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Summary 

 The thesis deals with a formative period in the history of political science from the 
1850s to 1903. It treats political science as a  university  discipline, a scholarly practice 
emergent on the institutional-intellectual nexus between a modern American research 
university and transatlantic political knowledge. It thus aims to reconstruct how the 
nineteenth-century collegiate political learning, or moral philosophy, became the 
twentieth-century university political discipline, or political science. Hence, this thesis 
studies the transformations of instituted knowledge or the conversions of institutional-
intellectual nexuses while paying particular attention to the mechanisms that furnished 
such conversions. 
 The study opens with the exploration of political knowledge as incorporated in the 
mid-nineteenth century American academic dogmatism. Inquiring into moral philosophy’s 
administrative, pedagogical, and curricular functioning, I reestablish ephemeral threads 
that united the inner logic of political knowledge with collegiate institutional design. The 
first institutional-intellectual nexus is thus authenticated; it is political knowledge as 
didactical and hierarchical, ahistorical and indoctrinating. Further, the study inquires into 
the degeneration of political moralism and uncovers two sources of change: the lure of 
advanced learning on the “institutional” side and the emancipatory power of 
historicization on the “intellectual” side. The central part of the thesis is dedicated to the 
German-American academic transfer, which is considered a principal mechanism that 
facilitated the conversion of one nexus into another. I determine why the American 
imagination allocated the sources of change in the figment of a German university, how 
this figment was created, and what function it performed. Transitioning into the late 
1880s, the last part of the thesis inquires into the nature of the historical science of politics 
as established in the modern research university. It aims to uncover ties that united novel 
political knowledge with advanced research techniques and the infrastructure of graduate 
instruction embraced by the generation of academic reformers. The second institutional-
intellectual nexus is thus authenticated; it is political knowledge as empirical and 
historical, evolutionary and professional. 
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Introduction 

 This thesis deals with a formative period in the history of political science as a 
university discipline from the 1850s to 1903, particularly with its institutionalization in the 
modern American research university. Around 1850, the prestige and authority of moral 
philosophy began to decline together with an old-time residential college that served as its 
institutional basis. The public’s discouragement with traditional learning and the failure of 
collegiate administration to meet the expectations of their clientele caused a massive wave 
of academic migration. Throughout the late 1860s and 1870s, thousands of American 
students who sought advanced instruction matriculated to German universities. Upon 
return, German-American graduates formed a distinct pro-university party in a revisionist 
movement known as the American academic revolution. The generation of reformers 
approached the development of political science as instrumental in the installment of a 
modern research university, along with graduate instruction and advanced research 
methods. In a well-worn quote, Alexis de Tocqueville stated that “a new science of politics” 
was needed for “a world itself quite new.”  Without claiming to explain the world, this 1

thesis argues that the 1880s generation considered a new science of politics to be 
indispensable for the new university that they had crafted. Hence, it considers the 
institutional-intellectual nexus between political knowledge and the research university 
that emerged by the turn of the century. It terms this nexus the university discipline. 
 Before inquiring into the history and historiography of political science, it is 
essential to distinguish explicitly between two meanings of the very term. As established by 
disciplinary historian James Farr, Scottish and French Enlightenment thinkers advanced 
the idea of applying the Newtonian method to the study of politics and termed this 
conceptual device “political science” or the “science of politics.” Throughout the second 
half of the eighteenth century, both terms acquired staple meaning in the Anglo-American 
political discourse. At the time, they signified the application of the experimental method 
to moral objects and the remedial practice of political moderation.  In this broad and 2

practical meaning of the term, associated with the works of David Hume, Adam Smith, and 
even Alexis de Tocqueville, the old political science ceased to exist in the mid-nineteenth 
century when it was gradually replaced by modern political science, which carried a more 
specific meaning. In its narrow sense, the term political science stood for an academic 
discipline or a research-oriented professional enterprise advanced by scholars such as 
Francis Lieber, John W. Burgess, and Herbert B. Adams. The conceptual transformation of 
political science corresponded with the migration of its intellectual center. In the broad 
sense, it was born in Europe and later exported to America, while modern political science 
emerged in the American intellectual context from where it spread globally. This thesis 

 Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, ed. J. P. Mayer, trans. George Lawrence (Garden City, New 1

York: Anchor Books, 1969), 12.
 According to James Farr, “Political Science and the Enlightenment of Enthusiasm,” American Political 2

