighing their 

interests.

Seen through the lens of the longer historical developm ent of social 

science and  internationalism , the W ilsonian m om ent must b e  seen  as just that: 

a single m om ent in a la rger battle for governm ental authority b e tw een  an 

internationalism  built around fixed legalistic or racialist w ays of thinking 

about the world, and an internationalism  built on a  view of nations and  other 

social categories of analysis as contingent social structures. In and  of itself, 

W ilsonianism and the Inquiry w ere  not the radical b reak  with past Am erican 

visions of internationalism  one m ight b e  tem pted  to see. Instead, 

W ilsonianism is m erely  an exclam ation point that punctuates an on-going 

battle to control the governance of internationalism  by  controlling the very
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know ledge u sed  to define the international. In this light, the dynam ics and 

com prom ises the p reced in g  p ag es  have m ap p ed  out in looking at the Inquiry 

point tow ards consistent attem pts to ba lance  these  two world view s b y  taking 

on the ideal of contingent social structures bu t also m aintaining the  principle 

of A m erican exceptionalism . The Inquiry, like the New Historians, the ethical 

econom ists and  the W ashington circle befo re  them, h e lp ed  develop  a form of 

internationalism , one which is often carica tu red  as W ilsonianism, into an 

inclusive, assimilative system  that im agined  all societies as necessarily  

developing  tow ards the exceptionally liberal state form; a state  form that 

Am erica a lready  em bodied .
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C h a p ter  S ix
S e c r e c y  a n d  S c i e n t i s m :  R a d i c a l i s m  a n d  S e l f  D i s c i p l i n e  in  t h e  
I n q u ir y

Sidney M ezes knew that b e in g  cautious cam e with his job. Recently 

p lucked from an unrem arkable ca ree r as an adm inister and teach e r of 

philosophy, the serving p residen t of City C ollege of New York w as a sk ed  in 

the sum m er of 1917 to head  a secretive organization that w ould com e to b e  

known sim ply as “the Inquiry.”1 Given the task b y  his brother-in-law  and 

President W oodrow W ilson’s personal aid, Colonel Edw ard House, M ezes 

faced a new  set of logistical and  adm inistrative hurd les that w ere  familiar to a 

college adm inistrator in som e ways: he  w as m anaging people; sc reen ing  

applicants; and  judging  intellectual m erit and  rigor. But he w as now sad d led  

with the responsibility  and stress that cam e from keep ing  secre ts—and  the 

general confidentiality associated with w orking on state interests. M ezes 

knew the potential public and  electoral scrutiny that his actions m ight com e 

under should things b e  poorly m anaged  or go w rong. It was enough  to m ake 

any adm inistrator cautious2 M ezes w as especially  so when it cam e to 

receiving applications like the letter that lan d ed  on his desk on O ctober 5, 

1917. The note w as well written and  the credentials im pressive. But it 

contained som e im portant tell-tale indicators that the applicant could  not, b y  

any stretch, b e  w elcom ed into the organization that Mezes, Jim Shotwell,

1 House to Wilson, 21 June 1917 (series 1, box 121), House Papers.
2 For Sidney Mezes’s overview of the formation o f the Inquiry see, “A Brief Account of the Origin and 
Development of The Inquiry,” (series 3, box 3), Inquiry Papers Yale.
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Isaiah Bowman, and  W alter Lippmann h ad  b e e n  told to staff with only the most 

“trusted  m en.”

“May I enquire  w hether you could m ake use of m e in the w ork that you

are  beginning  for the G overnm ent,” the le tte r’s author asked:

The new spaper accounts are contradictory  bu t if there  is any 
sort of p reparato ry  work to b e  done  looking toward the 
settlem ent that must com e som etim e, and  I could  b e  
serv iceab le  in it, I should b e  very  g lad . I think I have som e 
qualifications...Twenty years of teaching  econom ics and  
sociology at W ellesley C o llege...a  years graduate  study in 
Paris and  another in Berlin have left m e (though rusty now in 
speak ing  them) with a good  com m and of French and G erm an 
for read ing  and translation. I spen t two and  a half years in 
study preparato ry  to my book  on Slavic immigration. This 
involved considerable firsthand acquaintance with the 
conditions and  problem s— especially the problem s o f  
nationality ... My special interest has long  b e e n  in p rob lem s of 
nationalism  and now above all in the different phases of the 
international problem . My m onths spen t in Stockholm in 1916 
with the Neutral Conference w ere a very  valuable experience; 
so too was the mission on which I was sent by  the C onference 
of W omen at the H ague... I should b e  g lad  to have a chance to 
answ er questions and would try  to b e  absolutely candid. I do 
not n e ed  to point out that in tim es like these  everyone who 
does not live in a  shell is liable to gross m isrepresentations and  
that no o n e’s views or acts can b e  ju d g ed  by  hearsay ... I am 
ready to go anywhere or do anything that will best serve  the 
cause of ultimate p eace  and  good  w ill... —E.G.B.3

Mezes was unfamiliar with the initials o r credentials an d  prom ptly fo rw arded

the application to his colleague, W alter Lippmann. The reply  he  got was short:

“My d e a r Doctor M ezes ‘E.G.B.’ is Professor Emily G reene Balch.”4

3 Emily Green Balch to Colonel House, 5 October 1917 (box 1), Sidney Mezes Papers, Rare Book & 
Manuscript Library, Columbia University (emphasis added). (Hereafter referred to as Mezes Papers).
4 Walter Lippmann to Sidney Mezes, 16 October 1917 (box 1), Mezes Papers.
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Emily Balch h ad  m et with Colonel House m any times befo re  the w ar. 

Through h e r close friend, Jane Addam s, she h ad  developed  an extensive 

correspondence  with the Presidential advisor.5 Before that, at a young age, 

she had  m ade a  nam e for herself in im portant progressive, pragm atist, liberal, 

and socialist circles through vigorous m unicipal activism and as a rigorous 

sociologist—areas she  m ixed to g rea t effect. Balch’s work with the settlem ent 

house m ovem ent, and  on works like Public Assistance o f the Poor in France 

(1893) and A Study o f Conditions o f City Life (1903), brought h e r into the inner- 

circle of prom inent feminists and  reform ers like Addam s, with whom  she 

served  as an Am erican delegate  at the C ongress of W omen at The H ague in 

1915, and w orked  on the subsequent establishm ent the W om en’s International 

League for Peace and  Freedom . Balch w as also known as a form idable 

scholar, b e in g  the first Am erican wom an student to receive a scholarship for 

doctoral study in G erm any and France, briefly  studying sociology with Albion 

Small at the University of Chicago (the first sociology departm ent in the US), 

and by  publishing the still canonical sociological study Our Slavic Fellow  

Citizens (1910), which exp lored  the lives of Slavic peop les in Europe and  

America in cultural ra ther than the m ore in-vogue scientific-racialist term s. 

Balch was not one to seek  out d irect confrontation, bu t was quick to len d  h e r 

expertise  as a social scientist to debates, especially  on  questions of

5 For Balch’s correspondence with House see House Papers (series 1, box 10, folder 283).
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nationalism and  internationalism .6 Yet—or rather, because  of these

associations—she w as also an extrem ely controversial figure, especially  for a 

secretive organization that w as supposed  to b e  quietly en gaged  in scientific 

work.

And so, Balch’s letter, like almost every  o ther of the hundreds of 

letters and applications sent to the Inquiry b y  school teachers, political 

followers, m ilitary m en, and  university professors, rece ived  the standard  

reply: “Colonel E.M. House is so busy at p resen t, especially  with the 

prelim inaries of his new  assignm ent, that h e  is unab le  to answ er 

co rrespondence” and  has “asked  m e to acknow ledge and thank you for your 

letter...to  say that it will b e  p laced  on file for future re fe rence .”7 But Balch was 

not one to accep t platitudes. She rep lied , “I trust that this will not b e  a m erely  

perfunctory p ig en  [sic] holing, but that b y  the  New Year at latest, som e w ay to 

m ake use of m e m ay b e  found.”8 She also took the unusual step  of requesting  

reference le tters from close associates a lready  w orking within the m achinery

6 Geoffrey Stone, Perilous Times: Free Speech in Wartime from  the Sedition Act o f 1798 to The War on 
Terrorism, (New York: Norton, 2004), 151-152. Before submitting her application to the Inquiry, the then- 
Wellesley professor had testified before a Congressional committee where she challenged the “Disaffection 
Provision” proposed within the Seditions Act of 1917. Balch argued that “disaffection” was too abstract a 
notion to base any law on and that a sense of dissatisfaction with authorities was neither a charge that could 
be proven, nor a necessarily negative effect in any democracy. Disaffection was so vague it would easily 
stoke “war hysteria,” she warned, and no judge or jury could be expected to rise above that hysteria for fear 
of also being accused of fomenting disaffection. For Balch, the ability o f established or power hungry 
national interests to exploit vague laws and to sweep up society into emotive whirlwinds was sociologically 
predictable and too obvious a threat to be considered controversial. See also Mary Jo Deegan, “A Very 
Different Vision of Jane Addams and Emily Greene Balch: A comment on ‘Nobel Peace Laureates, Jane 
Addams and Emily Greene Balch,’” The Journal o f  Women's History 7 (1995): 6-26, by Harriet Hyman 
Alonso.
7 Mezes to Balch, 19 October 1917 (boxl), Mezes Papers. The Mezes papers at Columbia University 
contain the most extensive records o f accepted and rejected applications and inquiries about the Inquiry, 
not the Inquiry documents at the NARA or Yale, nor the Mezes papers at Yale.
8 Balch to Mezes, 25 October 1917 (box 1), Mezes Papers.
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of war-mobilization. Joseph Lee, the H ead of R ecreation and Leisure with the

Commission on Training Cam p Activities, whom  Balch m et through h e r w ork

on imm igration and m unicipal reform  in Boston, en d o rsed  her organizational

and intellectual capacities and  ad d re ssed  the stigm a of her pacifism  directly:

"She is a pacifist,’’ Lee wrote, “but she is also one of our best citizens and  one

I have tried, som etim es unsuccessfully, to have w ork with m e in various civic

enterprises. Now she is turning to this constructive p iec e  of w ork [to] which

she is especially  ad ap ted  both  by  in telligence and  tem peram ent.” Henry

Abraham s, an o ld  friend, testified to Balch’s patrio tism  and “b ree d in g ,”

assuring M ezes that she cam e from “an old Puritan Family ... an A m erican who

loves the country and  its flag.”9

Balch’s doggedness m ay well b e  an indication that she anticipated  h e r

public pacifism, proclaim ed socialism, and  scepticism  of the political e lite ’s

use of em otion for w ar would trum p h e r p roven  rec o rd  as a social scientist,

and her unquestionable expertise  in fields that would have b e e n  extrem ely

useful to the under-specialized Inquiry. P erhaps sensing  Balch’s conviction,

and knowing h e r public profile, M ezes d e p a rted  from  his usual standard  and

ad d ressed  Balch personally.

Of course you want a frank answ er ... let m e say, therefore, that 
there is no im m ediate p rospect of our b e in g  ab le  to avail 
ourselves of your offer, as the work in  which you a p p ea r to b e

9 Joseph Lee to Mezes, 29 October 1917; Henry Abrahams to Colonel House, 9 November 1917 (box 1), 
Mezes Papers. For additional letters of reference see Paul H. Hanus to Sidney Mezes, 5 November 1917 
(box 2), Mezes Papers. For an examination of Hanus see Gary Moore, “Paul Henry Hanus: A Pioneer in 
Vocational Education from Academia,” Journal o f  Vocational and Technical Education 10 (1993), 37-43.
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especially  in terested  has e ither b e en  assigned  or is not to b e  
undertaken  for som etim e in the future. We shall b e  g lad  to 
b e a r  in m ind your availability.

Balch graciously rep lied  that she w as “greatly  o b lig ed  ... for your definite 

and kind rep ly  and  shall hope that in the future it is felt that I can  b e  of serv ice 

I m ay then b e  in a position to give a  rep ly .”10 Nothing m ore cam e of h e r 

application to the Inquiry, and  this quiet exchange w ould pass unnoticed in 

the historical reco rd  for nearly  a  hund red  years.

H istorians’ oversight of an application from a future N obel Peace Prize 

Laureate to the Inquiry is a telling gap  in our historical voir. This untold story, 

along with those of other significant and  highly re g a rd ed  social scientists who 

would b e  locked  out of the organization reveals an  im portant and  

underexp lo red  connection be tw een  internationalism  and the social sciences 

around the G reat War, w here bo th  w ere  influenced b y  attem pts to control how  

and who could most legitim ately govern  the state and  direct its international 

relations. The Inquiry’s authority stem m ed initially from the new  and central 

p lace social scientific experts carved  into W ilson’s efforts to structure an 

international alternative to balance of pow er that h ad  caused  war. As the last 

chapter detailed , the rising pow er of an epistem ic comm unity of social 

scientists who could objectivize states according to principles that reflected  

particular social characteristic familiar to Americans, converged  around 

Wilson. Using the Inquiry, and  buttressing  the  idea  of Am erica as a sta te less

10 Mezes to Balch, 17 November 1917; Balch to Mezes, 18 November 1917 (box 2), Mezes Papers.
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society, both in their own organizational structures and  in the know ledge they 

g en era ted —over and above that offered by o ther nation’s experts  and  civic- 

legalistic internationalists in their own country—the Inquiry actors 

m anoeuvred them selves to the core of governm ental know ledge. W hat this 

chapter will show is that the Inquiry’s pro jection  of pow er d id  not only 

m arginalize those who sought to anchor liberal internationalism  to know ledge 

build  around bo th  a civic and  statist view of the p ro p er functioning of 

internationalism. Rather, the pow er of the Inquiry also benefited  from its 

marginalization of form idable intellectuals w ho questioned the perm anence  of 

the Am erican nation-state, and  the characteristics that underp inned  A m erica’s 

national identity and, by  extension, the ideal that A m erica’s exceptionalism  

was borne out b y  the construction of know ledge outside of the state and  the 

societal influences that hoped  to control it.

Like Balch, we will see  that m any of th e  intellectuals m arginalized by  

the Inquiry w ere  of g rea t ability, but of dubious ideological and  personal 

status, at least from the norm ative perspec tive  the Inquiry sh a red  within the 

hegem onic fram ework of A m erica’s liberal political culture. The result was 

that the Inquiry becam e a m ore ideologically conservative think-tank, one that 

sm othered discussion of the m utability of ethnicity, the socio-econom ic 

conditions governing  dem ocracy, and  the historical perm anence  of nation 

states, if any of these  discussions w ere  ever g iven  a chance to develop  at all. 

In this sense, the ontological assum ptions of those social scientists who cam e

to dom inate the group, rem ained  m uch m ore closely aligned with the self-
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legitim izing instincts of the nation-state. It w ould b e  hard  to im agine it any 

o ther w ay of course. W hat state w ould em ploy intellectuals who sought to 

underm ine the p rerogatives of the state? But the p rob lem  in Paris was, of 

course, that such conservatism  sanctified an essentialist im age of the nation 

and  led  the United States to endo rse  territorial settlem ents along those lines. 

Or rather, the m ore pluralist vision of the nation that som e of the p rog ressive  

intellectual outliers in Am erica im agined  for the US was sim ply outside the 

m ental space  of those who d id  m anage to influence US policy in Paris.

This chap ter offers a two-part account of how the Inquiry g a ined  and  

m aintained its authority. After briefly add ressing  w here this exploration fits 

alongside other accounts of the m arginalization of radicalism  in professional, 

political and  cultural circles, I look at four peop le , in addition to Balch, who 

w ere  either re jec ted  or m arginalized b y  the Inquiry on other grounds: W alter 

Lippmann; Thorstein Veblen; John Dewey; and  W.I. Thomas. To set the stage 

for understanding  their paths to and  from the Inquiry, I also exam ine how 

these cases highlight the m ode of internal policing, pub lic  and  m edia 

relations, and organization u sed  by  the Inquiry b e tw een  1917 and  1918. W hile 

very  m uch different in their own right, b y  exploring the ideological 

stream lining of these p rogressives from Inquiry on the p re ten ce  of social
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scientism  this chap ter offers us a look at the nature of liberal internationalism  

in Am erica as it stood before the entry  into the 1920s.11

Liberal Social Science and R ad ica lism  around the Great War

The Inquiry, as I have said, w as p a rt of a  b ro ad e r dow nloading of 

adm inistrative pow er and accountability away from governm ent onto civic 

organizations in the lead  up to and  during  the First W orld W ar. Historians 

dealing with this longer narrative have traced  it through to varying 

consequences. C hristopher Lasch, Nancy C ohen and, m ore recently, 

C hristopher H edges, have all a rg u e d  in different w ays that liberal 

intellectuals and  Am erica’s “p ragm atic-liberals” system atically sacrificed 

radicals head ing  into the war. A ccording to Lasch—borrow ing from Bourne’s 

criticism of Dewey—intellectuals m ade this regretful com prom ise in o rd e r to 

save them selves. In key publications like The New  Republic, they  set radicals 

and pacifists adrift and  took “refuge in the hard -bo iled  rhetoric of rea lism .” 12 

Liberals’ attem pts to protect them selves from the p e rce iv ed  illiberal 

predations of labour and farm populism , as w ell as efforts to g ive them selves a 

role to p lay  against the acquisitive pow er of capital, can b e  traced  b ack  to 

well before  the G reat War. C ohen argues that in the p e rio d  of liberal

11 While progressivism is a large and often clumsy catchall, Balch, Lippmann, Thomas, Dewey and Veblen 
have all been situated as progressives—if o f very different stripes. For more on the internationalism of 
Balch see Patterson, The Search fo r  Negotiated Peace, especially 97-135. For a helpful rubric o f the 
segments of progressivism and for a placement of Lippmann in it, see John A. Thompson, Reformers and 
War, 29, 84, 33-40.
12 Lasch, The New Radicalism in America, 184.
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reconstruction (1867-1914), from the G ilded  A ge into the early  p rog ressive  

era , liberal intellectuals cam e to posit “an active ro le  for the state  in society 

and  econom y, even as it justified constraints on dem ocracy  and  the 

ascendancy of a  corporate  elite .”13 C ohen  p roposes that in m oving “decisions 

of regulation from their traditional locus in the legislative an d  judicial 

b ranches...to  new  expert-staffed adm inistrative agencies,” libera ls  effectively 

d ivorced  m uch of Am erica’s dem ocratic  tradition “from partisan  politics, 

legislative direction and  popu lar po litics” and  instead  instituted an 

adm inistrative politics that regu la ted  an d  p re se rv e d  corporate  capitalism .14 