Science Review 82, no. 1 (March 1988).
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deals with political science in the modern sense of the term.  Accordingly, the primary 3

historiographical context in which its arguments are advanced considers the development 
of political science as an academic enterprise that was transatlantic in its statements and 
American in its institutional framework. 
 Regarding their origin and intentions, disciplinary histories can be conveniently 
divided into internal and external ones. The internal histories are authored by members of 
the discipline who consider themselves professional political scientists and address their 
colleagues, pragmatically intending to inform their views, shape their identity, or criticize 
their public posture. These are disciplinary histories “written by members of the discipline, 
and for members of the discipline.”  It seems a tenable suggestion that the very genre of 4

disciplinary historiography occurred to meet pedagogical purposes. They were structured 
in a classical textbook manner and initially aimed at providing guidelines for introductory 
professional instruction. In 1880, when the first graduate political science school was 
opened in Columbia College, its curriculum had already listed courses in the bibliography 
of political sciences and the history of political theories. The teaching routine of this newly 
established university unit shaped intonation and style of pedagogical disciplinary 
histories: their primary purpose was to inform students’ understanding of political 
learning, position current developments in a cherished tradition of political thinking, and 
uphold a sense of autonomous professional community among the discipline’s members.  5

 Two teachers of the Columbian indoctrinating course authored their respective 
textbooks in disciplinary history which set two trends that largely remain dominant. First, 
Professor William Archibald Dunning attempted to insert recent American professional 

 The migration of political science to America and the process of its transition from “broad” to “narrow” 3

stages were extensively documented in Anna Haddow, Political Science in American Colleges and 
Universities, 1636–1900, ed. William Anderson (New York: Octagon Press, 1969). Anna Haddow was born in 
Amherst, MA, in 1904. She studied history, political science, and library management under the supervision 
of William Cullen French at George Washington University. Political Science appeared in 1937 as a thesis in 
partial fulfillment of the requirements for the Ph.D. degree; the manuscript was edited by Professor William 
Anderson (University of Minnesota) and published in 1939. After graduation, Haddow served as a National 
Educational Association’s librarian and secretary. In 1941, she became an officer of the Social Sciences Group 
of the Special Libraries Association; during that time, she was also an active member of the American 
Association of University Women. In 1943, after completing the United States Naval Reserve (Women’s 
Reserve) training program, Haddow was assigned to active duty as a lieutenant. In August 1945, she married 
Paul Witherspoon Eckley and changed her surname; she died in 1993. Anna Haddow’s primary focus was 
that of a librarian, and she showed no particular interest in disciplinary history in the contemporary sense of 
this term. However, it is safe to say that her fundamental survey of primary materials has navigated students 
of political science’s history since the first publication. The Political Science’s bibliography itself must be 
accounted as a frame of reference for an entire genre of disciplinary history. Given the importance of 
Haddow’s book for the field, it is all the more surprising that almost no information about her personality 
can be easily found. I leave this footnote as a tribute to her impressive contribution.
 Robert Adcock presented an insightful historical contextualization of disciplinary histories and 4

substantiated a principal distinction between the histories told from within a discipline and the so-called 
post-disciplinary histories. According to the writers’ pragmatism, narratives of change in political science 
were either shaped by the disciplinary identity in the time of writing and consciously sought to inform its 
agenda, or aimed at establishing a specialized research field, advocating explicit “historical” standards in a 
hope that “such standards might detach evaluations of disciplinary histories, and the writing of new histories, 
from intra-disciplinary battles.” In Robert Adcock, “A Disciplinary History of Disciplinary Histories: The 
Case of Political Science,” in A Historiography of the Modern Social Sciences, ed. Roger E. Backhouse and 
Philippe Fontaine (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014), 212.
 For a critical account, see John G. Gunnell, “Handbooks and History: Is It Still the American Science of 5

Politics?,” International Political Science Review 23, no. 4 (October 2002).
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developments into the history of European political thought. He authored a multi-
volume History of Political Theories (1902), a project that followed “through the ancient 
and mediæval times the course of ideas on the topics of political science.”  Later, this 6

pedagogical project was resumed in the work of Charles E. Merriam, Dunning’s disciple 
who substituted his mentor in advancing a distinct intellectual identity of a political 
scientist through historical reasoning. In his books on the history of political ideas and 
numerous articles dedicated to recent advances in political studies, Merriam designed a 
distinctly modern, professionalized image of a political scientist as a university researcher. 
Unlike his Columbian teacher, who buried himself in ancient philosophical treatises, 
Merriam decidedly limited the discipline’s historical horizon to the last generations or the 
period of “systematic studies.” To support this image, Merriam proposed a well-
remembered periodization of “the chief lines of development of the study of political 
processes.” He claimed that the discipline had passed through four stages in its 
development. At the first stage, the a priori and deductive method dominated the study of 
politics until the mid-nineteenth century. Next, the historical and comparative method 
organized the field roughly between 1850 and 1900. After the turn of the century, Merriam 
registered a tendency towards political observation, survey, and measurement that should 
have soon given way to the psychological treatment of politics.  While Dunning positioned 7

American political science in the broader context of Western intellectual currents, 
Merriam inaugurated the writing of disciplinary history as distinctly American and 
academic. However, both remained within the borders of the then-acknowledged 
hegemony that they sought to maintain through instruction.  8

 From its inception, the evolution of inner histories as a historiographical genre was 
intimately related to the disciplinary project that dominated political science at the time. 
Consequently, in the hands of academic writers, the disciplinary history was instrumental 
not only for maintaining an established hegemony but also for contesting it. Internal 
disciplinary history appeared as an instrument of conversion in identity debates in the 
mid-twentieth century, immediately when such a necessity had first arisen. Since 1953, 
when David Easton published The Political System: An Inquiry into the State of Political 
Science, the narration of disciplinary history became a critical, diagnosing tool. “The 
condition of American political science,” Easton declared, was “disturbing and 
disappointing.” The state of political science as pictured in this penetrating analysis was 
indeed regrettable, and Easton worked hard on associating the discipline’s miserable 
present with its erroneous past. To highlight the intellectual bankruptcy of contemporary 

 William A. Dunning, A History of Political Theories (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1902), 1:viii.6

 Merriam acknowledged that his studies were “the outgrowth of investigation begun in the Seminar of 7

American Political Philosophy” given by Professor Dunning in 1896–1897. Charles E. Merriam, American 
Political Ideas: Studies in the Development of American Political Thought, 1865–1917 (New York: 
Macmillan Company, 1920), from the preface. For the periodization, see Charles E. Merriam, “Recent 
Advances in Political Methods,” American Political Science Review 17, no. 2 (May 1923), 286. As James Farr 
noted, it was crucial “Merriam intended to be scientific and relevant when periodizing the history of political 
science in this way.” For the interpretation of Merriam’s contribution, see James Farr, “The History of 
Political Science,” American Journal of Political Science 32, no. 4 (November 1988), 1179.
 Cf. Fredrick Pollock, An Introduction to the History of the Science of Politics (London and New York: 8

Macmillan & Company, 1895) or Robert H. Murray, The History of Political Science: From Plato to the 
Present (Cambridge: Heffer & Sons, 1926).
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political science, Easton addressed nineteenth-century thought to explain the “malaise” of 
“hyperfactualism” and the discipline’s resistance to systematic theory, and re-interpreted 
the last fifty years of its development. Having demonstrated that preceding political 
science “has impeded its own movement towards fundamental understanding of political 
life,” Easton proceeded with prescribing his cure — systematic theory — and thus 
inaugurated a new, dissenting mode of narrating the disciplinary past.  9

 In 1959, British doctoral student Bernard Crick authored The American Science of 
Politics, another classic dissenting narrative. Like Easton, Crick believed that American 
political science took the wrong path. Despite this, Easton’s and Crick’s interpretations 
disagreed significantly on other facts of disciplinary history. The critique championed 
in The American Science was founded upon a relatively well-articulated set of normative 
convictions about the nature of politics and the role of civic education. However, the 
natural-scientific mode of inquiry that Easton prescribed as a cure was regarded by Crick 
to be an essential corrupting element.  A rare American student of disciplinary history 10

could afford such ideological candor as a British outsider. It was Charles Merriam, as Crick 
argued, who inaugurated a procrustean division between “fact” and “value” in political 
science, thus sentencing it to ethical impotence and political irrelevance.  Resistance to 11

blatant scientism, upheld by false prophets like Easton, was a fair duty of every political 
theorist who had to “redeem recent American political thought from the sterility and 
narrowness of the idea of a science of politics.” Based on historical analysis, Crick argued 
that the American science of politics has been “a political doctrine and an intellectual 
movement” from its very beginning concerned with regaining America’s frustrated original 
sense of uniqueness and completeness. As a result, in its commitment to the abstract 
“certainty of pseudo-science,” contemporary political scholarship had merely substituted 
good politics for poor scholarship.  12

 Subsequent historiographical developments, however, proved Crick’s critique futile. 
In the 1960s, when behavioralism thrived, Albert Somit and Joseph Tanenhaus 
published The Development of Political Science: From Burgess to Behavioralism (1967), 
an outstanding attempt to interpret the discipline’s past in the interest of what then 
appeared to be irrefutable progress. Unlike Merriam and Easton, whose strategy consisted 
of selecting predecessors and determining deviances, Somit and Tanenhaus appropriated 
past all at once while applying it to service current developments. As authors admitted, 
since history entailed a deliberate selection of facts, it often became “as much a function of 
personal predilection as of the evidence on which they are ostensibly based.”  They argued 13

 David Easton, The Political System: An Inquiry into the State of Political Science (New York: Alfred A. 9

Knopf, 1953), 39. For the critical interpretation of Easton’s conceptual move, see John G. Gunnell, “The 
Reconstitution of Political Theory: David Easton, Behavioralism, and the Long Road to System,” Journal of 
the History of the Behavioral Sciences 49, no. 2 (Sprint 2013). 