Thus, ra ther than courting a dem ocratic o rd e r  that might overturn, “the liberal 

c lass” ab e tted  capital by  m oving decision-m aking into a new  adm inistrative 

structure, quietly pulling represen ta tive  dem ocracy away from  the public  and 

into a small m anagerial class.15 Echoing this criticism, Chris H edges has 

p ro p o sed  that, “the [First W orld] W ar d estro y ed  values and  self p ercep tions 

that once characterized Am erican life and  rep laced  them  with fear, distrust

13 Cohen, The Reconstruction o f  Liberalism, 5.
14 Ibid., 224, 255. For more works that build on the idea that liberalism has gradually shifted American 
political-culture to the right, see Gabriel Kolko, The Triumph o f  Conservatism: A Reinterpretation o f  
American History, 1900-1916 (New York: The Free Press, 1963); and James Weinstein, The Corporate 
Ideal in the Liberal State, 1900-1918 (Boston: Beacon Press, 1968). On "corporate liberalism," see R. 
Jeffrey Lustig, Corporate Liberalism: The Origins o f  Modem American Political Theory, 1890—1920 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1982). For works that treat progressivism as more radical in 
scope and aims, see Alan Dawley, Changing the World: American Progressives in War and 
Revolution (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2003); Robert D. Johnston, The Radical Middle Class: 
Populist Democracy and the Question o f Capitalism in Progressive-Era Portland, Oregon (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2003); Michael McGerr, A Fierce Discontent: The Rise and Fall o f  the 
Progressive Movement in America, 1870-1920 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003); Shelton 
Stromquist, Reinventing "The People": The Progressive Movement, the Class Problem, and the Origins o f  
Modern Liberalism (Champaign, 111.: University of Illinois Press, 2005).
15 Kloppenberg, “Review of Nancy Cohen, The Reconstruction o f  American Liberalism,” 62.
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and the hedonism  of consum er society .” The rise of m ass-propaganda, the 

em ergence  of the very  idea  of m anageab le  “public opin ion ,” and  the 

realization that reason  had  em otive foundations that could b e  m anipulated , all 

em ulsified around the cause of a nation at war. The overarch ing  result, 

H edges argues, was “liberal institutions” pu rg ing  the critics of w ar to p ro tec t 

the establishm ents and livelihoods w rap p ed  up  in them . At the sam e time, the 

capacities to control the state, to use  its bureaucracies and  c rea te  political 

m ovem ents for reform  and p rog ress, w ere  tu rned  quickly from dom estic 

concerns with poverty, housing and em ploym ent and tow ards a new  

international activism, w here they fell u n d e r the increasing influence of the 

corporate class or capital.16

Rather than staying within this ra ther lim iting tragic narra tive  m ode, I 

want to take stock of the forms resistance around the Inquiry, and  the 

contestations of what constituted rational behav iour.17 In doing  this, w e see  

how the ideal of “sta teless” know ledge, and  the m ovem ent outw ard of that 

know ledge about the state, away from apparatuses recognizable as the state 

was an effect that exerted  its own force. In this way, the  idea of a cosm opolitan 

know ledge led  by  experts outside the state becam e its own b a rrie r, its own

16 Chris Hedges, Death o f  the Liberal Class, (New York: Nation Books, 2010), 65-66; Cohen, 
Reconstruction o f  Liberalism, 223.
17 For a critical overview of, and a similar attempt to move around, such tragic and romantic narrative 
modes see James Livingston, Pragmatism and the Political Economy o f  Cultural Revolution, 1850-1940 
(Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1997), xvi-xxvii; Also see Livingston’s Pragmatism, 
Feminism, and Democracy: Rethinking the Politics o f  American History (New York: Rutledge, 2001), 13, 
40-43 for a treatment of pragmatism as part of a philosophical attempt to break with the old tragic mode 
used by historical accounts on the social and political left.
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morality. H em m ed in by  the realism  it hoped  to enforce as a new  

epistem ological basis for internationalism , and  need ing  to m aintain their 

scientism, the social scientists of the Inquiry po liced  the organization and  its 

boundaries b y  p lacing  limits on what was considered  accep tab le  d iscourse 

about the nation-state. Any personal m oral transgressions, o r political 

d issidence w ere  understood as in to lerable  liabilities that w ould im pugn the 

cosm opolitan d isin terestedness of the Inquiry and, b y  extension, the social 

sciences g eneric  ability to contribute objectively to political governance.

As w e have already seen, the use of the Inquiry as a  scientistic, non

state body  u n der W ilson was indicative of a changing concept of 

internationalism , m oving away from static legalistic and  racialist fram ew orks 

that had  once com plim ented social science, and  tow ards new  social scientific 

institutions and  p ractices that w ere  b e tte r  ab le  to a p p ea r distant from the state 

and society. On the one hand, these  new  institutions and p rac tices w ere  u sed  

to create  a sense  of cosm opolitanism  that w as m eant to distinguish social 

scientific rationalities from that of diplom ats, jurists and o ther international 

experts. But, on the other hand, the sense  of intellectual distinction that these 

epistem ic comm unities c rea ted  also went d eep  within the fabric of the 

Inquiry, creating  fissures be tw een  professional identities within the 

organization as m ore devout social scientists p layed  up their realism  by  

brand ing  non-conformists as idealistic. W hen the Inquiry w as still the 

unnam ed am algam  of Lippmann (journalist), Miller (lawyer), M ezes and

Shotwell and  a sm attering of newly recru ited  academ ics, the la tter w ere  quick
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to point out the difference in m ethods that sep a ra ted  them from the law yers

and journalists in the group. For exam ple, Seymour, an early  addition to the

Inquiry, w ould later say that, “Lippm ann furnished the abstract id eas  which

found their w ay into a good  m any of the m em oranda of the A m erican

D elegation and  ultimately into som e of Presiden t Wilson's public  sp e ec h es .” 18

Shotwell concurred: “Seymour's sum m ary of the trend  of Mr. L ippm ann’s

contribution is co rrect,”

if “abstract id eas” is another term  for “genera l p rinc ip les.”
They w ere  ideas, m oreover, which Mr. Lippmann sought to 
m ake concrete  by  testing them  in the laboratory  of research .
My own tendency was to w ork the o ther w ay on, from the 
historical background out into the p rob lem s of the day .19

History was, in Shotwell’s mind, a  m ore em pirically roo ted  way of know ing the 

w orld because  it inductively w orked  from concrete findings outw ard to 

genera l principles. It d id  not, as L ippm ann w as h e re  being  accused  of doing, 

build  policy bases from theoretically  desirab le  hypotheses. This self

distinction w as critical to the authority and  self-identity of the individual social 

scientists in the Inquiry and, by  extension, to the p ro jec ted  im age of the 

organization as free from ideologically motivations or politics b iases. Their 

work could overturn a m ore im perial approach  by  exam ining constituent 

populations according to their local w ishes ra ther than b y  fixed political 

principles that reflected  the dom inant o rd e r of a state and society.

18 Charles Seymour, The Intimate Papers o f  Colonel House (New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1928), III, 171.
19 James Shotwell, At the Paris Peace Conference, 3. For an overview of Lippmann’s efforts around the 
war see, Heinz Eulau, “Wilsonian Idealist: Walter Lippmann Goes to War,” The Antioch Review  14 (1954): 
87-108.
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This beg in s to explain why Lippm ann was slowly, but assuredly, 

pushed  out of the Inquiry in early  1918. By January, as the first repo rts  of the 

organization w ere  b e in g  com pleted, the  Inquiry m ade what is p e rh ap s  its 

most significant m ark on the policy d irection  of Am erican p eace  plans. With 

W ilson’s calls for a “New D iplom acy” and  the grow ing n e e d  to court the 

European left away from sim ilar rhetoric  by  Lenin, W ilson ask ed  the Inquiry 

(through House) for p eace  aims that could  position US interests at the top of a 

g lobal p e ac e  agenda  and at the forefront of E uropean popular thought.20 The 

Inquiry’s efforts culm inated in a draft of what w ould becom e the “Fourteen 

Points” speech. As Neil Smith has noted , “using physical m aps, statistics on 

national, ethnic, and  linguistic groups, and  information on trade, econom ics, 

and political m ovem ents, [the m em bers of the  Inquiry] b e g a n  m apping  the 

contentious reg ions of Europe and  m atched  these to the details of the secre t 

trea ties.”21 The resulting docum ent, “The W ar Aims and Peace Term s It 

Suggests”, was sent to House before  Christm as in 1917 and  contained 

im portant territorial data  as well and the  statem ents of principle around self

20 Walter Lippmann, The Political Scene: An Essay on the Victory o f 1918 (New York: Holt, 1919), ix-xi. 
See Mayer, Wilson Vs. Lenin, 369-78, for a more thorough overview of the political and diplomatic 
backdrop to the ten months between America’s entry into the war and Wilson’s Fourteen Points. Mayer’s 
work notes that Wilson was certainly not the first to use the term “self-determination.” Rather, Wilson was 
a latecomer to the concept and pressed into co-opting it only when confronted by the broad appeal, and the 
threat of such appeal, posed by the Bolsheviks.
21 Smith, American Empire, 123.
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governm ent and self-determ ination that the A m erican experts b e liev ed  must 

guide a just and  realistic settlem ent.22

The response  to the Fourteen Points around the  world was im m ediate 

and  largely  positive, vaulting W ilson to a g lobal leadersh ip  position. “The 

inner circle of the Inquiry was e la ted  at the  quick sign  of their im portance, but 

w ork only intensified,” Smith writes. W hile they  successfully “put w ords into 

the m outh of the P resident,” as Lippm ann b rag g ed , the difficult w ork of 

gathering  data  about m uch of the w orld still lay ahead .23 In the days that 

followed, the initial success of the Fourteen Points w as e ro d ed  b y  the friction 

of personalities and differences in w orking styles that becam e m ore 

pronounced  with the tedious work, m agnifying im portant ideological tensions 

within the group. The prim ary division that b eg an  to em erge  in the Inquiry 

was be tw een  Lippmann, who took cred it for inserting the notion of self- 

determ ination, which gu ided  the p rincip les of W ilson’s A ddress an d  later 

speeches (although the p rec ise  term  self-determ ination was slow to take 

hold), and  Shotwell, Bowman, and  Beer, who saw  their em piricism  as 

fundam ental to the w ork of spelling out the territorial claims and  substantive 

principles in the speech .24

This division betw een  Lippmann and  the social scientists becam e m ore 

distinguished by  the spring  of 1918, w hen Bowman openly com plained  to

22 E.M. House, House Diary, 4 & 9 January, 1918, House Papers; Steel, Walter Lippmann and the 
American Century, 133-34.
23 Smith, American Empire, 125.
24 Throntveit, “The Fable of the Fourteen Points,” Diplomatic History 35, no. 3 (2011): 459.
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Shotwell that M ezes’s w eak leadersh ip  h ad  allow ed Lippmann to w ield  too 

m uch influence and to take too m uch cred it for the g ro u p ’s work. By May, after 

the organization rece ived  an ex p an d ed  b u d g e t from the p re s id en t’s 

d iscretionary w ar fund, Bowman’s frustration bo iled  over w hen he  d iscovered  

Lippmann p lanned  to use  it for m ore p e rso n n el in com pletely new  sections of 

the Inquiry, neg lecting  existing g roups like Bowman’s own division for 

geographic study. Additionally, Bowman re sen te d  that L ippm ann b locked  

attem pts to rem unerate  the A m erican G eographical Society for the thousands 

of m an-hours that his form er organizational em ployer had  p o u red  into the 

secretive group. Bowman attribu ted  bo th  of these decisions to L ippm ann’s 

poor organizational capacities.

As the group b eg an  to draw  m ore information from  governm ent 

bureaus and o ther international p eace  groups, and as dem and for m aps grew , 

Bowman w rote to M ezes to dem and “a stric ter division of functions am ong the 

officers of the Inquiry and an exact definition of status and appoin tm ents.”25 

Bowman’s dism ay about disorganization stem m ed from a feeling that he  was 

be ing  intentionally locked  out of the Executive, which he h ad  com e to believe 

was be ing  dom inated by  Lippm ann.26 “O ne experim ent follow ed another 

under the direction of Lippm ann,” Bowman com plained, “until bo th  the m ap 

p rogram  and  the drafting staff becam e entirely  d iso rgan ized  and 

dem oralized ...during  the months of May and  June the state of d isorganization

25 Smith, American Empire, 127-132.
26 Ibid., 127.
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of the Inquiry had  becom e so ex trem e that about half of the principal m en on 

it h ad  told m e they w ere  going  to res ig n .” Bowman took a p ro lo n g ed  vacation 

from the New York AGS headquarte rs and, while away, w orked  to underm ine 

his superiors at the Inquiry. First he  spoke with Lippmann about Mezes: they 

ag reed , “M ezes was a very  stupid  d irec to r.” But w hen Lippm ann asked  

Bowman to support his request (to House) for a m andate to reform  the 

organization, Bowman b ack ed  off, claim ing he  “would not plot against 

M ezes.”27 Intentionally or otherw ise, Bowman cro ssed  Lippmann, and  the 

schism  betw een  the journalist and  the social scientists grew .

How m uch of this was sim ple bureaucratic  territoriality, o r a difference

of personality, and how m uch of it stem m ed from a d e e p e r discursive hostility

tow ard Lippm ann’s lack of formal scientific training is difficult to say. But

Bowman was openly sceptical of, if not th rea tened  by, L ippm ann’s

“unem pirical” style. Nine days after the N ovem ber arm istice, in a  le tter to

Clive Day while both se rv ed  on com m issions at the talks, Bowman “took the

occasion to spill his thoughts” on Lippmann:

Your report of L ippm ann’s im pressions of the Inquiry 
correspond  in all respec ts  with my expectations. If public and  
private opinion in the United State w ere swayed by  the New  
Republic, I m ight trem ble; but “all m en everyw here” are  not in 
agreem ent with the opinions of this sheet. Lippmann no doubt 
reports the Inquiry and  its personalities in such a  way as to 
give the im pression of full ownership. At any rate that would

27 Bowman, “Notes on the Inquiry, ’’ 20 November 1918, Shotwell Papers.
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correspond  precisely with his attitude in New York.28 

D espite doubting the m agnitude of the N ew  Republic c row d’s influence, 

Bowman and  others w ere  certainly w orried  about what influence they  would 

w ield  with a social scientific p e a c e  organization. For those a lready  brought 

into the Inquiry because  of their like-m indedness, keep ing  fringe elem ents 

out of the group was central to its legitim acy in the eyes of the State and  W ar 

D epartm ents, the W hite House, the  g en era l public, an d  the concentric circles 

of elite intellectuals that overlapped  with those aw are of the Inquiry.

Even as he experienced  what am ounted to a  coup, le d  b y  Bowman, 

M ezes a g re e d  with Bowman that Lippm ann rep re se n te d  a “lib e ra l” elem ent 

that was a very  rea l p rob lem  for the group. M ezes w rote to a  still em bitte red  

Lansing: “Naturally we have h ad  difficulty from tim e to time in k eep in g  the 

theories of our collaborators out of the work, and in  some cases it has not 

b e e n  wholly possible to do so .”29 W hile M ezes com plained that Bowman was 

“academ ic and im practical,” and  he  w as quick to take adm inistrative help  

from Lippmann in running the Inquiry, both Bowman and M ezes u sed  their 

co rrespondence  with their political liaisons to em phasize that they alone 

p o ssessed  the d isciplined in telligence that d id  not advocate the view s of the 

“ex trem e liberals” that Lippm ann rep re se n te d .30

28 Ibid.
29 Mezes to Lansing, 10 June 1918 (box 2), Mezes Papers.
30 Bowman, “Notes on the Inquiry,” Shotwell Papers.
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It was not as sim ple as equating  liberalism  with em piricism , as Neil 

Smith has a rgued  of Bowman. Rather, the ideological stream lining that 

occu rred  in the Inquiry suggests that this w as as m uch strategy as be lief—that 

there  w as an understanding  that the  best way to m aintain access an d  authority 

in d irecting  state policy was to avoid controversy by  c rea ting  rigorously 

em pirical, scientistic works that gave  what a p p ea re d  to b e  concrete  criteria 

for organizing the world. C entral to that sense  of d isin terestedness w as be ing  

ab le  to provide objective criteria  for establishing the boundaries of nation

states. But the ontological m akeup of the nation-state was far from a g re ed  

upon. For conservative liberals like Bowman and M ezes, any international 

o rder, and  the m aps or o ther represen ta tions of it, w ould have to reitera te  

dom inant political and  cultural d iscourses about the US in the w orld, not least 

that nation’s exceptionalist self-identification. Their position w as less 

controversial p recisely  because  it offered “ev idence” and  “d a ta” that 

reinforced the connection b e tw een  internationalism  and strong  nation-states 

ra ther than a  strong cosm opolitan liberal class that could  check  both 

com m ercial and  state pow ers on an international scale.

By August 1918, a b e s ie g e d  Lippm ann sim ply gave up on the Inquiry 

and  left for France to serve on a Military Intelligence and  P ropaganda mission. 

He realized  he was ham strung in the Inquiry b y  ineffective leadersh ip  on the 

one hand, and  by  what he  thought w ere  often-duplicitous “social scientists” 

who seem ed  to have little re g a rd  for him as an intellectual o r em pirical
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thinker.31 With M ezes’s leadersh ip  still flagging, and  with L ippm ann out of the 

picture, Bowman quickly organized  him self as the head  of a new  R esearch 

Com mittee, which he com m issioned. The m ove, with help  from Miller and  the 

legal section of the Inquiry, effectively p laced  m ost of the social scientists 

under Bowman’s charge and  out of the reach  of the  rest of the Executive. 