 The context of Crick’s publication was discussed in Michael Kenny “History and Dissent: Bernard Crick’s 10

‘The American Science of Politics’,” American Political Science Review 100, no. 4 (November 2006).
 Bernard Crick, The American Science of Politics: its Origins and Conditions (Berkeley: University of 11

California Press, 1960), 158.
 Crick, The American Science of Politics, 248.12

 Albert Somit and Joseph Tanenhaus, The Development of American Political Science: from Burgess to 13

Behavioralism (Boston: Allym & Bacon, 1967), 2.
 14



that the question of whether political science was ever capable of becoming a 
science stricto sensu had been a bone of contention ever since the late nineteenth century. 
The quest for “scientism” that Easton depicted as failure and Crick portrayed as a fallacy, 
was declared by Somit and Tanenhaus as the moving force behind the discipline’s both 
intellectual and professional development. Fervent debates about the scientific nature of 
professional political scholarship had their time. To a modern reader, the pathos of Somit 
and Tanenhaus, who were, “after all, political scientists rather than historians,” might 
overshadow several of the tools for historiographical research that they introduced.  First, 14

they traced the development of political science in three areas: that of scientific 
development (intellectual), professional growth (institutional), and extra-scientific 
responsibilities (public). This critical distinction is by itself insightful for a student of the 
history of political science because it indicates a complex character of disciplinary 
knowledge. Second, Somit and Tanenhaus argued that “American political science as a 
learned discipline” was born in 1880 when the Columbia School of Political Science opened 
its doors, for only at that moment did developments in all three areas coincide in a single 
institution. Again, this claim is taken nowhere more seriously than in the following pages. 
 Gradually, pedagogical histories of political science settled in their handbook niche. 
Partisan histories, once so beneficially exploited by behavioralists, no longer appeared 
convincing in debates over disciplinary identity. The rising professional discouragement of 
the late 1970s generated two evocative narratives — David Ricci’s The Tragedy of Political 
Science  (1984) and Seidelman and Harpham’s  Disenchanted Realists (1985). They 
addressed the contested relationship between political science’s scholarship and service, 
between objectivity and advocacy, between the discipline’s scientific commitments and its 
original intention to influence the world of practical politics. While the first was concerned 
with the declining tradition of great political thinkers against the background of 
professional expansion, the second described four generations of university liberals “who 
wanted the science of politics also to be a science for politics.”  These two books indicated 15

the apotheosis of internal disciplinary histories as a genre because they made evident that 
the commitment of disciplinary practitioners that once sparked insightful criticism was 
taken so far as to leave almost no place for historical inquiry.  16

 An initial intention to engage with the disciplinary identity of political scientists that 
loomed large behind internalist historiography determined that its developmental 
character was not free from the fallacies of essentialism, reverse interpretations, and 
partisanship. The standard preparatory procedure required to uncover the historical 
development of certain phenomena was identifying their unchanging element or essence. 
How else can an engaged historian certify that the phenomenon under consideration is 
altered but not entirely different if not by its presence? In the case of disciplinary histories, 

 Somit and Tanenhaus, The Development of American Political Science, 205.14

 James Farr, Afterword to Raymond Seidelman with the assistance of Edward J. Harpham, Disenchanted 15

Realists: Political Science and the American Crisis, 1884–1984 (Albany: State University of New York Press, 
2015), 241.

 David Ricci, The Tragedy of Political Science: Politics, Scholarship, and Democracy (New Haven, CT: Yale 16

University Press, 1984), and Seidelman, Disenchanted Realists.
 15



the question of what the object of historical treatment is — what is political science — is at 
the same time the question of its contribution to current “identity, practice, and progress 
of political science.”  Defining essence is always a political move. The essentialism of 17