Bowman then b eg an  to com m unicate with House directly, m oving 

intentionally to re-define the m andate of his section an d  purposefully 

bypassing  Mezes in all decisions. This was a d eep ly  personal p o w er struggle 

but it points out an important, if som ew hat im precise, distinction that was 

m ade within the Inquiry. Lippm ann’s departu re , along with the conflict 

be tw een  Bowman and Mezes, shows that m ore conservative m ethodologies, 

g rounded  in a faith in social scientific pow er to realistically reflect ra th e r than 

shape  social forces, w ere  rew ard ed  with continued access to governm ental 

pow er. The m ore that one w as willing to focus on the “territorial, political and  

racial questions” that W ilson thought w ere  most im portant throughout the 

sum m er and  fall of 1918, the m ore pow er they had  within the Inquiry and  the 

m ore likely they w ere, eventually, to go to Paris and  serve  as an adviser 

there .32

31 Trygve Throntveit, “The Fable of the Fourteen Points: Woodrow Wilson and National 
Self-Determination,” Diplomatic History 35, no. 3 (June 1, 2011): 445-481.
32 “Statement Made by Dr. Bowman concerning the reorganization of the Inquiry,” Notes taken March 14, 
1932, Shotwell Papers Columbia. For more on Bowman’s role and account of events, see Smith, American 
Empire, 122-134.
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Accusing Lippmann of b e in g  too theoretical or be ing  unab le  to deliver 

the sustained and often stifling flow of data  d eem ed  necessary  b y  the social 

scientists in the organization to its goals, in m any ways m ade the Inquiry less a 

body  for analysis and m ore a sim ple information aggregato r that could  m uster 

data that fed  dominant d iscourses in and  about the state. But, b e y o n d  this, it 

also gave the m ore conservative social scientists in the Inquiry a  chance to 

excise a  m an that most view ed as a liability for his theoretical lean ings and  his 

connections to segm ents of libera l p rog ressives and  the left, w hich his hiring 

had  b e e n  m eant to placate. As they m ade their journey ab o a rd  the George 

Washington to Prance, Seym our w rote to his family that he an d  his co lleagues 

w orried  that “Lippm ann’s connection with the Inquiry h ad  d isc red ited  the 

whole organization.”33

“Scholarly Equipment and B ia s”

W e see  with the Inquiry that its co re  m em bers com bined a handful of 

axioms—about econom ic laws, the historical p ro cesses  governing  national 

developm ent, the indisputability of A m erican exceptionalism , and  the 

teleological nature of liberal dem ocracy—with the new  inductive m ethods of 

their respective  disciplines. In this way they d id  two things. First, they  cast 

doubt on the value of theoretical speculation, tying it increasingly to what they 

thought w ere  tainted ideological forms of political activity, nam ely

33 Seymour to his family, 12 December 1918, PWW, 53; 356-57.
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revolutionary socialism, but also anything that was not affirmed b y  their sense 

of what was em pirically observable . In this sense, even  the philosophically  

pragm atic  assertion that the w orld  is plastic, that reality  is constantly 

constructed  by  action, was seen  as dangerously  open-ended . Second, they 

cam e to understand  that m aking claim s to objectivity reinforced  their 

respectability , as long as they m aintained that d istance from the  em otionalism  

of politics that afflicted dem ocracy. The objectivity p rov ided  b y  a social 

scientific m ethod was above politics; and  so social scientists who gave the 

state access to their know ledge, g ran ted  that state a powerful claim  to 

legitim acy. It is this respec t that the two institutions—the positivist social 

sciences as p rac ticed  b y  som e A m erican academ ics and  the sta te  as 

envisioned by  W oodrow Wilson—cam e to legitim ate each other.

The “realities” of politics, especially  the p ressu res of a  grow ing and 

palpab le  distrust of the academ y and the liberal class generally , w ere  very  

rea l for those caught in those powerful inner-circles, but they w ere  no less 

ideological for be ing  m ore powerful. In this respect, the Inquiry p rov ides a 

case  study of how basic ideological assum ptions about the backg round  of the 

experts, their m ethods, the questions they  a sk ed  and—perhaps m ost 

im portantly—their views on internationalism , m attered. In d ispersing  p eace  

planning into the civil sphere  and  away from state institutions accountable 

directly to the e lec ted  governm ent, an implicit assum ption developed : that 

they would self-police and avoid generating unwanted political controversy. As 

such, the sam e reform ism  that underp inned  W ilsonianism as an international



outlook (the view that nation-states gradually  built up the social and  political- 

culture n e e d e d  to earn  the right of sovereignty) cam e to define the selection  

of individuals for the Inquiry. A ccess to steering  state policy w as a luxury for 

those who p ossessed  particular characteristics, be lieved  certain  things, and  

show ed deference  to existing political-institutions.

Even before  the Inquiry’s Executive was form ed, the m ain figures to 

whom  House initially turned  w ere  careful to em phasize four categories in their 

analysis of p rospective candidates: professional p restige , o pen  identification 

or sym pathy with W ilson’s internationalism , interpersonal and  institutional 

relations, and  easily identifiable ideological orientation. Each of these  w as 

v iew ed through the lens of a cand idate’s political leanings, social netw orks, 

and  loyalty to the state. In a  solicited list sen t to Mezes, Stephen Duggan, a 

professor of politics at CUNY and  m em ber of the C arnegie Endowm ent for 

International Peace, carefully docum ented  the “qualifications” of scholars like 

Jam es Shotwell, C arleton Hayes, John Bassett M oore, A rchibald C arey  

Coolidge, G eorge Louis Beer, and  W illiam R. Shepherd. D uggan w as adam ant 

that all of these  m en w ere “authorities” , but also that all ad h ered  to “the new  

view of international relations and of a w orld o rd er.” He was also careful to 

expose vulnerabilities in cand idates’ resum es or reputations. For exam ple, he 

told them  that Beer was “exceeding ly  pro-British” but, as a w idely  pu b lish ed  

supporter of Wilson, he  “could b e  of im m ense service w ere h e  associated
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with the com m ission.”34 William R. S hepherd  w as “a profound student also in 

the field of colonial history and  colonial p rob lem s,” w ho D uggan d e fen d ed  as 

som eone who w ould not “allow anything to in tervene with a  scholarly service 

to the United States.” But he h ad  b e e n  “known as a pro-G erm an w hen the 

G reat W ar b roke  out,”35 and  as such w as never brough t into the organization. 

Thus while, Beer’s openly  pro-Allied view s w ould take  him to the  Inquiry and 

onw ard as an advisor at Paris, S hepherd  was k ep t w ell away.

A ppealing to a cand idate’s “d e tach ed  view s,” “open-m indedness to

the facts,” or “accurate scholarship ,” h e ld  som e w eight, but w hen w eighed

against the accusations of pro-G erm anism  or pacifism, it rare ly  ba lan ced  the

scales. And this not only app lied  to the social scientific sections of the Inquiry.

For exam ple, w hen looking to fill their legal section, co lleagues vouched  for

Alpheus Snow as an expert in international law  and political science. He was

widely he ld  as the prim ary candidate  for the position b y  insiders like Miller.

However, w hen Mezes asked  a  zealous patriot group, The A m erican

Protective League, for information on Snow an d  other candidates, he  received

a w arning from them  via the A ttorney G eneral, Thomas Gregory:

The im pression I gather is that on the basis of a good  deal of 
attention to the work of The H ague Tribunal and a se ries  of 
p eace  efforts that have grown out of that institution since 1899, 
he  is more or less affiliated with m en who could b e  term ed,

34 Stephen Duggan to Mezes, unknown date 1917 (box 1), Mezes Papers. As early as 1916 Beer publicly 
advocated a variant of internationalism similar to the Wilsonianism that emerged in 1918-1919. See George 
Louis Beer, “America’s International Responsibilities and Foreign Policy,” Annals o f  the American 
Academy o f  Political and Social Science, 66 (1916): 71-91.
35 Duggan to Mezes, Mezes Papers.
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“pacifists.” I am inform ed that several w eeks ago he ex p ressed  
dissatisfaction with the policy of President W ilson.36

Snow was im m ediately d ro p p ed  from consideration and  the com m ittee m oved

37on.

Yet, at the sam e time, the sim ple m ention of pacifism w as not enough  to 

scare  off M ezes o r the m ore fiercely scientistic Bowman and Shotwell from 

som e rank-and-file candidates. In fact, the  selective b randing  of som e experts 

as pacifists appears  to have se rved  as a  conveniently am biguous shorthand 

that a candidate was a political and  public  liability who could open  the  Inquiry 

up to accusations of p laying politics or b e in g  too liberal. Such liability m ay 

have stem m ed from refusing to toe the ideological line on assum ptions that 

w ere  thought key  to navigating A m erican political culture or adhering  to the 

exceptionalism  within W ilsonianism. The Inquiry reach ed  far and  w ide for 

assessm ents in the search  for information so that the Executive “m ay know 

som ething of their scholarly equipm ent and  of their b ias .”38

They d id  not always have to actively seek  information about applicants. 

Once w ord of the Inquiry was leaked, unsolicited m ail began  to arrive from 

political insiders, university colleagues and  the genera l public w arning of 

pro-G erm ans and  pacifists rep o rted  to b e  close to the commission. Frank 

Polk, a Councillor of the State D epartm ent, w rote to House in 1917 to w arn that 

Edw ard B. Krehbiel, a lready a full m em ber of the Inquiry and  p ro fessor at

36 Attorney General Gregory to Mezes, 8 November 1917 (boxl), Mezes Papers.
37 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 72-73.
38 Frank Polk to Sidney Mezes, 14 December 1918 (box 1) Mezes Papers.
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Stanford University, was actually “a  dangerous G erm an sym pathizer.” 

Krehbiel circulated in the netw orks of “ex trem e lib e ra l” academ ics that w ere  

w idely understood as persona non grata an d  b are ly  to lerated  b y  the 

governm ent or the social scientists on the Inquiry. K rehbiel w rote for 

publications like The Dial, and  w as closely associated  with international 

pacifists like British p eace  activist Norm an Angell, an d  form er Stanford 

p residen t David Starr Jordan.39 This was enough scrutiny for M ezes, who fired  

Krehbiel.

Am erican liberals and  left p rog ressives sh a red  the h ope  of c reating  a 

new  w orld order, m aking the w orld safe for dem ocracy, and dem onstrating 

that a  “new  diplom acy” could supplant the am oral European balance  of 

pow er. These reformist aims w ere  p rec ise ly  what allow ed W ilson to bu ild  an 

ideologically b road  coalition for A m erica’s en try  into the w ar in the first p lace. 

But for the m ore nationalistically inclined liberals in the  Inquiry, the potential 

for scientific m anagem ent n e e d e d  to b e  tem p ered  by, or at least anchored  to, 

w ell-established customs in law and  society. W alter Hines Page, then 

am bassador to Britain, and  an early  advocate of a com m ittee like the Inquiry 

that would m irror British p reparations for p eace , bem oaned  that British 

liberals and  internationalists w ere  looking to the w rong peop le  for 

internationalism  in the US. The British, he  argued,

invite over here—and  they perm it to com e—cranks on
prohibition, experts in the investigation of crime, short haired

39 David Starr Jordan to Mezes, 2 February 1918 (box 1), Mezes Papers.
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wom en who wish to see  how British b ab ie s  are  reared , p eace  
cranks and freaks of o ther kinds. Our Government apparently 
won’t let plain, honest, normal civilians com e over but if a  fellow 
com es along who wants to investigate som e monstrosity then  
half the Senate, one half of the House of R epresentatives, and  a 
num ber of the executive give him cordial le tters. Now there  are 
m any things that I don ’t know but it has b e e n  my fate to have a 
pretty  extensive acquaintance with cranks of every descrip tion  
in the United States ... I know them , nearly  all, from past 
experiences and  now just for the sake of keep ing  the w orld as 
quiet as possib le  I have to give them tim e here far out o f 
proportion to their value ... Now, out of your great w isdom , I 
wish you could  explain to m e why the  deuce  we let this crew 
com e over here  instead o f sending a shipload o f perfectly  
normal, dignified and right-m inded gentle-m en. These thug 
reform ers—Baker will b e  here  in a  day o r two and  if I can 
rem em ber it I am going to suggest to him that he round them  
all up and put them  in the trenches in France where those of 
them  who have so far e scap ed  the gallows ought to b e  put.40

P age’s penchant for the m elodram atic notwithstanding, he  am plified a

b ro ad e r anxiety am ong nationalists in the US about the p rom inence of

p rogressives who m oved out from the US and  across Europe into international

p eace  groups around the early  days of the war.

W hile m uch of this was perh ap s a generational Victorian critique of the 

m odernist e d g e  of som e parts of progressivism  that peop le  like Page could 

scarcely tolerate, m uch of it was also roo ted  in a  specific account of how 

internationalism  ought to b e  connected  to A m erican nationalism. Like 

Roosevelt’s w arning of the “professional internationalist” in his w riting during 

the war, there  was a d e ep  distrust of any variant of liberalism  that d id  not 

p lace Am erican exceptionalism  at the cen tre  of p lans for international order.

40 Walter Hines Page to David F. Houston, 23 March 1918, Walter Hines Page Papers, Houghton Library, 
Harvard University (emphasis added). (Hereafter referred to as Page Papers).
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The internationalism  of p rog ressives like Balch or even  the apostate 

socialist Lippm ann was itself radically  different. Like many of the Am ericans 

who called  them selves internationalists during  the war, these  p eo p le  ten d ed  

to see  the label as shorthand for g re a te r  g lobal in tegration of peop le , 

econom ies, ideas, and  cultures. It was, in o ther w ords, m ore of a variation on 

cosmopolitanism, m ore of a critique of the essentialism  of the ethnic nation, 

and  a defence of the “cultural pluralism ” p rom o ted  by H orace Kallen and 

Randolph Bourne. This, b y  definition, was a conception of internationalism  at 

odds with the “in terests” of a w arring state.

However benevolent and  d isin te rested  W ilsonians p u rp o rted  to be, 

they could not avoid the fact that their internationalism  h ad  a chance to 

reshape  global o rder only after they had  m obilized the m aterial and  hum an 

resources of the United States, with its a ttendant claim s to exceptionalism  and 

hom ogeneity. Roosevelt’s ally A lbert B everidge d e rid ed  this as “m otley 

internationalism ,” accusing it of joining the ranks of the professional and  the 

political-class to create  a deep ly  suspect belief in the possibility of an 

international organization that would not only reo rd e r  the globed relations but 

also, in so doing, change dom estic political ideology and identities.41 Arguing 

against such an encom passing social internationalism , David Jayne Hill, the 

historian and  form er A m bassador to G erm any, w rote in the p a g es  of the North 

American Review  in 1919, that “the authority of international law rests  on

41 Albert Beveridge to William E. Dodd Papers, n.d. 1918 (box 13), William E. Dodd Papers, Manuscript 
Division, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. (Hereafter referred to as Dodd Papers)
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nationalist character,” and  ought not to b e  b a se d  in som e abstract

cosm opolitanism  that pu lled  sovereignty  away from  national in terests.42 

Attem pts to o rd er the w orld  around notions of universal law, Hill w orried, 

th rea tened  to p lace  the US at the m ercy of E uropean im perialism  and  the 

hundreds of small nations that would em erg e  in the  post-w ar world. W hen 

faced with the p ro spec t of a  League of Nations, listening to conservative 

e lem ents of Europe, Hill proclaim ed: “For E urope en tering  the League is to 

m aintain an alliance with A m erica,” while “for A m erica the m otive is the 

pacifist ideal.”43

Roosevelt took a  sim ilar tack in this period , equating  p rogressive

internationalists with idealistic naivete and treasonously inattentive to the

existence of o ther national in terests with mal intentions:

The visionaries and  enthusiasts am ong the internationalist 
leaders have b e e n  m erely the tools of two evil beings: the 
brutish creatures who w ished to destroy all governm ent...and  
the astute sord id  creatures who serve their own self in terest by 
serving G erm any...w ho find that the easiest way to ren d e r 
such service is to w eaken their own countries...by b reak ing  
down the spirit of patriotism  and nationalism  under p re ten se  of 
supporting internationalism . Don’t trust the pacifists; they are  
the enem ies of righteousness. Don’t trust the professional 
internationalists; they a re  the enem ies of nationalism  and 
Americanism. Both of these groups appeal to all w eaklings, 
illusionists, m aterialists, lukew arm  A m ericans, and faddists of 
all the types that vitiate sound nationalism .44

42 David Jayne Hill, “International Law and Policy”, North American Review 209 (1919), 324.
43 David Jayne Hill, “In the Valley of Decision,” North American Review 210 (1919), 25.
44 Theodore Roosevelt, The Great Adventure (New York: C. Scribner's Sons, 1918), 76-77, 82-83.