disciplinary histories conceals another pitfall of developmental historiography: its 
propensity to substitute historical interpretation and its object. When the object of 
historical treatment is defined in essentialist terms from the very beginning, a historian 
can only record manifestations of this essence throughout the given period. Ironically, 
although the developmental narrative aims to trace the change, it always ends up stating 
that, in essence, nothing changed for it only unfolded.  
 Suppose that political science is the scientific study of politics. Then it is necessary 
to define what is “scientific” and limit the realm of “politics.” One must then proceed to 
study how the bud of scientism bloomed or withered. What was defined at the beginning of 
the study is then found in its end but in a different guise. In contrast, historical 
investigation should end with setting the value of “science” and “politics” rather than 
beginning with it. Furthermore, although developmental histories aim to capture things as 
they evolve, they often fail to explain why a need for change ever occurred. Pointing at 
varying economic and social conditions or “pressing cultural demand” is not enough to 
explain transformations that occurred in such a complicated field as political knowledge. 
Finally, developmental disciplinary history leads to a trap of tendentiousness. It is almost a 
requirement of good taste to conclude the story of the essence and its historical unfolding 
with the moral judgment of whether this process succeeded or not. Neutrality is not always 
golden, but tendentious narratives are always poor and deficient. By searching for the 
vestiges of particular discourses or the signs of proper attitudes, they merely fail to 
appreciate historical variety.  
 External histories differ from internal ones in authorship, audience, and intention. 
They are written mainly by historians, address extra-disciplinary communities, and pursue 
goals not immediately related to the discipline’s necessities. Evidently, historical writers 
from both sides of the disciplinary border follow each other’s work, and despite the 
described formal division, their narratives often collide. Political scientists adopt analytical 
concepts like system or paradigm to support their identity claims and promote reformist 
agendas, while historians become easily engaged in judging disciplinary progress or its 
congruity with normative political imagery. 
  The half-century-long amalgamation between internal and external disciplinary 
histories led to the emergence of three well-established historiographical narratives of 
political science’s inception and development. The first one portrays political knowledge as 
gradually becoming more “systematic” and “scientific.” The second one tells a story of 
professionalization in which knowledge on politics was transformed from tacit 
partisanship or vague philosophizing into a fully fledged academic enterprise. The third 
one recounts the conversion of political science from a popular discourse “in the service of 
republican principles” to a modern discipline engaged in expanding the industrial, and 

 John S. Dryzek and Stephen T. Leonard, “History and Discipline in Political Science,” American Political 17

Science Review 82, no. 4 (December 1988), 1245.
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administrative state. The subject thus narrated is the thing evolving, and the author’s work 
is confined to detecting what evolved and how. The story may be nuanced and insightful, 
yet it always remains predictable — as predictable as the movement from non-scientific 
thinking to science, from non-professional endeavors to the profession, from vague 
discursive practice to well-elaborated scientific, professional discourse.  18

 Although this description of developmental logic is somewhat exaggerated, it helps 
to reveal fallacies that current disciplinary histories have in common — because this is the 
logic that they follow regardless of the particular formalizations they choose. Other 
principal drawbacks of the developmental narrative were identified during the explosive 
historiographical debate of 1988–1991, when the younger generation of scholars 
endeavored to transform narration of disciplinary history into a “distinct research 
specialty” grounded upon historiographical norms.  This rise of this “proudly historicist 19

scholarship,” as Robert Adcock once called it, resulted in the multiplication of external 
histories, the opening of the genre toward developments in historical scholarship, and 
fragmentation of its focus in terms of subfields, practices, and even national schools.  20

 The great historicist transformation of disciplinary history began with the 
publication of “History and Discipline in Political Science” (1988). This was a paper 
written by John Dryzek and Stephen T. Leonard who desired to enable political scientists 
“to parse disciplinary histories for positive and negative lessons.”  Authors addressed the 21

fundamental issue of the relationship between the history and identity of political science. 
In the manner of the “postempiricist” philosophy of science, they stated a fundamental 
difference between the “hegemonic histories” of natural sciences and the “multiple 
histories” of political science which resulted from the contextually constituted character of 
the object of political inquiry. Existing disciplinary histories have used historical 
reconstruction to warrant particular research or political perspective, that is, to legitimate 
one specific approach while delegitimating competing ones. This feature of disciplinary 
historiography, Dryzek and Leonard argued, required acknowledgment: there have never 
been and could never be a “nonlegitimiting or neutral stance from which a disciplinary 
history can be written” for all such histories were determined by a particular identity. 
Hence there was no reason to choose.  By the nature of its object, there had always been, 22

and there will always be, a plurality of disciplinary histories to match the diversity of 
approaches in political science. 

 The “professional” narrative is most pronounced in Mary O. Furner, Advocacy and Objectivity: A Crisis in 18

the Professionalization of American Social Science (Lexington, Kentucky: The University Press of Kentucky, 
1975); Thomas Haskell, The Emergence of Professional Social Science: The American Social Science 
Association and the Nineteenth-Century Crisis of Authority, 2nd ed. (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University 
Press, 2000).

 John G. Gunnell, “The Historiography of American Political Science,” in The Development of Political 19

Science: A Comparative Survey, ed. David Easton, John G. Gunnell, and Luigi Graziano (London: 
Routledge, 1991), 16.

 Adcock, “A Disciplinary History,” 221.20

 For the discussion’s summary, see the historiographical introduction in Brian C. Schmidt, The Political 21

Discourse of Anarchy: A Disciplinary History of International Relation (New York: State University of New 
York Press, 1998), 15–43.

 Dryzek and Leonard, History and Discipline, 1247.22
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 Were there any critical standards in this world of narrative equalities? First, authors 
divided virtually all disciplinary histories into two mutually exclusive categories: Whigs 
and skeptics. Starting from Charles Merriam, Whigs wrote teleological histories that 
aspired to liberate the discipline from the tenets of its past illusions. Later, Whiggish 
writing was expanded by behavioral revolutionaries like David Easton and adherents of 
Kuhnian theory like Gabriel Almond.  Skeptics in this description appeared no less 23

caricature: like Bernard Crick and David Ricci, they lamented the discipline’s past as 
unremitting error and concluded that “the redemption of political science requires that it 
abandon its recent past entirely.” Second, authors suggested singling out the errors and 
strengths of both positions because there was no way to omit them but only hope to choose 
responsibly. New critical histories should approach episodes of the discipline’s history in 
context and judge research traditions and methods according to the problems that they 
confronted. As Dryzek and Leonard believed, at the methodological level, this strategy 
could prove helpful in demonstrating the historically bounded nature of political 
scholarship in its practice and theories. What remained, they concluded, was to write 
“histories that would sort out the lessons of the past in a way that future practitioners — 
and publicists — might find useful.”  24

 Although arguments from this provocative and intransigent paper did not succeed 
in shaping a new model of historiographical writing, they sparked an elaborate discussion 
that significantly raised the “metatheoretical and historiographical discourse” in the entire 
field. James Farr, one of the leading historians of a new generation, was not convinced by 
the alleged exclusivity of Whig-sceptic division and endeavored to substantiate a category 
of “sceptical Whiggism.”  According to Farr, at the dawn of political science, skeptical 25

Whigs like Adams Smith and David Hume occupied an overtly political position that was 
tied to the claims of science and, at the same time, guided their historiographical practices. 
Dryzek and Leonard themselves, Farr argued, belonged to this camp. Several 
historiographical implications followed from this argument. First, although neutrality was 
impossible, historians could strive towards being “rather more neutral with respect to such 
diverse things as the appropriation of individual figures in research traditions, the 
professional identity of the discipline, the actual practices of inquiry, and even 
contemporary ideology.”  Second, Farr argued, it was necessary to encourage more 26

histories of political science regardless of their position in pressing identity debates. Third, 
in the spirit of context-sensitive history, political science should not be deprived of its 
(historically influential) educational role, and more attention should be paid to discipline’s 
public functions in a broader framework of the history of civic instruction. 

 Here Dryzek and Leonard refer to the following Almonds contributions: Gabriel A. Almond, “Political 23

Science as a Discipline,” The American Political Science Review 56, no. 2 (June 1962); “Separate Tables: 
Schools and Sects in Political Science,” PS: Political Science and Politics 21, no. 4 (Autumn 1988); and 
“Political Science: The History of the Discipline,” in A New Handbook of Political Science, ed. Robert E. 
Goodin and Hans-Dieter Klingemann (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995).

 Dryzek and Leonard, History and Discipline, 1254, 1258.24

 James Farr, John Gunnell, Raymond Seidelman, John S. Dryzek and Stephen T. Leonard, “Can Political 25

Science History Be Neutral?,” American Political Science Review 84, no. 2 (June 1990), 588.
 Farr et al., “Can Political Science History Be Neutral?,” 589.26
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 Just like James Farr, another prominent disciplinary historiographer John Gunnell 
found himself in agreement with the spirit of the article “but dubious about the reasoning.” 
Gunnell abstained from disputing Dryzek and Leonard’s claims about the distinction 
between hegemonic and multiple histories and the legitimating nature of disciplinary 
history founded upon controversial assumptions about the nature and history of natural 
science. Finding in himself a “great deal of sympathy with the claim that we need — but 
have not achieved — adequate histories of political science that are in some significant 
sense truly historical” Gunnell proceeded with arguing for a type of disciplinary history 
that was autonomous from practitioners’ immediate needs. One way to ensure such 
autonomy was realized in the historiography of natural sciences, where historical 
researchers constituted a community separate from that of natural scientists themselves. 
Due to this division of responsibilities, the historiography of natural sciences was far less 
infiltrated with the discipline’s identity claims. 
 If established, would a cordon sanitaire between historians of political science and 
political scientists keep identity instrumentalism under control? Gunnell doubted that 
because the disciplinary discourse itself was infused with arguments that supported 
competing theories, methods, and modes of inquiry, whereas the discourse of natural 
sciences was “confined to substantive claims about its subject matter.” Therefore, the 
history and philosophy of political science remained a part of the discipline “rather than in 
separate metatheoretical enterprises.” Even without an inquiry into the history of political 
science being passed over to extra-disciplinary historians, it was possible to write 
disciplinary history that would explain embedded identities without the aim of “judging or 
seeking to transform them.” Gunnell suggested reading Dryzek and Leonard’s “context-
sensitivity” as a call to study disciplinary discourse and the discipline’s internal discursive 
evolution. This is because (quite arguably) disciplinary debates often provided a more 
appropriate interpretative context than political or institutional conflicts. By injecting “a 
little Mendelian thinking” into the study of things intrinsic to the internal development of 
the field, Gunnell aspired to grasp the evolution of political science as discursive practice 
with a method designated as “genealogical and methodologically archaeological.”  27