397



W ell before  the debates over the League of Nations covenant, A m erican 

nationalists stoked  scepticism  about any th inker or political agent that d id  not 

p lace the preservation  of A m erican sovereignty  at the cen ter of their 

understanding of the world. Roosevelt further fuelled  a  distrust of this type of 

p rogressive by  playing on d e e p  cultural coding  im plied in g en d ered , raced , 

and  anti-intellectual language. “Sissy socialists,” “pink-tea and  parlo r 

Bolshevists,” “m ake-believe re d s ,” “w eak-kneed  in tellectuals,” “short-haired  

w om en” (alluding to suffragists and  reform ers), “thug-reform ers,” and  

“socialist c ranks” w ere all am ong the m any m onikers levelled  at the g roup  of 

intellectuals and  “professional internationalists” that h e  accused  of “dilettante 

sentim entalism .” Roosevelt effectively tu rned  back  on social scientists, who 

w ere  easily po rtrayed  as ca ree r internationalists, the sam e distrust of 

emotion, the distinction be tw een  a “deta iled  in telligence” and  “d e s ire ” that 

had  b e e n  used  by  social scientists to e levate  their p lace into a p riv ileged  

position in the p eace  talks. And it was im possible for the Inquiry, as it would 

b e  throughout those talks, to ignore  such loud and p revalen t cultural 

p ressures. As an organization that was m ade up alm ost entirely  of university- 

b a sed  academ ics, m any in the Inquiry rea lized  that they w ould have to check 

dissent by  policing m em bersh ip  and assuring  that no “sentim entalism ” or 

“d esire” could b e  rea d  into the organization.45

45 Richard Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism, 211-213. For more on the politics of desire in Progressive 
circles see Christopher Lasch, The New Radicalism in America, 1889-1963.
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Having the Inquiry function at arm s-length from the governm ent h e lp ed  

it m aintain som e secrecy  in day-to-day operations, away from  the eyes of a 

political class still very  m uch p resen t in W ashington. Yet just as new s of the 

organization itself had  leaked, information about w ho was w orking  for it also 

m ade its way into the public sphere . Mezes, Bowman and Shotwell, each  of 

whom had  som e authority to recru it for their respective  re se a rc h  divisions, 

w ere  particularly careful to d istance them selves from  any colleagues who 

might have b e en  seen  as “sentim ental” or ideological in world-view. Krehbiel 

is an important exam ple, in this respect, not because  he  was pro-G erm an, nor 

because  he was a pacifist or a rogue progressive. He was ne ither of which. He 

w as how ever an easily recognizable liability for the  Inquiry because  of his 

acceptance of the intellectual distinction—akin to that p ro p o se d  b y  Norman 

Angell—betw een  an old pacifism  (built around  m oral and  religious 

principles) and the com pelling nature of his “New Pacifism.” In a review  of 

Norman Angell’s work, Arms and Industry, K rehbiel no ted  (before national 

sentim ent b eg an  to turn against pacifism in early  1917) that the “new 

pacifism ” was m ore closely re la ted  to the new  idea of an “international polity” 

w herein w ar was no longer seen  as “m aterially o r m orally” relevant to the 

aims for which the state exists.46 K rehbiel’s p lace  within the ranks of the 

bourgeoning group of “evolutionary pacifists” m ade  him  a liability. This 

group, which included Franz Boas, G eorge H erbert M ead, E.I. Thomas, and

46 Krehbiel, “The Relevance of War,” The Dial, 1 September 1914,
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Veblen, would argue (in varying ways) that the teleological tren d  of p rog ress 

was away from war, and  therefore w ar w as possib le  bu t atavistic and 

contradictory to the aims of civilization as a w hole.47 A longside his public 

affiliations with biological pacifists like Starr Jordan, K rehbiel’s sym pathies for 

the “New Pacifism” m ade him a risk in a g roup  that w as concerned  in its early  

stages with concealing that it w as at w ork on p e ac e  plans.

But, in addition to b e in g  excluded  on ideological grounds, K rehbiel is 

also an im portant exam ple because  his exclusion points to how few of those 

intellectuals locked  out of the Inquiry w ere  ev er actually officially re jected . 

Balch was a  notable exception and likely only rece iv ed  a formal letter 

because  of h e r persistence  with Mezes. Instead of outw ard rejection  on the 

grounds of suitability for d irecting  state policy, access to the Inquiry was 

restric ted  through institutions that ac ted  as self-policing in term ediaries. In the 

case of Krehbiel, P resident W ilbur of Stanford University (his em ploying 

institution) re n e g e d  on the p a id  leave p rom ised  to em ployees that se rv ed  in 

governm ent during the war. W hen his application for leave a p p ea re d  before 

the University Senate in D ecem ber, he  d iscovered  that the university had  

received  no “Governm ent confirm ation” that his responsibilities w ere  in 

service to the state. Krehbiel and  his close friend, form er Stanford President 

Jordan, wrote to M ezes and Lippm ann to p ress  the m atter but no final 

clarification appears to have ever b e e n  given. Instead Jordan and  W ilbur

47 For more on this see Paul Crook, Darwinism, War and History, 98-152.
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w ere  told that “Dr. K rehbiel’s work, (presum ably in  aid of Colonel House, 

w hose p eace  mission was in the sam e le tter a lleged  to have failed,) was really  

a private affair, not governm ent se rv ice”, m eaning that K rehbiel could not 

receive  a pa id  leave for his serv ice  and  m aking further w ork with the Inquiry 

im possible.48 In this instance at least, the am biguity of the Inquiry’s 

relationship to official state apparatuses w orked  to the  benefit of those staffing 

the Inquiry. The organization could  dem and  secrecy , because  its w ork w as in 

the in terests of the state, but it w as often re fe rred  to and  trea te d  as outside of 

governm ent, as a “private  affair.”

C ontrary to what previous exam inations of the  Inquiry have im plied, 

w hen it cam e to personnel there  was rare ly  a c lear line draw n be tw een  the 

information arriving from governm ent officials, and those from civic groups, 

professional associations, universities, o r philanthropic associations. And this 

am biguity served  its own purpose . W hen it becam e apparen t that an 

applicant or candidate was a political liability there  was often an intentional 

b leed ing  betw een  critiques focused m ore directly on  “scholarly equipm ent 

and  b ias ,” and those that focused on that candidate’s politics o r ideology. By 

early  1919 the p rogressive reform er and journalist William Allen W hite 

lam ented  that it a p p ea red  that the “incrusted  o ld  reactionaries” who had  once 

b e e n  on the ropes in the Republican Party w ere  now causing the w ide scale 

collapse of p rogressive influence over state policy, and the failure to resist

48 David Starr Jordan to Sidney Mezes, 2 February 1918 (box 1), Mezes Papers.
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such a collapse in the a tm osphere  of w ar revo lved  particularly  around  the 

question of “internationalism .”49 The Inquiry was one of the critical sites 

w here  p rogressive  liberals felt them selves increasingly m arginalized by 

conservative liberals who saw  the in terests of the nation as the m easure  of a 

social theory’s worth.

William E. Dodd, the A m erican historian an d  head  of the US data

section for the Inquiry, early  on sensed  a change underw ay in the

organization and wrote to M ezes with concerns that “reactionary  e lem en ts”

w ere  em erg ing  in the g roups p lanning for peace; he  h o p ed  to ra ise  the m atter

with House. Mezes rep lied  on H ouse’s behalf,

I am  sure that what you say with regard  to certain  reactionary 
tendencies and their d an g er has b e e n  very  m uch in the m ind 
of the Colonel. I am  also sure that he would b e  g lad  to have you 
gather am ong o ther da ta  all of the k ind  which would 
strengthen the hands of our governm ent in m aintaining liberal 
and  forward-looking policies.50

And so it could work both ways. The g roup ’s executive w anted to p rese rv e  a 

space that was neither “reactionary” and  excessively sym pathetic to Europe 

(or at least British) im perialism , not “rad ical” and  corrosive to the m oral 

certitudes that underp inned  its faith in A m erica’s mission. “Forw ard-looking” 

m eant som ething to the p rog ressive  m ind, but it w as a carefully calib ra ted  

space that avoided both retrenchm ent and rad ical change. Forw ard-looking 

w as consistent with the objective analysis of the evolution of hum an society

49 Hofstadter, Anti-Intellectualism, 213.
50 Dodd to Mezes, 31 October 1917 (box 12), Dodd Papers.
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w hereas the radicals and  reactionaries spoke only for the narrow  in terests of 

their species. Professionally enforced  screen ing , o r ideological disciplining, 

was not sim ply structured so as to k e ep  “rad icals” or “pacifists” out of the 

Inquiry. Rather, the adm inistrators of the Inquiry and  those who m ade it “in” 

to the group w ere  very  careful to bu ild  that organization away from any 

potentially d issident m ethods or characters that m ight challenge a  particular 

read ing  of Am erican state in terests as the p reservation  of sovereignty  in a 

post-w ar peace . W hile p rogressive  liberals and  social dem ocrats h ad  h oped  

that their support for the w ar would help  them  secu re  a p lace  in develop ing  a 

p eace  plan, Lippmann w ould b e  the only m ajor figure from what could 

broadly  b e  conceived  of as a  “political left” brought into the organization.

This is not to say that others d id  not try, or d id  not hope  they w ould be  

asked  to w ork for the Inquiry. Thorstein V eblen  and  John D ew ey w ere  w idely 

recom m ended  as represen tatives by  the left. As the well-known ed ito rs of The 

Dial, they knew  that the Inquiry ex isted  and  what it was for. And yet, despite  

public calls and  private efforts to joining the group, they too w ere  locked  out. 

V eblen continues to evade easy  intellectual and  political classification am ong 

historians. But most ag ree  that he  m ade a ca ree r of thum bing his nose at 

established  political culture and convention. Some have em phasized  V eblen’s 

institutional econom ics and Victorian socialism, noting his illiberal calls at the 

end  of the w ar for the abolition of private  p roperty  in terests and  individual
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profit.31 Others, such as Morton W hite, have a rg u ed  that V eblen  m ust b e  

philosophically understood. He should, that is, b e  seen  as part of the “revolt 

against formalism,” which W hite tied  to the influence of G erm an historicism  

and  “cultural organicism ”, and  which bound  together many of the left-liberal 

and  socialist intellectuals in the Progressive Era. W hite rightly notes that 

desp ite  som e im portant differences, anti-formalists “call upon social scientists 

in all dom ains, ask them  to unite, and  u rg e  that they have nothing to lose but 

their deductive chains.”32 V eb len ’s attacks on formalist concepts such as the 

nation, the state, and international peace , sim ply d id  not resonate  with the 

Inquiry.

V eblen cannot, of course, b e  defined  as a liberal. His advocacy for a 

non-Marxist socialism m ade him, as Dorothy Ross put it, a “true ou tsider.”53 

This status partly stem s from the difficulty historians face in p lacing  him in 

conventional disciplinary boxes, o r situating him  within the historical 

narratives of disciplines as w e now know them, but it also m attered  in his 

time. He m ade significant and  highly original contributions to sociology, 

history, econom ics, anthropology, and  political economy. P erhaps m ore than 

most of his contem poraries, he  was the consum m ate social scientist, coupling 

an almost positivistic faith in anthropological and  evolutionary conceptions of 

hum an developm ent with an astute sense  of socio-cultural pow er. He u sed  this

51 Sydney Kaplan, “Social Engineers as Saviors: Effects of World War I on some American Liberals,” 
Journal o f  History o f  Ideas 17 (1956): 347-348.
52 Morton White, Pragmatism and the American Mind (New York: Oxford University Press, 1975), 42.
53 Dorothy Ross, Origins o f  American Social Science, 212.
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to re ject what he  called  the classical econom ists’ “addiction to natural law ,” 

that is, the attem pt to reduce  hum an behavior to individual an d  singular 

causes ra ther than cultural-institutional context.54 It is my sense  that it was 

p rec ise ly  this distinction be tw een  observ ing  hum an behavior as g u id ed  by 

som e im m utable natural forces, versus see ing  it as culturally situated  (in the 

anthropological sense) and adaptive to forces that can b e  se en  in particular 

institutional-power alignm ents, that g e ts  to the  heart of why V eblen  w as not 

w elcom ed in the Inquiry (aside, of course, from  his abrasive personality).55

In his 1917 book, The Nature o f Peace, V eblen a rg u ed  that one should 

not see  the developm ent of liberal-dem ocratic  governm ents as “an 

unavoidable deliverance of com m on-sense” but as a  particular “species of 

governm ent” that “answ ered  to an acqu ired  bias, not to an underly ing  trait of 

hum an nature; a m atter of habit, not of h e red ity .”56 G overnm ent and  its 

institutions w ere, for Veblen, an evolutionary developm ent in an 

anthropological ra ther than biological sense. The state m ight try to convince 

itself of the universality its own institutional system  and  reasons for governing  

a particular way. It might use ideas of natural liberty , as V eblen  says the 

English speak ing  p eop le  of the w orld did, to p ropose  that particular 

institutional formations w ere the em bodim ent of a cosm opolitanism  that could 

b ring  o rd er to the international if it was only internationalized. But, for V eblen,

54 White, Pragmatism and the American Mind, 55-62; Ross, Origins o f  American Social Science, 211.
55 For an account of Veblen’s role in the Inquiry see John P. Diggins, Thorstein Veblen: Theorist o f  the 
Leisure Class (Princeton University Press, 1999), 189-191.
56 Thorstein Veblen, The Nature o f  Peace (New York: Transaction Publishers, 1917), 11.

405



the nation-state was really  just a  collection of civic, bureaucratic , and  

com m ercial in terests that historically built their pow er around  lingering  

feudal anxieties over the security and  “p rep a red n e ss” of the  state. Sidney 

Plotkin sum m arized V eblen’s view s of the state this way: “W hatever their 

o ther institutional differences—an d  V eb len  certainly be lieved  that in som e 

respec ts  the differences m atters a lot—the early  20th century Dynastic and  

D em ocratic states w ere  nonetheless ‘d ivergen t variants’ of a  com m on feudal 

ancestor.”57

The ability to use this tribalism  to uphold  a balance of p e a c e  in Europe 

m ostly w orked for m uch of the early  history of nation-states, bu t the rise  of 

im perialism  revea led  that com m ercial in terests once h e d g e d  in b y  these  

boundaries w ere  sp read ing  to all co m ers  of the g lobe  via im provem ents in 

technology and  communications. This p rocess, tied  to the em erg en ce  of 

m odem  capitalism , “b eg an  to neutralize the geographical quarantine which 

h ad  h e d g ed  about these com m unities that these  comm unities w ere  content to 

leave w ell enough alone.”58 The “fear of agg ression” in this in terconnected  

w orld m eant that the accumulation of increasingly large arm am ents have 

“b e e n  conventionally accounted defensive,” in tegral to the pro tection  of the 

nation and  the preservation  of its sovereignty . Importantly, for V eblen, the 

p resen ce  of the state was not som ething that could simply b e  elim inated over

57 Sidney Plotkin, “War and Economic Crisis: What Would Veblen Say?” Society 47 (2010): 240-245.
58 Sidney Plotkin and Rick Tilman, The Political Ideas o f  Thorstein Veblen (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 2011), 17.
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time. Still, it was a historical and anthropological phenom enon, not a natural

or inevitable one, inseparab le  from local o r provincial interests.

M oreover, for Veblen, the G reat W ar rev ea led  that any claim  that

universalizing a certain  state structure m ight he lp  create  a  cosm opolitan

community was sim ply ignorant of the feudalistic (indeed  “b a rb a ric ”)

dep en d en ce  of any nation-state on “national honor” and “patrio tism ” to stoke

tribalism .59 Like o ther social scientists, V eblen  adop ted  the notion that “the

preservation  of the p resen t pecuniary  law and  o rd e r” was “incom patible with

an unwarlike state of p e a c e .” A legal system  built on the p rincip les of the  old

o rd er would only formalize that system  and  further entrench it. But V eblen

quickly found him self on the outside of liberal circles, especially  with those

who would m ake up the Inquiry, w hen he a d d e d  that “incidents of ow nership

and investm ent,” and  “the current schem e of investm ent, business, and

sabo tage” d e p en d e d  on m aintaining national insecurity and sovereignty  that

w ould “keep  national anim osities a le rt.”60

To say that V eblen’s ideas w ere  subversive does not do justice to just

how m uch they th rea tened  the conception of the state and  the pu rp o se  of

sovereignty within the variant of liberalism  that cam e to dom inate the Inquiry.

V eblen, Plotkin argues,

defined  the m odern  state not in term s of its com pliance with 
corporate  pressure, but in term s of its capacity  to threaten  use 
of force. It is, he  said, an “en te rp rise  of intimidation.” The state

59 Ibid., 29-31
60 Ibid., 366
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was, for him, above all an  institution of power, not an econom ic 
institution, and  it is not always o r necessarily  even obed ien t to 
econom ic forces.61

Thus, far from seeing  governm ent as a b a ld  tool in business in terests, V eblen  

offered a com prehensive account of the  international system  roo ted  in a d e ep  

scepticism  of any treatm ent of the nation-state as an  ahistorical o r acultural 

phenom enon. Like others of his genera tion  who fell vaguely  under the 

influence of Pragm atism , V eblen saw  the international o rd e r as a  sort of 

sociological system  of interaction w here  “a m o d em  nation constitutes a State 

only in respec t of or with the ulterior b ea rin g  on the question of international 

p eace  o r w ar.”62 The w ayw ard m ovem ents of one nation-state could 

fundam entally change the sociological netw ork to which they be longed , 

potentially even  b reak ing  the historical in terconnection b e tw een  liberal- 

dem ocratic states and the unconscious pro tection  of national com m ercial and 

financial interests.

D espite his very  public claim  that liberal internationalism  was 

everm ore in terchangeable  with financial internationalism , and that these  

interests benefited  from the sustained  capacity  of states to m ake inter-state 

wars, V eblen w as asked  by  Shotwell to w rite several p ieces for the Inquiry.63

61 Plotkin, “War and Economic Crisis,” 240-245.
62 Veblen, “Suggestions Touching the Working Program of an Inquiry Into the Prospective Terms of 
Peace,” reprinted in Joseph Dorfman, “Veblen on the Nature o f Peace,” Political Science Quarterly 47 
(1932): 185-203.
63 Veblen, “Outline o f a Policy for the Control of the ‘Economic Penetration’ of Backward Countries and of 
Foreign Investments,” n.d. Records of the Inquiry, Document 595, Records of the American Commission to 
Negotiate Peace, Record Group 256, National Archives at College Park, College Park, MD. (Hereafter 
referred to as Inquiry Documents NARA).
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The first of these, “Suggestions Touching the W orking Program  of an Inquiry 

Into the Prospective Term s of P eace ,” subm itted  early  in 1918, a rg u ed  that 

those charged  with m aking p eace  faced  two possib le  paths. The first w as a 

diplom atic p eace  around the “eight g rea te r Pow ers” on an equal footing, and  

the second was “a league (federation) of the pacific Peoples on a footing of 

national d isclaim er.” He argued  that in the form er arrangem ent, any p lans for 

p eace  would not b e  ab le  to have any in terest in  the internal policies of Europe 

and “the range  and  pu rpose  of this Inquiry w ould therefore, in that case, b e  

chiefly confined to questions of dom estic policy  and  of m aritim e trad e .” On 

the other hand, he  a rgued  that a  pacific league  w ould ex tend  the “ran g e  of 

this Inquiry...to all countries and peop les co n ce rn ed .” It w as V eb len ’s hope 

that the Inquiry would reach  out to the public and  p resen t it with a “two sided  

division of opinion” so that “spokesm en of the  v e sted  in terests” w ere  “found 

opposed  to the spokesm en of a resolute m aintenance of the p eace  at the cost 

of any necessary  revision or adjustm ent within this estab lished  o rd e r .” But, he 

argued, “it would appear that the Inquiry, following the  apparen t inclination of 

the Administration, should presen tly  ... find itself searching  for feasible ways 

and  m eans of assuring the dom estic tranquillity even  at the cost of any 

contingent derangem ent of the estab lished  schem e of vested  rights, w hether 

private o r national.”64

64 Ibid.
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By the time V eblen subm itted  a second  p iece  to the Inquiry, this one on

“Controlling the Economic Penetration of Backward Countries and  of Foreign

Investm ents,” he  started  to hold  out hope  that the Inquiry would m ove beyond

the “recently  past tim e w hen statesm en still p laced  their d e p en d en ce  on the

Balance of Pow er,” w hen it w as “an accep ted  principle underly ing  all

effectual statecraft that no p eop le  could hope to b e  collectively fortunate

without be ing  nationally form idable.” W hile he d id  not em brace  m uch of the

Am erican exceptionalism  that the Inquiry w ould take  on, he  certainly saw  a

special role for the social scientist in provid ing  a rationale an d  international

netw ork of governance that m oved beyond  the nation by vesting  pow er into

an adm inistrative class with no national allegiance:

It is even yet a safe generalization that no m odern  nation would 
b e  ready  now, out of hand, to disclaim  o r disavow all such 
interests and  pretensions, tangible and  intangible, com m ercial 
and patriotic, even after the national in tegrity  had  b e e n  duly 
safeguarded. Therefore it is p resum ed  that the com pact, 
league or coalition of peop les for keep ing  the peace, which is 
expec ted  to b e  set afoot in the term s of the settlem ent, will 
take the line of mutual concessive disclaim er and  disallowance 
of such usages, claims and pretensions...It appears  necessary, 
by way of a definition of prem ises, to indicate at the outset with 
what scope and  m anner of jurisdiction the  League is here  
conceived to b e  invested, in so far as b e a rs  on  the question in 
had  (econom ic penetration). A dequately to control such 
“econom ic penetration”, the pacific League will have to b e  
vested  with a relatively very  large discretion; which in turn 
im plies an extensive su rrender of pow ers on the p a rt of the 
associated peop les of the League.63

65 ibid.
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V eblen im agined that the Entente nations could  “incline to d iscard , or at least 

d isregard , distinctions of nationality, so far as the sentim ental p reconcep tions 

of its constituent peop les will allow.”66 By dissolving these  g rea t pow er 

rivalries, their colonial territories, and  nations once contained in the Central 

European em pires would b e  adm inistered  as the  US adm in istered  its 

territories in the lead  up to their acquisition of statehood. These lands w ould 

b e  gradually  offered the opportunity to join the international fold as they 

p roved  their ability to self-govem . But ra ther than allowing financial
i

relationships to form the basis of international community, V eblen  suggested  

that all adm inistration of form er belligeren t nations and  the colonial holdings 

of Entente and Central pow ers alike b e  overseen  b y  the new  league, and 

“quite unreserved ly” on behalf of these  “backw ard  a reas”. If one d id  away 

with national rivalries b y  creating  an adm inistrative capacity within a league 

that refused  to treat resources “for p rivate  gain, not for public u se ,” the needs 

of the population of league nations could b e  met, V eblen argued , and  the 

international rivalries of the w orld w ould m elt away under sound 

m anagem ent. Only under those conditions could the sp read  of civic culture 

im press upon these unincorporated  nations the benefits of integration.

D espite his initial optimism, by  1918 it w as apparen t to V eblen  that the 

p eace  was sliding into an increasingly nationalistic framework. He publicly

66 Veblen’s use of the word sentimental is important. With this assessment, he effectively inverted 
Theodore Roosevelt’s attack on social scientists, arguing that it was actually his nationalistic attachments 
that were sentimental, not the more rational aspirations for a cosmopolitan international.
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bem oaned  that it was proof of just how “far a re  m en still bound  in the ancient 

w eb  of international jealousy and  patriotic anim osity.”67 To ad d  insult to 

injury, requests that V eblen b e  brought into the organization w ere  p re s se d  by  

the Inquiry’s d irec to r of econom ics, and  form er student of Ely and  Turner, A. 

A. Young. W hile Lippmann had  courted  V eblen and  solicited the reports, 

Young’s request was eventually re jec ted  (at about the sam e tim e that 

Lippmann was b e in g  pushed  out of the group) on the g rounds that he  w as “too 

expensive,” though it w ould have b e e n  quite apparen t to Young that bo th  staff 

and the bu d g e t available to the g roup w ere  grow ing at a ra te  that could  have 

easily afforded to hold V eblen.68 It was a  peculiar argum ent g iven  that there  

was no conversation o r concern  in the Inquiry’s adm inistrative files e x p re ssed  

about costs or overruns even  while its num bers multiplied. To m ake sense  of 

V eblen’s informal rejection from the Inquiry w e n eed  look no further than the 

many other prom inent intellectuals who w ere  locked  out of the Inquiry after 

writing prelim inary reports which challenged  the centrality and  cohesiveness 

of nationalism in the com ing peace.

John Dewey suffered this fate. Initially contacted b y  the Military 

Intelligence Bureau to write a p iece  on the “Polish Question” for them , Dewey 

subm itted two short reports on Polish-American opinion after several 

m eetings with the Bureau in W ashington, and after a sociological investigation

67 Veblen, “The War and Higher Education,” The Dial, 18 July 1918,46.
68 Mezes to Young, 8 February 1918, Mezes Papers. For the connection between Lippmann and Veblen see 
Diggins, Thorstein Veblen, 189-191.
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of the Polish community in Philadelphia.69 T here has b een  m uch d eb a te  about 

what this particular docum ent m eant to com m unicate to policy m akers in the 

W ilson adm inistration.70 R egardless of his intentions in w riting the 

“confidential w ork”, the repo rt was not m eant exclusively for the Intelligence 

Bureau, as som e have implies, but w as also d irec ted  at the Inquiry, which 

Dewey knew  of through his ties to The N ew  Republic and  The Dial, and  

through his close personal relations with Croly and Lippmann. In a 

m em orandum  for Mezes, rece ived  in July 1918, Dewey p ro p o se d  that the 

com m ittee of Polish nationals who fled  Russian-controlled Polish reg ions for 

Paris during  the Bolshevik Revolution, and  who claim ed to rep resen t the 

Polish p eop le  in their capacity as “the Paris Com m ittee,” w ere  actually 

imperialistic, conservative, and  anti-Semitic. Dewey argued  that if W ilson’s 

Fourteen Points’ call for a Polish nation-state w ere  taken on b y  the Inquiry, “it 

must of course b e  conducted through channels not subject to the p re jud ices 

which have a lready b een  skilfully w orked  up  by  the reactionary  group  in 

o rd er to d iscredit the Polish liberal and  dem ocratic g roup .”71 D ew ey was 

concerned  that the Polish Dem ocratic Republic (the K.O.N.), a  g roup  b a se d  in 

A ustrian-controlled areas of Poland and  supportive of the relatively tolerant 

Austrian governm ent at the opening  of the war, w ere  being  unfairly pa in ted  as

69 Dewey to House, 23 August 1918, Inquiry Documents NARA.
70 For the contours o f this debate see Charles Zerby, “John Dewey and the Polish Question: A Response to 
the Revisionist Historians,” History o f  Education Quarterly 115 (1975): 17-30.
71 Dewey to Mezes, “Memorandum for President Mezes Submitted by John Dewey,” 19 July 1918 (box 3), 
Mezes Papers.
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pro-G erm an because  of this initial support. D ew ey w orried  that Am erican- 

Polish leadersh ip  that had  the e a r  of the adm inistration—and possib ly  a w ider 

constituency—was closer in ideological orientation to the conservative Paris 

Com mittee. He privately w orried  that, in turn, the Paris Com m ittee w as using 

their connections to Am erican officials, and  conservative Polish publicists 

b a se d  in W ashington, to earn  the  “pow er to determ ine what pe rsons am ong 

the non-naturalized Poles should have the stigm a of enem y aliens rem oved  

and  who should not.”72 This a im ed  to effectively silence a substantial m inority 

of radical Poles in the US, but they  a p p ea r to have h ad  no effect.

D ew ey had  hoped  that his questions would spu r a p ro p e r  investigation 

of the Polish question in the US and abroad . He w anted his governm ent to 

understand  that ethnic nationalism w as not sim ply a traditional identity  but 

was only fully enlivened by  a dem ocratic  and  pluralist political organization. 

Dewey also w orried  that formal recognition  of the Paris Com m ittee as the sole 

represen tative  of the Polish peop le , w ould actually threaten  the ap p ea l of 

W ilsonianism in other parts of the w orld  w here  the restive m asses w ere  

pinning their hopes on a new  social o rd er within and b e tw een  nations. 

“President W ilson’s policy,” D ew ey to ld  Mezes, “has no stronger and  m ore 

intelligent supporters anyw here than p rec ise ly  this group now d iscred ited , 

and this fact can easily be  p ro v ed  to any A m ericans.” If the governm ent w ere  

to recognize the Paris Com mittee as the em bodim ent of Polish nationalism,

72 Ibid.
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Dewey w arned, “such action will b e  ha iled  b y  every  reactionary  elem ent in 

this country and  Europe as a successful undoing  in one very  im portant detail 

of the genera l p rincip les of w orld  reorganization laid dow n b y  President 

W ilson.”73 If W ilson’s call for self-determ ination and  the scrap ing  of old 

im perial system s w ere  to m ean anything, D ew ey felt, it h ad  to ad d ress  the 

claims of the “m ore rad ical” g roup  of Poles. Their platform  re a d  like a 

manifesto of p rogressive  ideals sh a red  b y  social dem ocratic elem ents 

throughout the w ar-torn world: d irect sec re t suffrage, equality of all citizens 

regard less of sex, race, nationality, and  religion, an  eight hour w ork day, 

equal pay, and  the gradual socialization of the m eans of land, transportation, 

production and  communication. These, D ew ey believed , w ere  most 

com m ensurate with the new  international that m anaged  a ba lance  betw een  

labour and capital.74

D ew ey’s study was put in the Inquiry’s files, along with 42 o ther reports 

by  w ell-respected  scholars, and  any expertise  it ren d e red  w as prom ptly 

forgotten. Again, the conditions of this “forgetting” of D ew ey’s w ork are 

helpful in highlighting the ideological p a ram eters  that e m e rg e d  in the 

Inquiry. The Inquiry was surprisingly successful at finding “qualified sta ff’ 

w hen it cam e to staffing the Eastern E uropean  division with experts  in culture 

and history. Among two of the experts ch arg ed  with exam ining the Polish 

Question w ere  Henry Arctowski and  S.J. Zowski, bo th  Polish nationalists who

73 Ibid.
74 Dewey, cited in Charles Zerby, “John Dewey and the Polish Question,” 20.
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im m igrated to the US earlier in the century  and  w ere  likely citizens.75 With 

close connections to the Paris Com m ittee President Ignace Paderew ski, 

Arctowski was actually feeding  bo th  the Inquiry’s instructions and  his 

division’s recom m endations to the leadersh ip  of the  royal nationalists in the 

US.

The Paris Com mittee was quick to u se  this “secretive” inform ation to 

cam paign for the expansion of their nation’s boundaries by  apply ing  p ressu re  

on the President and  House, and  bu ild ing  p ropaganda  cam paigns that 

em phasized the im portance of Poland including, for exam ple, reg ions that 

gave the state access to the Baltic Sea.76 G elfand believes that the Inquiry 

seem ed  to “strongly” support “the territorial claim s of the Polish nationalists,” 

including som e to parts of Lithuania. The consistent openness to Polish 

territorial dem ands reveals, he  continues, “ethnic self-determ ination was 

app lied  w herever the principle could  serve  to enhance Poland’s territorial 

in terests ,” but w hen econom ic, political and historical argum ents “te n d e d  to 

support the Polish claims, these argum ents w ere advanced .”77 This is not to 

insinuate that the Polish royalists in the Inquiry w ere  directly responsib le  for 

bury ing  D ew ey’s report. They w ould have likely seen  the report, bu t w ere  not 

in a position to decide  on whose desk  it would land. But from w hat w e do 

know, the claims m ade by  Polish conservatives w ere  well received . It m ade it

75 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 52, 203-205
76 Ibid., 206; Louis Gerson, Woodrow Wilson and the Rebirth o f  Poland (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1953), 96-97.
77 Gelfand, The Inquiry, 206-207. Emphasis added.
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easy  to overlook an Am erican assessm ent, like Dewey’s, as ideologically 

m otivated b y  a  dom estic  p rogressive  agenda . D ew ey’s suggestion that K.O.N 

b e  listened  to m ay not have sat w ell w ith the E astern European Division of the 

Inquiry, m uch less the Polish division; o ther aspects of his rep o rt likely irked  

them  too. As a  group that openly  advoca ted  the socialization of land  and  

elem ents of the m eans of production, as well as p rogressive incom e taxation, 

universal suffrage, equal pay  and  citizenship, the K.O.N. em bod ied  what w ere  

still considered  “rad ical” tenets, w hich w ere  easily found in D ew ey’s other 

work. Many of the Inquiry’s recom m endations, including the union of 

Lithuania to Poland and  granting Danzig “free-city” status ra th e r than p lacing  

it under d irect Polish sovereign  control, reflec ted  a  g radual m ove in the 

organization tow ard top-down m ethodologies that allowed the organization to 

rep resen t nations in the sim plest of ways. This m eant priv ileg ing  “local 

know ledge” in cartographic and  ethnological representations, even  w hen it 

ignored  m any unsettled  questions around  political, linguistic, and  ethnic 

division, and  the com plex interconnection be tw een  the political and  cultural 

influence of d iasporic populations in the US and the  sovereignty claim s of 

“local” elites looking to gain or hold on  to status in Europe and  throughout the 

Southern H em isphere.78

Like Dewey, the w ell-respec ted  C hicago-based sociologist W.I. 

Thomas understood  that socio-cultural, political, historical, and  econom ic data

78 Zerby, “John Dewey and the Polish Question: A Response to the Revisionist Historians,” 17-30.
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w ere m alleable things. By 1917, Thomas h ad  already  m ade an im portant 

professional nam e for him self by  questioning dom inant Am erican assum ptions 

that race and  ethnicity determ ined  the  possibilities and capacities of an 

individual’s social existence. Along with Florian Znaniecki, Thomas co-w rote 

the still canonical sociological study, The Polish Peasant in Europe and  

America. That work, like Balch’s study of Slavic culture in A m erica and 

Europe, u sed  copious amounts of qualitative, ethnographic observations— 

ga thered  through on-the-ground fieldwork—of a culture both  in the US and  in 

the “hom e-country,” to arrive at a generalizab le  sociological theory  about the 

influence of environm ent on behaviour and  custom. Like Balch and  Dewey, 

Thomas spen t im portant and  formative tim e w orking closely with the reform  

m ovem ent that d ev e lo p ed  around Hull House in Chicago—the famous 

settlem ent house founded by  Jane A ddam s to serve  as a  hub  for reform  on 

issues of poverty, race , and  im m igration. Like m any of the m en and  w om en 

who b rid g ed  the gap  betw een  Hull House, an incubator for p rog ressive  

reform, and  the academ ic w orld of d isciplinary sociology, Thomas becam e an 

integral figure in what cam e to b e  known as the “Chicago School” of 

sociology. Like o ther early  figures in this school, Thomas’s w ork w as deep ly  

indeb ted  to his experience  with reform  m ovem ents like Hull House, writing 

directly on  contem porary social p rob lem s, and  especially  focused on 

scientifically understanding  and aiding social integration of new  A m ericans.79

79 Mary Jo Deegan, Jane Addams and the Men o f  the Chicago School, 1892-1918 (New York: Transaction
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Thomas was p art of an im portant m ovem ent, then, that be lieved  social sc ience 

could play a critical ro le in “carefully studying and repo rting  on the 

consequences of various social-organizational patterns and  institutional 

configurations,” observed  through e thnographic  fieldwork, a  m ethod  g lean ed  

from anthropological studies of “foreign cu ltu res.”80

As Thomas show ed in his w ork on the Poles in A m erica (published  

betw een  1918 and 1920), there  w as a  com plex in terplay betw een , on the one 

hand, dom estic Am erican conceptions of w hat constituted nationality (in the 

theoretical sense), the m eaning and  value that m any Am ericans a sc rib ed  to 

various nations (for exam ple a d e e p  sym pathy for Polish nationalism  but little 

interest in Egyptian nationalism), and  how foreign groups and  individuals 

reac ted  to the situation around them , and  on the o ther hand  the p ro cess  of 

p resen ting  data  that fed  into o r pushed-back  against these o ther im pressions. 

Thomas’s w ork developed  a highly pragm atic  and social-psychological notion 

of hum an behaviour that p ro p o sed  that “the context for social action is always 

a situation,” and  it is how the qualities “a re  subjectively understood  that has

Publishers, 1990), 116-140.
80 Craig Calhoun, “Sociology in America: An Introduction,” ed. Calhoun, Sociology in America: A History 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2007) 15, n. 34; 193.1 take seriously Andrew Abbott’s point that 
one must be careful not to ascribe cohesiveness to the “Chicago School” that did not exist in its own time. 
However, taken as an institutional site and event the Inquiry demonstrates that these loosely affiliated 
individuals were methodologically similar in important respects, not least in their reading o f the plasticity 
of nationality and the customs and culture others saw as fixed to race, ethnicity, language and even 
geography. But the Inquiry also somewhat modifies the observation by Calhoun and others that, “Chicago 
sociology was less engaged with the state and high-politics and with structural economic questions,” and 
“more engaged with locally acting groups.” The Chicago School, and the pragmatists that influenced it, 
saw locally acting groups as part of a larger global, interconnected system in which the nation played an 
important symbolic role informing the conditions of situations. That was certainly how Jane Addams saw 
it.
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the g rea test im pact on the acto r’s re sp o n se .”81 Balancing an ethnographic 

m ethod with a  search  for generalizab le  theory  m ade for a particu lar b ran d  of 

sociological praxis, which m ade Thomas an acknow ledged  p io n ee r in g ender, 

youth and  race, very  w ell connected  and  re sp ec ted  am ong professionals and  

reform ers alike.