 Dryzek and Leonard’s advocacy of instrumental and context-sensitive disciplinary 
histories reshaped the field in a non-obvious way. Although the histories imagined by 
authors of initial publication had never been written, the following debate proved 
rewarding. It helped to crystallize “an agenda for specialized research in disciplinary 
history that persists to the present” and stimulated an unprecedented vein of new 
historical writings.  From the late 1980s until the 2000s, James Farr and John Gunnell, 28

the “twin pioneers of disciplinary history as a specialized research agenda” authored and 
edited numerous pieces. They established two principal tendencies of recent disciplinary 
history that Robert Adcock defined as disarrangement of the field and its globalization. For 
a new generation of scholars, “political science” taken even in the narrow sense of the term 
was too general and no longer appeared a relevant object of historiographical treatment. At 

 Farr et al., “Can Political Science History Be Neutral?,” 592–594.27

 Adcock, “A Disciplinary History,” 221.28
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the same time, the adjective “American” sounded too narrow to encompass a wide-
spreading expansion of political science around the globe. As Gunnell put it, although the 
study of the history of political science “may not be as fully developed as that of some of 
the other social sciences, this area of research in the United States has now reached a point 
where it is difficult any longer to contemplate a single general treatment.”  29

 The 1990s saw several edited volumes whose perspective was shaped by the new 
historiographical trends. In 1991, Gunnell, Easton, and Graziano presented The 
Development of Political Science: A Comparative Survey, the first attempt to capture “an 
extraordinary expansionist revolution” of political science in particular countries outside 
the United States.  Essays included in the volume represented the initial explorations of 30

political science’s histories in various countries like Norway, China, or Spain. They aspired 
to question whether the beginning of political science was different from its 
institutionalization, what were the relationships between fields of political research, 
philosophy, and law in different cultures of instituted knowledge, and what impact did the 
politicization of the field have on the disciplinary development.  In 1993, Farr and 31

Seidelman edited a volume  Discipline and History: Political Science in the United 
States  that bore a somewhat transitional character. Although the volume fitted into a 
traditional state-of-the-discipline genre and did not challenge established chronological or 
geographical limits, its patchwork organization indicated editors’ concern with the 
changing historiographical attitude and a need to reinforce and complement the “sense of 
historical plurality <…> Whigs and skeptics, textualists and contextualists, internalists and 
externalists are all given voice here.”  The volume included documentary essays written 32

by past, recent, or current leaders of the discipline and corresponding interpretative 
narratives prepared by various disciplinary historians. 
 The use of plurals in the title of the next volume,  Political Science in History: 
Research Programs and Political Traditions  (1995), indicated a shift from the study of 
political science writ large to the probing of minor elements like individuals, school, 
histories, concepts, or even professional associations. While editing the volume, Farr, 
Dryzek, and Leonard abstained from “setting down rigid intellectual or geographical 
boundaries on what constitutes the discipline.”  Instead, they encouraged the reasonable 33

 John G. Gunnell, “In Search of the State: Political Science as an Emerging Discipline in the U.S.,” in 29

Discourses on Society: The Shaping of the Social Science Disciplines, ed. Peter Wagner, Bjorn Wittrock, and 
Richard Whitley (Boston: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1991), 123.

 From the preface to Easton, Gunnell, and Graziano, The Development of Political Science.30

 Political scholars who worked on the volume approached disciplinary history in a manner of comparative 31

regime studies: they selected cases for analysis, addresses categories of comparative analysis, and even 
discussed dependent and independent variables. Unfortunately, an initiative for large-scale comparisons of 
national disciplinary histories has faltered already in the late 1990s. Only one additional volume followed, it 
was Regime and Discipline: Democracy and the Development of Political Science in which the globalizing 
approach was pushed a little further beyond the Western context. See David Easton, John G. Gunnell, and 
Michael B. Stein, eds., Regime and Discipline: Democracy and the Development of Political Science (Ann 
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1995).

 James Farr and Raymond Seidelman, eds., Discipline and History: Political Science in the United States 32

(Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 1993), 9. Check page 7 for a curious list of “general themes” 
that, according to the editors, shaped their publication strategy.