Not surprisingly, then, Thomas was ask ed  to write a rep o rt for the 

Inquiry in its prelim inary period , on the  question of the shape  of 

internationalism  in the post w ar w orld—and not on the  Poles, his m ajor field of 

expertise  since 1913. He subm itted  a  substantial p ap e r, en titled  “Nationalism, 

Individualization of Function, and  the Creation of V alue,” that a ttem pted  to 

argue that anyone looking at postw ar international o rder w ould have to 

explore the balance of nationalism  and  individualism , “ju d g ed  from the 

standpoint of their efficiency as instrum ents for the creation  of values 

(happiness, econom ic gain, e tc .,).”82 Thomas outlined what m ight b e  

characterized as a sym bolic interactionist vision of international relations. 

Following the father of Symbolic Interactionism, his friend and  colleague at 

Chicago G.H. Mead, Thomas p ro p o sed  that nations functioned m uch like 

individuals. They acted  tow ards o ther nations on basic psychological 

im pulses such as enmity, rivalry, and  in te rdependence, and  their actions 

d e p en d e d  on the m eaning and  read ing  of those things within that particular

81 Neil Gross, “Pragmatism, Phenomenology, and Twentieth Century American Sociology,” in Calhoun, 
Sociology in America, 194.
82 W.I. Thomas, “Nationalism, Individualization of Function, and the Creation of Value,” Report for the 
Inquiry, 1918 (doc. 270), Inquiry Documents NARA.
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culture. There are, in this in terpretation, no universal or natural values that

determ ine behavior or define the com position of nations. T here w as no fixed

progression  built into hum an nature o r societal developm ent that inevitably

stee red  a nation tow ards one particu lar type of state  formation (or non-state

social alignm ent, for that m atter). Thom as’s subm ission a rg u ed  that nations,

cultures, and  societies could only b e  understood  as “a value for another

society,” and w ere  therefore m easu red  through the  lens of o n e ’s cultural

experience  and expectations. As such, attem pts to m ap out nation-states into

neat containers, using little m ore than a m ixture of geological and  cultural

indicators, risked  perpetuating  the id ea  that distinct and  du rab le  cultural

identities could b e  p rese rv ed  tim elessly and contained  to a  specific territory.

Environmental or geographical p lacem ent had  som e im pact on social

formation, Thomas confessed, but cultural affiliations w ere  not wholly

determ ined  in any fixed way b y  blood, language, biology and  space; rather,

culture was at least partly sem iotic or sym bolic, and  therefore sensitive to the

actions of wilful agents. It could aggravate  isolation, or it could  encourage

increased  in terdependence  at the level of the individual and nation.

Man is not indigenous to zones, but a m igrant to them ; his 
nervous organization is essentially the sam e the world over; he 
is a man. But culturally (through his transm ission of an identical 
body of tradition and the establishm ent of particular attitudes 
and values) a society characterizes it m em bers profoundly. A 
nationality, therefore, has rep resen ted  and  is d estined  to 
represen t an area of cultural characterization ... In this way it 
perform s for the world-organization a  function corresponding 
to the individualization of function am ong its m em bers. The
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values developed  by a given nationality may then  b e  
appropria ted—borrow ed, im itated, incorporated—by another 
society, o r they m ay b e  neg lected ; but no group should com pel 
another group to accept its values.83

Thomas app roached  the question of w orld  organization with the sam e 

anti-foundationalism he u sed  to app roach  questions of gender, sex, race  and 

age. As he a rgued  with education ten  years earlier, society and  its values 

could serve as a constraint or an enab lem ent in efforts to educa te  ch ild ren  in 

new  values. The choice of what values to teach  was clearly  within the control 

of a culture. So to assum e that all children in  all societies, like all nations, 

ought to b e  evolving along parallel trajectories determ ined  b y  a fixed natural 

principle of evolution, was to ignore  the basic  fact that developm ent of the 

individual was as or m ore fixed to accum ulated know ledge in a social unit. 

Thomas later a rg u ed  in “The Com parative Study of C ultures,” that “diversities 

in behavior and culture,” b e  they the education of youth or the concept of 

interests said to guide the state, “are the  result of different in terpretations of 

experience, resulting in characteristic behavior reactions and  habit system s, 

and  that a uniform course of cultural and  behavioral evolution is consequently  

out of the question.”84 There was a  circularity h e re  that n e e d e d  to be  

understood, but from within an assertion of the fundam ental agency  of the 

individual-as-expression-of-social-action. That is, the individual mind, and  the 

culturally-developed forces of habit which structurally condition individual

83 Ibid.
84 W.I. Thomas. "The Comparative Study of Cultures," American Journal o f  Sociology 42 (1936): 177-85.
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developm ent, transform values—not in any “biological sense, but only in the 

sense that the attention and  the content of the m ind a re  m ade corresponden t 

with the w orld as it is p re sen te d .”83 In this respec t, Thomas b e liev ed  that the 

behavior of nations was not d ictated  by  invariant national in terests that w ere 

naturally o r structurally determ ined . Rather, arriving m ore gently  at the sam e 

conclusion as Veblen, Thomas p ro p o sed  that the values of a society “w ere  a 

m atter of hab it,” and  while no less rea l for it, the habits of a  nation could b e  

s te e re d  tow ards particular va lue-based  outcom es.

It appears  that Thom as’s rep o rt was filed for use. Not long  after, 

Shotwell w rote to Dodd, also at the University of Chicago, asking him to m eet 

with Thomas, who was to leave on D ecem ber 21, 1917 to join the Inquiry. “I 

su ggested  that he  get in touch with you before  com ing east,” Shotwell told 

Dodd, “so that although his field only touches yours at a  som ew hat distant 

angle, he m ay b e  inform ed as to the situation as a w hole.”86 For the m om ent it 

a p p ea red  that Thomas had  m ade it in to the organization. Yet th ree  months 

after what would have b e e n  his first visit to the Inquiry’s G eographical Society 

Office in New York, new spapers in New York and  Chicago rep o rte d  that 

Thomas had  b e en  a rrested  in a  Chicago Hotel with a  younger woman, the wife 

of an officer serving overseas. The timing of the arrest rem ains suspect, as

85 W.I. Thomas, “The Province of Social Psychology,” American Journal o f  Sociology 10 (1905): 454-455.
86 Shotwell to Dodd, 16 December 1917, Dodd Papers.
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does the trum ped-up nature of the charges.87 To m ake m atters w orse, while 

defending him self in the p ress  and  the court (on charges that w ere  later 

thrown out), Thomas was sum m arily fired  b y  the University of Chicago, 

shattering his c a ree r at the m ature age  of 55. For the w ider public, Thom as’s 

w ork cam e uncom fortably close to m oral relativism, and  the b ig g e r  story was 

of a  professor who identified his re sea rch  on m arriage  and  sex  as “rad ica l” 

finding him self caught up in a sex-scandal that could not b e  ignored .88 It 

seem ed  that Thomas was falling victim  to what w ould becom e his m ost famous 

dictum: “If m en define situations as real, they  a re  rea l in their

consequences.”89 Realizing that opinion was against him, Thom as’s defense, 

pub lished  in the Chicago Tribune, w as furious that a sex scandal had  b een

87 Robert Throop and Lloyd Gordon Ward, "W. I. Thomas and the Suffragists." Toronto: The Mead Project 
(2007) http://www.brocku.ca/MeadProject/Scrapbooks/Circulation/Thomas_and_the_sufffagists.html 
(accessed 22 March, 2012)
More work on this connection remains to be done. But, as Throop and Ward note, historians have generally 
accepted that tip-offs by the FBI, who likely had Thomas and his wife (a well known pacifist and secretary 
of the Women’s Peace Party) under observation, led to their arrest by local authorities. The transgressions 
o f Thomas and his wife were already well known, and his arrest under newly minted Chicago vice laws 
presented the perfect opportunity to air them all. A scandal erupted in Chicago that dragged Thomas into 
Morals Court for the violation of the Mann Act, which forbade the transport of women across state lines for 
“immoral purposes,” and for false hotel registration. The media pounced and quickly pointed to a number 
of damning facts: Mrs. Thomas was one of the “founders of the Woman's Peace Party”; the age difference 
between Thomas and Mrs. Granger, the woman he was caught with, was considerable; Mrs. Granger’s 
husband was soldiering overseas; Mrs. Granger had a three year old child living with her mother in Forth 
Worth, Texas; and, perhaps most importantly, W.I. Thomas had used lectures and publications to attack the 
institution of marriage and, as it appeared to many, defended promiscuity. As is often the case, immoral 
personal behavior was treated as causally related to one’s “radical” political causes, helping to discredit 
both. For a recent use of this narrative see Calhoun and Gross, Sociology in America: A History’, 15, 186. 
For articles on the scandal see the extensive coverage in the New York Times. “Couple Arrested in Hotel.” 
New York Times, 13 April 1918, 18; Chicago Tribune. “ ’Dr. Thomas' and Woman Taken in Loop 
Hotel,” Chicago Tribune 12 April 1918, 1; “To Resign ?” Chicago Tribune, 14 April 1918, 8; “Dismiss 
Thomas from U. of C. on Judson's Order,” Chicago Tribune 17 April 1918, p. 17; “Thomas and His Itty 
Bitty Lady in Court Today,” Chicago Tribune 19 April 1918, p. 13. Chicago Tribune', “Thomas Defends 
Self As A Daring Social Explorer,” Chicago Tribune 22 April 1918, 15.
88 W.I. Thomas, “The Professor’s Views,” Chicago Tribune, 22 April 1918, 15-16.
89 W.I. Thomas, “The Methodology of Behavior Study,” in The Child in America: Behavior Problems and 
Programs (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1928), 572.
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allow ed to destroy  his professional life, but at the sam e time still tried  to treat

the situation as a teachable moment:

We are all aware that hum an relations are not what w e would 
have them. We have a war, an d  crim e and  pauperism , and  
problem s of labor and  capital, an d  prostitution and revolutions, 
etc., and  in view  of this im perfect state of society it is the task 
of the social sciences to develop a m ethod of determ ining  
social laws and  their application which will give in the hum an 
world a control approxim ately as perfect as the  control 
ob tained  in the physical world though the laws developed  by 
physics and chem istry and  in the anim al and  p lant world 
through the study of biology. But the social sciences, have 
failed ...in  the social w orld we have developed  no laws, and 
consequently social changes are not rationally m ade. W hen 
conditions becom e unendurable  we resort to prohibition, 
sabotage, new  legal enactm ents, revolution, and  eventually to 
bolshevickism ...it w ould b e  a bo ld  m an or a  stupid one who 
would claim at the p resen t m om ent satisfaction with his 
contribution...there has b e e n  a failure of intellectualism , and 
no one feels this m ore keenly than the intellectuals 
them selves.

Thomas was swept into the hysteria  of social disorganization that he  had  spent 

most of his life analysing. He w as “not guilty of this charge as it is 

understood,” he  therefore proclaim ed, “but I am  guilty of holding views and  

be ing  capab le  of p ractices not app roved  by  our social institutions.”90

W hile Thomas’s intellectual view s and prac tices on their own could 

have scared  most social scientists away, it was the public scrutiny of his sexual 

transgressions which most frigh tened  the m en of the Inquiry. D odd w rote to 

Shotwell asking if he had  h ea rd  any new s of the story, and after som etim e

90 Thomas, "The Professor's Views," 15-16.
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Shotwell rep lied  that everyone had  h e a rd  the new s in New York. “You can 

guess how shocked w e have all b e e n .” But, significantly, he w as also quick to 

charge  Thomas with even  b ig g e r crim es than m ere  vice: “I a g re e  with you as 

to the m oral implications in this whole thing and  the fundamental disloyalty 

which it im plies.”91 Thomas’s w riting on sex h ad  a lready  ra ised  eyebrow s 

several years before, but the negative attention large ly  fell off and  his book, 

Sex and Society, went on to m ultiple publication runs. And certain ly  in 1917, it 

h ad  not b e e n  enough to scare off the Inquiry from recru iting  him .92 W hat h ad  

ch anged  betw een  the en d  of 1917 and  the first m onths of 1918 w as that 

Thomas now received  an im m ense amount of public scrutiny b ecau se  of the 

m any unsaid cultural boundaries h e  crossed  around patriotic m otherhood, 

age  differences, extram arital affairs, and  notions of chivalry. It w as not just that 

the sexual affair was personally  disloyal, though som e could doubtless have 

m ade the case. It was that the executive of the Inquiry knew that Thomas 

w ould b ring  such an intense scrutiny to the objectivity the organization had  

spent so long building by  avoiding controversy, that it was easie r to cut all 

ties and  e rase  any reco rd  of his work. “Dr. Thomas has b een  doing  no 

particular w ork on the Poles for us recen tly ,” Shotwell continued, “and  is not

91 Shotwell to Dodd, 8 May 1918, Dodd Papers (emphasis added). In an ironic twist that was lost on the 
historian, Shotwell noted “These things depress me very much, but they are part and parcel o f the 
communities such as we have to live in,” and penned in after the fact, “I mean the almost universal 
tendency of great city life, to disintegrate [illegible] bonds.”
92 For more on the fleeting controversy around his book, Sex and Society, see the Throop and Ward, “W. I. 
Thomas and the Suffragists.”
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likely, I suppose, to b e  further connec ted  with the Inquiry.” W ith that note, 

Thom as’s report, like D ew ey’s, w as filed and forgotten.

The burying  of these  “rad ica ls” is im portant in itself bu t the tim ing is 

also suggestive. By the sum m er of 1918, w hen Bowman took over the as 

secre tary  of research  on the executive, it was apparen t that the  initial 

em phasis on self-determ ination that Lippm ann had g iven  in philosophical tone 

to the Fourteen Points w as b e in g  system atically gutted . Steadily a n d  surely, 

the studies that w ere u sed  by  the Inquiry, the organization of its information, 

and  the increased  generation  of geopolitical and  geo-cultural m aps, reflected  

a d esire  to equate stab le national boundaries with w hat w ere  felt to b e  

definable and  equally stab le ethno-linguistic cultural identities. By m id-1918, 

the Inquiry cam e to em body  what Erez M anela has defined  as the W ilsonian 

“view  that m ajor social and  political issues within A m erican society  [were] 

intimately connected  to the globed ro le  he  envisioned for it in the post-w ar 

world, as a  m odel for international society.”93 The flattening of m uch of the 

socio-political and  econom ic com plexity of Europe w as an attem pt to envision 

a m anageable  international o rder.

D ebates over w hether nations should b e  m inor agents o r the core 

sovereign  units of international o rd e r w ere  just the beg inning . T here w ere 

d e e p e r  troubles, as the experts of the Inquiry’s social scientific assum ptions 

cam e to resem ble  a lready dom inant cultural assum ptions in the US about that

93 Manela, The Wilsonian Moment, 33.
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nation’s sovereign  rights and  ro le  as a m odel for all nations to follow. The 

dom inant social scientists in the Inquiry cam e to see that offering a  vision of 

the w orld built around w ell-defined nation-states, m ade em pirically evident 

through solidly structured territorial boundaries, m eant avoiding substantial 

discussions about the fluidity or m utability of nationality as a concept. W hen 

W ilson com m issioned a trusted  g roup  of experts to d o  the w ork of defining a 

new  w orld o rder, he  and  House knew  that granting this authority to social 

scientists would provide a critical d istance b etw een  know ledge and 

governm ent. But they also understood  that this cad re  of experts w ere  

professionally invested in m aintaining the objectivity of the Inquiry, so m uch 

so that they had  to stifle any controversy, b e  it over sym pathy for labour, 

another nation’s internal cultured im peratives, or, as it turns out, even  public 

sexual transgressions. Thomas cam e to recognize that the w ar had  had  an 

effect on the imagination of social scientists, as m uch as the genera l 

population, pushing them  into ev er tighter social or professional units that 

p resen ted  a falsely united front in the serv ice of m aintaining their legitim acy. 

This, Thomas m used, “explicitly excluded  any policy that m ight b e  re g a rd e d  

as in the least rad ical.”94

C onclusion

These stories of secrecy, scientism , and  dissent highlight how a particular 

notion of internationalism  cam e to the fore of the Inquiry. It w as form ed

94 Thomas, “The Professor's Views,” 15-16.
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because  its claims to social scientific objectivity, as d isconnected  from the 

state, c rea ted  an apparen t space  be tw een  the state and  society. It w as well 

understood  within the organization that a  scientism  built on inductive m ethods 

and  an ontology of the nation-state that bu ttressed  A m erican exceptionalism  

w as expedient, and  w ould only ingratiate  the Inquiry to the governm ent and 

its com posite interests. If intellectuals, no m atter what their reputation  or 

availability, availed them selves to the group, they still h ad  to b e  willing to 

p roduce  findings and speak  in a language that did not risk division within the 

organization. Divisions w ould expose  the extent to which the incipient social 

sc iences w ere, in fact, still carriers  of ideological, sentim ental, or em otional 

currents. They would highlight the extent to which no objectivity in m ethod 

could  easily translate into uniformity (or universalism ) in conclusion. U nder 

those conditions, the epistem ological certainty p rov ided  b y  their scientism  

risked  falling away. And yet, the  discursive distinction b e tw een  legitim ate, 

rational, or em pirical social science on the one hand, an d  illegitim ate, 

emotional, and ideological concerns on the other, cut m ultiple ways. The hope 

that one could sit outside the state and steer in terests b y  appealing  to 

scientific purity quickly buck led  u n d er the forces of its own puritanism . But 

not before  spurring the abjection of non-academ ics, like Lippmann, who had  

b e e n  initially integral to the depoliticizing of A m erican plans for peace , and  to 

avoiding unw anted public scrutiny. Lippm ann was a trem endous stylist, but 

he  was also closely tied  to activists. It w as not because  there w as a  com plexity
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to these p rob lem s that only a tra ined  social scientist could understand; it was 

the p resum ed  content of the argum ent that was problem atic.

V eblen’s w ork for the Inquiry reveals that the group w as not rem otely 

in te rested  in rad ical discussions of the g radual folding of nation-state 

sovereignty  into a collective security system  that checked  national financial 

interests, and  d id  not rely  entirely  on them  as the glue that bound  nations 

together. It was not that V eblen called  for the w holesale elim ination of nation

states. None of the Chicago thinkers locked  out of the Inquiry w ere  so utopian. 

Rather, his scepticism  about the actual in terests at p lay  within states—those 

reactionary  forces that sustained the reason  of the state  and p rim ed  the pum p 

of atavistic tribalism  w hen it su ited  their pecuniary  interests—m ade him an 

obvious liability. Perhaps pushing V eblen  out of the Inquiry could b e  

anticipated. But D ew ey’s case is m ore peculiar. He had fought and, in the 

court of public opinion, likely won, a d eb a te  with Randolph Bourne on 

A m erica’s participation in the w ar in the first p lace  (although, truth b e  told, he 

also had  to muzzle Bourne in the end). He was hard ly  a disloyal elem ent, 

how ever m uch he  cam e to the defence of academ ic freedom  at Columbia. His 

work for the Inquiry reveals, how ever, that his superiors quickly ignored  the 

p resence  of multi-cultural states in the  countries they w anted  to define, 

especially  social-dem ocratic g roups that fit the “radical lib e ra l” label House 

had  also s lapped  on progressives like Lippmann an d  the N ew  Republic. On 

the one hand, a willingness to ignore sociological com plexities for the sake of

constructing an easily recognizable and  w ell-o rdered  geopolitical system  was
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fundam ental to social scientists’ ability to “reflect” society in a  com plex 

enough way. Their represen tations n e e d e d  to b e  beyond  g en era l criticism, 

but also to s tee r c lear of any variable, m ethod, or conclusion that m ight have 

b e e n  seen  as controversial in its overturning of genera l assum ptions about 

Am erican society, history and that nation-state’s p lace in the world. But 

controversial m ethods and conclusions w ere  usually the ones that p ro p o se d  a 

rethinking of international order, and  this would m ean acknow ledging an 

inevitable parochialism  in any outlook, b e  it social scientific o r narrow ly 

political, as well as a d eep  in terconnection b e tw een  challenging dom estic 

pow er structures and assum ptions as the  US w orked  to re-im agine the world. 

Instead of engag ing  with these criticism s, the core  m em bers of the Inquiry 

sim ply stifled them, and fought anything that m ight call into question  the 

cohesiveness of opinion in the organization.

The paradox  of a scientific resea rch  group trying to de libera te ly  avoid 

internal debate  in o rder to retain  its social authority should not b e  lost. In this 

light, the distrust d irec ted  tow ard left p rog ressives and liberals stem m ed as 

m uch from an anxiety over public scrutiny. But this distrust w as of anyone who 

would b ring  unw anted public attention to the w ork of the Inquiry, not just 

those who brought serious ideological differences in m ethod and  opinion. 

Perhaps nothing dem onstrates this aversion to controversy b e tte r  than the 

uncerem onious dism issal of Thomas. Even though h e  was never convicted  of 

w rongdoing, the taint of a m oral scandal around a d ism issed professor with

ties to a m uch-m aligned p rogressive comm unity was enough for the m em bers
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of the Inquiry to bury  repo rts  and  eschew  his highly resp ec ted  re sea rch  on 

ethnicity and  cultural identity.

The ra ther od d  selection of “ex p erts” for the Inquiry that Lawrence 

Gelfand and  subsequent interlocutors have identified was thus not sim ply the 

product of poor tim ing or the b a rrie rs  that cam e from trying to m aintain 

secrecy. The Inquiry was, like so m any political secre ts  during war, a poorly  

gu a rd ed  one. Though its daily dealings w ere  m ostly unknown, even  to m any 

of those working inside, there  was certainly  b ro ad  know ledge, even  in 

Europe, about a think-tank w orking u n d er House on  postw ar p e ac e  plans. 

House and his associates seem ed  p rone  to leak ing  information about their 

w ork at their convenience to try to draw  in, o r pe rh ap s sim ply to im press, 

their colleagues. Yet, as a group, the Inquiry was rep ea ted ly  p re se n te d  with 

experts in fields it badly  n eed ed , and  it rep ea ted ly  tu rned  them  dow n on 

p re tences of secrecy, and  on conveniently con jured  p re ten ces of scientism . 

The result of this was an acute aw areness of, and  attem pt to w ork within, the 

dom inant and  often in terconnected  A m erican cultural d iscourses around 

class, nationalism, sovereignty, patriotism , g e n d e red  intelligence, and 

political ideology generally . This was not som e vast and  coheren t conspiracy. 

If anything, it was m uch m ore nefarious p rec ise ly  because  of just how deep ly  

e m b ed d ed  these assum ptions w ere.
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C o n c lu s io n

Behind Institutions...lie the vital forces which call these organs into life 
and shape them to m eet changing conditions. ” —Frederick  Jackson Turner, The 
Significance o f the Frontier in American History (1893)

That the State is a mystical conception is som ething that must never b e  
forgotten. Its glamour and its significance linger beh ind  the framework o f Gov
ernment and direct its activities. —Randolph Bourne, The State (1918)

If a history o f transnationalism is to have m eaning...it m ust explore the 
com plex dialectic betw een exceptionalism and internationalism. Only this 
dialectic explains the enthusiasm am ong intellectuals— and academic historians 
no less—for the study o f an American character on the one hand and an 
insistence on the interdependence o f peop les on the other. —Ian Tyrell1

It is necessary to think o f the political prob lem s o f intellectuals not in 
terms o f ‘science’ and ‘ideology,’ but in terms o f ‘truth’ and ‘pow er’.—Michel 
Foucault2

W hen w ord leaked  that W oodrow  W ilson’s closest advisor had  form ed a

com m ittee to study w ar aims and term s of peace , the philosopher and  liberal

publicist H orace Kallen w rote with g rea t optim ism  that A m ericans h ad  an

u np receden ted  opportunity to change the shape of internationalism  by

placing new  expert m inds at its core:

Diplomatists a re  b y  training, habit, and usage unfit for the 
particular service in hand. Servants of international conflict for 
exclusive national advantage, their skill is only in the arts of 
innuendo and dickering  which such serv ice  dem ands. They 
would b e  as unsuited to a  task requ iring  frankness and  mutual 
accom m odation as a pork-m agnate to settle  a  strike in his own 
packing  plant. The m en n e ed e d  a re  the m en of international

1 Ian Tyrell, “American Exceptionalism in an Age of International History,” The American Historical 
Review 96 (1991): 1053.
2 Michel Foucault, “Truth and Power,” in Ed. Colin Gordon, Power Knowledge: Selected Interviews and 
Other Writings, 1972-1977 (New York: Pantheon Books, 1980), 132.
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mind, who have b e e n  studying these diplom atists in action, who 
are  aw are of the defects of the p resen t state system, and  who 
have thought out alterations and  im provem ents.3

Like most, Kallen had  suggestions of his own about w ho fit this bill. He offered

up his colleagues, John Dewey and  Thorstein V eblen, as b es t qualified to

serve  as experts on any international com m ittee. Both had  g iven  the concept

and  conduct of internationalism  a g rea t deal of thought. And Dewey, pe rh ap s

m ost pointedly, p ro p o sed  that the p eace  now im m inent would necessarily  b e

gu ided  b y  what he  called  a “new  social sc ience” .

[The] political and  legal sciences rest upon the assum ption of 
certain  general and  fixed conceptions which in the m ain the 
p resen t static o rd er exem plifies. Economic science reg a rd s  the 
dynamic o rder of society as the result of the cumulative 
intelligence of an indefinitely la rge  num ber of be ings, each  
devouting [sic] his own intelligence to the things to which it is 
peculiarly adap ted , nam ely the pursuit of in terests which lie 
within personal contro l...bu t the w ar has shown that our 
existing social situation is in effect the result of the convergence  
of a large num ber of independently  g e n era te d  historic 
incidents. It has shown that our ordinary rationalizing and  
justifying o f ideas constitutes an essential m ythology in their 
attributions o f phenom ena to basic principles and intelligently 
directed forces. 4

Like those Inquiry m en who now toiled away in secrecy, D ew ey w as dubious 

of legalistic and  political rationalizations of internationalism . But unlike those

3 Horace M. Kallen, “The Structure o f Lasting Peace: The Federalization of Sovereign States,” The Dial, 28 
February 1918, 180-184. Also see Lewis S. Feuer, “Horace M. Kallen on War and Peace,” in ed. Milton R. 
Konvitz, The Legacy o f  Horace M. Kallen (Mississauga, Ontario: Associated University Press, 1987), 36. 
Importantly, Kallen never directly worked with the Inquiry staff or on the Inquiry knowingly, though he 
was solicited for isolated works in the early stages of the organization. The archives of the Inquiry at Yale 
and in the National Record and Archives in College Park show no documentation that he was ever inside of 
the groups that were formed by Sidney Mezes or Isaiah Bowman, nor that he was ever paid for his services. 
Kallen belongs to the ranks of those dissidents shown a glimpse of the Inquiry by always kept at distance.
4 John Dewey, “A New Social Science,” New Republic 14(1918): 292-94, emphasis added.
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who travelled with W ilson to Paris, Dewey w as additionally sceptical of any 

social science that a ttem pted  to rep lace  the concep ts at the co re  of legalistic 

or political norm s (the state, sovereignty, nation) with a  universalistic 

sociological internationalism . The latter, in  D ew ey’s view, took new  

conceptual norm s as universally app licab le  without understand ing  their u se  of 

information as “a technique of social control.”5 Dewey im agined  a w orld 

w here  instrum ental rationality would b e  em p loyed  tow ards dem ocratic 

ends—a world o rganized  as an  o pen  and  pluralist community, built (at least in 

part) around the princip les of scientific inquiry and  acknow ledging the latter 

as the best source of know ledge and  the most effective form for d irecting  and 

conducting politics.6 “Unfortunately, there  is m uch in the tradition of what is 

reg a rd ed  as scientific sociology,” Dewey w arned , “which lends itself, 

unwittingly, to [...] b ase  u ses.”7 It was not enough  for Dewey to see  an old 

guard  and  rationality b e  pu sh ed  out. He identified that social science could 

just as easily reify its concepts into new  know ledge, which he  saw as always 

provisional descrip tions of shifting conditions—not essential and  im m utable 

p roperties of hum an society, but patterns of habit and experience  he ld  in 

p lace  by  a belief in them.

5 John Dewey, The Middle Works o f  John Dewey, Volume 11, 1899 -1924: 1918-1919, Essays on China, 
Japan, and the War, ed. Jo Ann Boydston (Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1988), xi.
6 Robert Westbrook, “Pragmatism and Democracy: Reconstructing the Logic of John Dewey’s Faith,” in 
The Revival o f  Pragmatism: New Essays on Social Thought, Law, and Culture, ed. Morris Dickstein, 
Copyright 1998. (Durham: Duke University Press Books, 1998), 128-140.
7 John Dewey, The Dial, 25 (1918), 381.
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Yet Dewey m aintained a belief that social science, if critical, realistic 

and  pragm atic, had  the unique capacity  to b in d  nations together, and social 

scientists to act as the sinew  that w ould connect nation-to-nation, labour-to- 

capital, and  disciplined in telligence to the m asses. This was m ore than a case  

of intellectuals getting  close to the pow er of the  state. Dewey and  the w riters 

of The Dial who would never se e  inside the  Inquiry w ere  nevertheless 

confident that the w ar had  aw akened  a new  internationalism  that positioned 

social scientists—via their p riv ileged  m ethods and  com prehensive study—as 

critical to the very  understand ing  and  connectivity of society as an 

international space.

But lending legitim acy to the idea  that a  class of social scientific experts 

could expand  beyond  academ ic application and  into the m anagem ent of 

social and  political affairs—so as to anchor these  a reas  of hum an organizations 

to a rational foundation—crea ted  a trap for those social internationalists who 

im agined a scientific dem ocracy while also supporting  A m erican intervention 

in the war. Maintaining that the w ar p rov ided  an opportunity for dem ocracy 

and  liberalism  internationally, Dewey claim ed that the  forces that lead  to war 

could b e  am eliorated if a  critical social science trea ted  dem ocracy and 

liberalism  as outcom es that w ere, in true philosophical pragm atic form, never 

com pleted. The w ar show ed, Dewey argued, that it took a  “detailed  

intelligence, not m ere  desire, how ever praisew orthy, to m anage society in an
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em ergency .”8 This h e lp ed  situate the social scientific intellectual inside the 

pow ers that w ere w aging war. But it also fed a d iscursive distinction betw een  

realistic, rational or de ta iled  concerns that could b e  understood  with social 

science, on the one hand, and  idealistic, em otional and  desirous concerns that 

w ere  not within the scope of a science eq u ip p ed  to understand  international 

and  cosm opolitan principles, on the other.

This was the trap, Randolph Bourne po in ted  out in his public  sparring

with Dewey in 1917, of allowing the state to implicitly d irect what constituted

legitim ate/rational and  illegitim ate/irrational concerns. Bourne p ro p o sed  that

“the intellectuals whom  the crisis has crystallized into an accep tance  of war

have put them selves into a terrifyingly strategic position, it is only on the craft,

in the stream , they say, that one has any chance of controlling the current

forces for liberal p u rp o ses.” In o ther words, Bourne continued: “T here seem s

no choice for the intellectual but to join the m ass of accep tance .”

But again the terrib le  dilem m a arises—either support what is 
going on, in which case  you count for nothing because  you are  
swallowed in the m ass, and  g rea t incalculable forces b e a r  you 
on; or rem ain aloof, passively  resistant, in w hich case  you count 
for nothing because  you are  outside the m achinery of reality.

Bourne understood the pow er that Rooseveltians, jingoes, hyper-nationalists

and  various other conservative forces could have through organizations such

as the League to Enforce Peace. He was d eep ly  sceptical of any calls for

enforced  internationalism, which he rid iculed as “a pa lpab le  apocalyptic

8 Dewey, “A New Social Science,” 292-94.
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m yth.” W artime, he  argued , h ad  brought “the ideal of the State out into very  

c lear re lie f ’, revealing  “attitudes and  tendencies that w ere  h id d en ,” 

unm asking an hysteria so intense, and  a statist conservatism  so strong, that 

intellectuals who h o p ed  to d istance them selves from the old nationalist guard  

while steering  the nation tow ards a new  internationalism  w ere  like “a child on 

a m ad elephant's b ack ”: it w as no m ore possib le  to control an  e n ra g ed  beast 

from atop than it was from the ground.9 “The State,” Bourne argued , was “all 

the autocratic, arbitrary, coercive, be lligeren t forces within a  social g ro u p ,” a 

“com plexus of everything m ost distasteful to the m odem  free  creative spirit, 

the feeling for life, liberty, and  the pursuit of happ iness.” The id ea  that one 

could work with the state in a  time of w ar to push  it towards a truly social, 

stateless internationalism  w as naive. After all, Bourne famously argued , “W ar 

is the health of the State.”10

Bourne may have b e e n  rightly skeptical of those who h o p ed  to s tee r the 

state beyond  its own existence, particularly  in a tim e of a war, w here the 

identity of the nation state p rov ided  a central solidarity for conflicting parties. 

As the final chap ter of this thesis show ed, the  loudest cham pions of a social 

scientific internationalism  (those who im agined internationalism  as a system  

beyond  patriotic, em otional attachm ents to the nation-state) h ad  their own

9 Randolph Bourne, “War and the Intellectuals,” ed. Carl Resek, War and the Intellectuals: Collected 
Essays, 1915-1918 (Indianapolis: Harper & Row, 1964), 8-14. For more on the Dewey-Boume debate see 
Robert Westbrook, “Pragmatism and Democracy: Reconstructing the Logic of John Dewey’s Fiath,” in The 
Revival o f  Pragmatism: New Essays on Social Thought, Law, and Culture, ed. Morris Dickstein, Copyright 
1998. (Durham: Duke University Press Books, 1998), 128-140.
10 Ibid.
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logic of reasonable  versus em otive, and  realistic versus idealistic, tu rned  

back  on them. W hat Bourne’s m etaphor could not express, how ever, was the 

pow er of the ideal of a liberal stateless society  a longside the p ow er of ‘the state 

itse lf. He believed  it was possib le  to b e  in the state or stand fully c lear of it -  

to b e  either on top of the  e lephant or on the  ground. His m etaphor 

reconstitu ted  an ideal of pow er as most problem atic  o r w orrisom e w hen it was 

despotic, rep ressive  and centralized  in the state  governm ent. Such a view 

obscures the subtle effects of pow er at a  m ore diffused and  disciplinary 

leve l.11

Indeed, the story of the Inquiry’s ro le in legitim ating governance 

“outside” the state m arks one instance, as Prozorov puts it e lsew here, of the 

realization that “if is the headless king that rules m ost effectively.”12 W orking 

within the assum ptions of the uniquely A m erican conception of the liberal 

state, Bourne rep lica ted  the state effect that constructed  a distinction betw een  

the state and  society, such that even  as he questioned  the reality  of the state, 

he  lent legitim acy to a state-form  ev er m ore capab le  of governing. The 

distinction betw een  despotic  states and liberal societies, fuelled by  Bourne 

and  those Progressives who w rangled  to en te r the Inquiry, h inged  the ideal of 

a new  international not on state-to-state relations but on relations betw een  

libera ted  peop le  unencum bered  b y  centralized sovereign  pow er. This sam e

11 Graham Burchell, Colin Gordon, and Peter Miller, eds., The Foucault Effect: Studies in Governmentality, 
1st ed. (Chicago: University O f Chicago Press, 1991), ix.
12 S. Prozorov, “Three Theses on ‘Governance’ and the Political,” Journal o f International Relations and 
Development 7 (2004): 278. Emphasis added.
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distinction allow ed the Inquiry, an d  m ost social scientists of their generation , 

to argue that even  w hen they w ere  w orking for the state, their know ledge was 

som ehow not o f  it. Even Bourne’s concept of a  “trans-national” international 

assen ted  to the ideal state m ythologized b y  A m erican political cu ltu re .13

Bourne’s concerns highlight one of the assum ptions that gu id ed  this 

thesis: that the international, like the state, is a  space  that has b e e n  m odified 

throughout its b rief history, but always with an eye to establishing a universal 

or common system  of relations b e tw een  p eo p le  who are yet organ ized  in 

sm aller political sovereignties. The em erg ing  social sciences, as I have shown 

here , p rov ided  the principal language for articulating this international with 

scientistic certainty in the generations befo re  and  during the First W orld W ar. 

But to conceptualize the international as a truly m odem  and  scientifically 

know able space, social scientists have had  to p resen t their conception of 

internationalism  as an ontological b reak  with o lder ways of o rdering  the 

world; they streng thened  their conception b y  denying its d ep en d en ce  on 

specific, local contestations over pow er, yet they accom plished this, 

som ewhat paradoxically, by  e levating local (that is, national) political 

discourses to the level of delocalized global norm s an d  standards.

The developm ent of social science and  the international m ust be  

understood, then, as relational, b ecau se  of their shared  and  mutually- 

influencing role in m aking the m o d em  w orld com prehensib le  to observers.

13 Randolph Bourne, “Trans-National America,” Atlantic Monthly 118 (1916): 86-97.
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The relationship betw een  internationalism  and  the developm ent of social 

sciences has b e e n  particularly p ronounced  in the A m erican scen e  exp lo red  

here , because  of that nation’s m ythos of its exceptional statelessness. I traced  

this relationship to just after the Civil W ar, w hen social scientists d ev e lo p ed  a 

concept of internationalism  around the id ea  of states gradually  converging, in 

juridical and  legislative practices, around basic  social p rinc ip les largely  

inscribed  b y  liberal political econom y and  com m on law. In k eep in g  with the 

liberal political econom y and historical view  of the US as the inheritor of a 

Teutonic m arch of history, the concept of the  international from  this p e rio d  

p laced  the civic virtues and  practices h an d ed  down to the US, w hich kep t the 

nation and  state apart, at the co re  of A m erica’s exceptional national identity. 

The latter was taken to b e  the basic  g rounds on which any v iab le  and  just 

international system  would have to b e  form ed.

As C hapter Two showed, early  on there  w ere  variants of this civic 

conception of internationalism, m ost notably  those jurists who im ag ined  a 

p rogression  tow ard a whole w orld  bound  b y  shared  juridical p ractices. This 

was a  rudim entary m ovem ent “b e y o n d ” the sovereign  nation-state. Lawyers 

and other internationalists, including m any A m erican ca ree r diplom ats and 

businessm en in this period, a rg u ed  that international law  p ro v id ed  the 

practical fram ework that could b in d  nations into a system  form alized not at the 

level of the state, but at the level of com m on law, through jurid ical traditions 

and  institutions arrived  at by  individual nations, form alized in state  laws, but

then shared  across national boundaries to create  system s that b a lan ced  state
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sovereignty with shared  social in terests. However, civic internationalism  

appears to have re trea ted  to a m ore chauvinistic, statist and conservative form 

around the tim e of the Paris Com mune. Facing the threat of an alternative 

international structure aligned  along the axis of class, ra ther than rom antic 

national identifiers such as virtue, civic internationalism  becam e increasingly  

protective of the sovereign  sta te’s ro le in assuring  the p ro tection  of liberal 

principles that could eventually spread .

Of course, the re trea t to this m ore conservative civic internationalism  

w as not accep ted  for long, and an alternative b eg an  to em erg e  in the 1880s 

and  1890s as the social sciences professionalized an d  disciplines fragm ented  

into new constituent fields. Am erican social scientists like the W ashington 

Circle, who continued to im agine civic institutions as expressions of the nation 

and  m ediators be tw een  it and  the state, looked  to new  social scientific fields 

to furnish them  with scientistic know ledge that challenged  the dogm as of 

laissez-faire political econom y and  a lim ited state. Here, I p roposed , two 

distinct versions of liberal internationalism  dovetailed  in A m erican thought. 

The first I have describ ed  as a reform ed version  of the early  civic tradition, 

which im agined the liberal nation-state, m ed iated  b y  a civic sphere , as the 

ultimate unit of international order. The other I have called  social 

internationalism, and it im agined the state as both  a reflection of constantly 

expanding and  changing social solidarities and  as an  active agen t in levelling 

inequality therein.
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The tension betw een  these two ideals of internationalism , I argue, not 

only h e lp ed  shape Am erican exceptionalism  in the G ilded  A ge and  

Progressive Era, but in so doing it also h e lp ed  shape the boundaries of 

Am erican social sciences. Social scientific know ledge com plem ented  civic 

internationalism  in the b rief p e rio d  after the war, as the authority to govern  

was p assed  from the church to a  professional class m ade up  of jurists, 

diplom ats, m en of letters and  doctors, w orking in organizations like the ASSA 

and AIPSS. But as tensions over A m erica’s own social fabric g rew  and  the 

interests of liberal capital seem ed  to take control of the m echanism s of the 

state, social scientists often used  d eb a tes  over the nature and pu rp o se  of 

internationalism  to further their case  for new  ontologies an d  epistem ologies 

that could explain and  o rd er the world. At first this took the form of the 

historico-political school with its accom panying ideas of arbitration, ra ther 

than codification, respecting  Am erican sovereignty  while w orking to cultivate 

an international system  around basic  civil practices.

But the p reponderance  of the historico-political school an d  their ideal 

of arbitration was soon strained, this time b y  im perial expansion overseas. It 

was then that Theodore Roosevelt and  a generation  of like-m inded social 

scientists, seizing on the language of Anglo-Saxonism and ideas around the 

necessity of a frontier in assuring the renew al of the A m erican republic, 

p roposed  that the US was com pelled  by  d e e p e r  social and  cultural forces to 

join the international community of im perial nation-states in their efforts to

civilize the world. Roosevelt’s civilizational ideas of reform  and  p ro g ress
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reo p e n ed  discussions about the nation-state as but one stage tow ards a  m ore 

unified global system. This m odified A m erican exceptionalism , such that the 

A m erican nation becam e the s tandard  to w hich other nations ought to asp ire. 

But at the sam e time Roosevelt’s id eas also m ade Am erica a p lay er in an 

international scram ble led  by  the state, com prom ising A m erica’s ability to 

differentiate its unique ideals of state  and  governance from what m any saw  as 

a E uropean collection of im perial nations d isposed  to w ar b y  the petty  

rivalries of elites.

As Ian Tyrell has argued , and  as I have show n here , the G reat W ar 

shattered  any sense that “the m odel of E uropean im perial developm ent” was 

“an alternative to purely  national A m erican them es.” 14 The election  of W ilson 

and the crisis of the G reat W ar c rea ted  an opportunity  for those who h ad  long 

im agined an international system  g u ided  b y  scientific expertise  and  rigor. 

The thirst for a system  of governance wholly unlike the re ign ing  European 

balance-of-pow er, built as it w as around im perialism  and  despotic  states, 

c rea ted  the space  w here what w e now know as W ilsonianism w ould develop. 

W ilsonianism was partly  a continuation of o lder rationalities about 

internationalism, particularly those which h ad  a lready  toyed with the ideal of 

a fully inclusive international system  not restric ted  by  race, civic cultures or 

class, but bound  together by  sh a red  social and  econom ic system s. Unlike its 

p redecessors, however, W ilsonianism was m ore tightly w ound around  a faith

14 Ian Tyrell, “Making Nations/Making States: American Historians in the Context of Empire,” The Journal 
o f  American History 86 (1999): 1035.
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that A m erica’s exceptionalism  w as the p roduct of an essentially  stateless 

governm ental system . The latter d e p e n d e d  on know ledge d ev e lo p ed  in 

institutions and  netw orks that w ere  co n cern ed  with the m anagem ent of society 

and the state, but not invested or influenced b y  them.

This mix was fertile g round  for the social scientific experts  who cam e of 

age in an e ra  d eep ly  concerned  with explain ing  A m erican national history as 

exceptional while the comm on p rob lem s of industrial capital ap p ea red , on the 

contrary, to unify Am erican and  E uropean history. These experts  would 

support W ilson and  help  with the formation and  running of the Inquiry. As 

their writings show, the social scientists a ttached  to the p e a c e  p rocess 

possessed  an  insurgent sense that the universalism  of the scientific 

know ledge they g en era ted  about the social w orld  prov ided  the only viable 

way of clinging to the idea  of A m erican exceptionalism  within a w orld that 

seem ed  increasingly in terconnected  and  in terdependent. The Inquiry has 

thus b e en  understood h ere  as an exem plary event in the relational 

developm ent of the social sc iences and  internationalism , which highlights 

how local institutional battles took on a universalist tone in the struggle  for 

governm ental authority and, in so doing, h e lp ed  create  the conditions w here 

attem pts to sanctify a local liberal state form c rea ted  the tools and  rationalities 

of govem m entality that would he lp  shape  our understanding, as well as the 

very  practice, of internationalism. After m arginalizing or culling out d issidents 

who challenged the perce ived  d isin terestedness of the group, its m em bers

g enera ted  norm ative ideas about the nation-state’s p ro p er social attributes,
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fitting them  to their own notion that the international system  w as best 

governed  b y  a healthy system  of non-state institutions, using social scientific 

m ethods and  checking the division b e tw een  the state and  society through 

reform  m inded and liberal-conservative social science.

The im pacts of the inquiry’s organizing ideas, their m ethods, and  the 

re-m erg ing  of social and  civic internationalism  under W ilsonianism, have 

b e e n  trem endous. They have also p e rh ap s  b e e n  underestim ated  b y  historians 

of the Inquiry, such as Lawrence Gelfand, and  b y  historians of the Paris p eace  

conference, such as M argaret MacMillan. The g roup ’s grounding  

assum ption—that nation-states could  b e  scientifically d iscerned , and  w ere  

therefore static and  historically essential—sep ara ted  Inquiry m em bers from 

the m ore epistem ologically radical o r critical thinkers of their generation, 

including som e key  figures p u rg e d  or excluded  from the Inquiry. The group 

p io n ee red  the use of statistical and  anthropological m ethods for organizing 

peop les into groups, m aking an unassailable and  scientifically certain  

m arriage betw een  the nation and the state as the sine qua non of sovereignty  

and m em bership  in the international system . Questions perta in ing  to the 

viability of collective security, o r the m andate system s, or the future of g lobal 

imperialism , w ere m ade irrelevant or ideological com pared  to the objective, 

m ethodical p ro ject of knowing  a nation-state.

Although these ideas and  m ethods would not go uncon tested  -  

confronted as they w ere with o lder ideas of em pire and  m ilitarism  -  the

transcendence of the scientifically evident nation-state w ould eventually be
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taken for g ran ted , laying the groundw ork for theses such as the End o f History, 

and  legitim ating the w ork of liberal internationalists in  NGOs and 

international govern ing  bodies. G rappling  with the question  of 

internationalism  through social scientific rationalities has fo ste red  a sen se  of 

cosm opolitanism  and  transnational potential am ong m any in A m erica’s liberal 

reform er and  intellectual elite -  be lief in the ideal of w orking tow ards 

collective security via the gen tle  gu idance  of pure , un-political, social 

scientific rationality. And yet, p ack ag ed  as it is with scientism, social science 

also p rov ided  an exclusionary intellectual fram ework and  language with 

which to understand  internationalism , defining the limits of governm ental 

possibility to reflect local-national pow er dynam ics. It succeeded , to som e 

d eg ree , in cloaking the cultural and  value judgm ents of an  idiosyncratic 

Am erican exceptionalism  in the authority of a  universal scientific gram m ar. 

The international has b e e n  and  continues to b e  integral to fram ing national 

narratives, like the Am erican one, not only to the ideological pu rp o se  of 

nation-making, but to the rationalization of globalization as a  sta te less and 

imminent p rocess that seem s to create  b o rd ers  for som e while further 

dissolving them  for select o thers.15

As early  as the spring of 1918, but especially  with the prelim inary 

re lease  of the Versailles treaty in May 1919, the dream  of an  in tellectual-led

15 Louis A Perez, “We Are the World: Internationalizing the National, Nationalizing the International,” The 
Journal o f  American History 89 (2002): 558-566. Perez identifies this ideological influence in much o f the 
new “international history,” that has attempted to displace the nation state as the primary unit o f historical 
narrative.
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international seem ed  to b e  slipping aw ay for p rogressives who h ad  once

b e e n  integral to the philosophical underp inn ings of W ilson’s internationalism .

W riting for The Nation, Hartley A lexander a rg u ed  that m ilitarism  and

nationalism h ad  always th rea tened  to b re a k  “the frail b a rrie rs  of E uropean

diplom acy and  the w eak fortifications of international law.” But just as they

had  leve led  these  old fortifications, they  seem ed  now to th rea ten  the new

internationalism s prom ised  by  lab o r and  the liberal intellectual.

If the spirit of the [labor] International was the least articulate, 
that of the intellectuals w as the m ost articulate of the g rea t 
professions of European culture. It is the very  business of art and  
science and  scholarship to ex p ress  them selves, an d  to an 
international audience and  for an  international understanding; 
and  there  was no solidarity of W estern  civilization so pretentious 
as that of its intellectualism. W hen the leaders (for the 
intellectuals proclaim ed them selves leaders) of all the g rea t 
nations w ere  m asters and  pupils to one another, how could  there  
be—so it w as im agined—a disruption of so bounded  a unity? ...
From the very  first it was abundantly  c lear that the intellectuals— 
naturalists and  historians and  all—w ere  m erely  p ropagandists of 
a narrow  nationalism ...the full significance of this collapse cannot 
b e  realized; but in the long rim  it will assuredly  b e  found to b e  
the most vital blow which the  w ar has inflicted upon  the 
m odernism  of the w estern  w orld .16

A lexander had  his finger not on a  collapse of internationalism  tout court, 

but on the p e rv e rse  pow er of a  particu lar rationalization of internationalism  

that h inged  on the ideal of a truly cosm opolitan, transnational governm ental 

o rder apart from  the nation-state, while sim ultaneously treating  the nation

state as central to that order; he  saw that all these  groups e n d e d  up serving 

their tribal nation while veiling their intentions under the m ask of

16 Hartley B. Alexander, “The Failure O f The Intellectuals,” The Nation 106 (1918): 563-564.
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cosmopolitanism. He w itnessed, in this thesis’s term s, the convergence  of 

liberal exceptionalism  and A m erican exceptionalism .

The Inquiry em bod ied  this m ovem ent through its m odelling of 

governance around  an ideal of a  sta teless internationalism , w hich in turn 

m ultiplied the potential sites of legitim ate governm ental authority and, by  

extension, the possibilities of social science as the core  of internationalism . 

But b y  definition, the social sc iences also restric ted  the limits of accep tab le  

d iscourse on international governance. The id ea  of cosm opolitan expertise , 

which had  b e e n  refined  over the  course of the late  n ineteenth  and  early  

twentieth centuries, culm inated in an explosion of expert com m issions -  

scientific governance bod ies connec ted  to that formal political international 

organization par excellence, the  League of Nations. The sam e id ea  also 

op ened  up a  space  for international civilian-expert groups, which carried  

forward the causes of sanitation, charity, food, econom ic m anagem ent, 

ch ild ren’s rights, anti-prostitution, and  international p eace  (once the purview  

of a small g roup of social reform ers advocating the application of scientific 

m ethod) to m anaging the p rob lem s of an  increasingly in te rdependen t 

m odem  w orld .17

17 The Inquriy was not the only early expression of expert mediation that grew out o f the War. The 
Women’s Peace Party and the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom, which called for 
"Continuous Mediation" that Jane Addams imagined manifesting itself as "An international commission of 
experts ... with scientific but no diplomatic function" Cited in Marie Louise Degen, The History o f  The 
Women's Peace Party (New York: Garland Publishing, 1972), 46. This transnational network of experts 
called for a scientific management to peace but, unlike the Inquiry and its antecedents that were more 
overtly preoccupied with cooperating with the power o f state apparatuses, its internationalism was not
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It follows that the relational developm ent of social science and 

internationalism  also p rov ided  fertile g round  for the em erg en ce  of the 

m odem  think-tank. This is not to say that think tanks as w e recognize  them  a re  

the inevitable outcom e of the Inquiry m oment, but that the convergence  of 

particular d iscourses and rationalities about internationalism , governance and  

social science facilitated the  developm ent of the think tank and  shape how 

such institutions a re  thought of vis-a-vis governm ent and the state. Directly 

concerned  with governance, yet convinced of their p lace in a civic sphere— 

as ev idenced  by  their em ploym ent of academ ics instead  of or alongside 

politicians and  business reform ers—think tanks becam e, at som e point, a 

legitimate source of governm ental know ledge. In the case  of think tanks 

concerned  with international governance, this status is m ade possib le, at least 

in part, by  the co-constituting of internationalism  and  social sc ience  in liberal 

states. Even the ability of dom estic think tanks to claim  the space  both  inside 

and outside “the system ” d ep en d s on a concept of the international that 

priv ileges the state-society divide, and  the nation-state as its core 

com ponent.18

anchored to the buried nationalism and faith in American statelessness that largely defined the Inquiry 
social scientists.
18 There is, in fact, a more immediate line between the Inquiry and the emergence of the modem think tank. 
The personnel who filled the Council on Foreign Relations when it was formed in 1921 were drawn largely 
drawn from the Inquiry. Likewise, Britain’s Chatham House, established in 1920, was built by veterans of 
the Paris Peace Conference, including its first chair, Robert Cecil, who had been an advocate of a League of 
Nations and a close colleague with those Inquiry members who also traveled to Paris. But, to avoid falling 
victim to a Whiggish interpretation of their emergence as a natural adaptation to the changing world, the 
connection between the think tank and the Inquiry must be understood as the result o f protracted and 
historically specific struggles to define the state and society during a period of increasingly global
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Be it through ethnographic, econom ic, historical geographical, 

sociological o r simply statistical data, the h ierarchy  of know ledge that allows 

m odem  non-state governm ental o rgans to guard  the percep tion  of even  sem i

independence  from a state o r political system , while b e in g  d eep ly  

p reoccup ied  with state conduct an d  bound  to local conditions, is always in 

part the p roduct of m icro-sociological pow er struggles over m ethods, 

ontological assum ptions and  heuristic devices. The story of the relational 

developm ent of social science, culm inating (for our purposes) in the story of 

the Inquiry, offers a glance at the m alleability of governm ental rationalities at 

the base  of internationalism  and  points to the im portance of understand ing  

them. The point is not to elevate  The Inquiry and its “scientific m en” to any 

om nipotent or determ ining status, bu t to refuse to take them , and  their 

particular com bination of social sc ience  and  internationalism , for g ran ted .

integration and conflict. Their emergence stemmed from the success o f particular ways of knowing the 
world that were relevant to a generation struggling with the social upheavals of industrial society.
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