 James Farr, John S. Dryzek, Stephen T. Leonard, eds., Political Science in History: Research Programs 33

and Political Traditions (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), vii.
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extension of these boundaries to include numerous research programs, political traditions, 
methodological agendas, and intellectual debates. These ranged from the history of the 
spatial theory of elections and the discipline’s pedagogical purposes, to the issues of race 
politics within the discipline. In many ways, individual publications that appeared 
afterwards preserved the intuition of Political Science in History. Instead of studying a 
disciplinary monolith, researchers turned to its constitutive elements. For instance, Farr 
focused on individuals and wrote insightful pieces on the political science of Francis 
Lieber, John Dewey, and Harold D. Lasswell. Other elements included concepts. Gunnell 
studied “democracy” and “state,” Farr wrote on “revolution” and “social capital.” 
Furthermore, schools and subfields became elements of inquiry: S.M. Amadae studied 
rational choice and game theory, Nils Gilman inquired into the history of modernization 
theory, Gunnell authored an extensive history of political theory as encompassed in 
American disciplinary discourse, while his student Brian Schmidt undertook the study of 
international relations.  34

 Although an early initiative for a comparative study of disciplinary development 
proved futile, the globalizing trend found further expression in the studies dedicated to 
transnational exchange in the history of American political science. Already Merriam and 
Crick had noted the formative influence of the British and German sciences of state on the 
development of early American political science. Despite this, Robert Adcock adequately 
substantiated these claims on the historical matter. Much in the style of Political Science in 
History, Adcock first authored an article on the emigration of the comparative-historical 
method.  Later, together with Mark Bevir and Shannon Stimson, he edited another 35

volume with a meaningful plural in the title: “Modern Political Science: Anglo-American 
Exchanges since 1880.” In this volume, editors brought together political scientists and 
intellectual historians from both sides of the Atlantic to reflect from the standpoint of 

 James Farr, “Francis Lieber and the Interpretation of American Political Science,” The Journal of Politics 34

52, no. 4 (November 1990); James Farr, “John Dewey and American Political Science,” American Journal of 
Political Science 43, no. 2 (April 1999); James Farr, Jacob S. Hacker and Nicole Kazee, “The Policy Scientist 
of Democracy: The Discipline of Harold D. Lasswell,” American Political Science Review 100, no. 4 
(November 2006). John G. Gunnell, Imagining the American Polity: Political Science and the Discourse of 
Democracy (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 2004); James Farr, “Social Capital: A 
Conceptual History,” Political Theory 32, no. 1 (February 2004); James Farr, “Historical Concepts in 
Political Science: The Case of ‘Revolution’,” American Journal of Political Science 26, no. 4 (November 
1982); S. M. Amadae, Rationalizing Capitalist Democracy: The Cold War Origins of Rational Choice 
Liberalism (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2003); Nils Gilman, Mandarins of the Future: 
Modernization Theory in Cold War America (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003); Brian C. 
Schmidt, “Political Science and the American Empire: A Disciplinary History of the “Politics” Section and the 
Discourse of Imperialism and Colonialism,” International Politics 45, no. 6 (August 2008), and Schmidt, The 
Political Discourse of Anarchy. The complete list of contributions can be found in Adcock, Disciplinary 
History, 230–236.

 Robert Adcock, “The Emigration of the ‘Comparative Method’: Transatlantic Exchange and the Birth of 35

American Political Science,” European Political Science 5, no. 2 (2006).
 21



“radical historicism” on how transatlantic exchanges between the “British study of politics” 
and the “American science of politics” informed modern disciplinary knowledge.  36

 Adcock’s studies culminated in  Liberalism and the Emergence of American 
Political Science: A Transatlantic Tale  (2014), a study of the “Americanization of 
liberalism” in academic political science. In this book, Adcock resolutely abstained from 
imposing an arch of triumph or decline upon the study and structured his narrative around 
three subtypes of liberalism and conceptual change between them. Equal representation of 
defined subtypes paid off. Adcock authored a comprehensive narrative of disciplinary 
emergence which was not colored with identity-driven historical preconceptions that were 
characteristic of earlier writers. By extending what he called “a conceptual approach to the 
history of political science inaugurated by Farr and Gunnell” Adcock followed an 
institutionalized use of the term “political science.” He did this in order to grasp 
intellectual innovations involved in the American disciplinary development when 
compared with the European currents of the time. It also brought into focus some figures 
that had been omitted in earlier studies because of the imposed disciplinary divisions 
between political science, political economy, and history. Adcock’s historiographically 
cognizant approach allowed him to analytically untangle the inheritance and innovation 
involved in establishing the American Political Science Association. This event marked “a 
critical turning point in the Americanizing shift from the older wide sense of political 
science inaugurated in Europe “to a newer, narrower America-led conception of what 
political science is.”  Finally, Adcock’s position in pioneering political scientists in the 37

context of a transatlantic liberal tradition helped reveal how the adaptation of European 
liberal beliefs shaped young discipline’s discursive practices. 
 This thesis is indebted to methodological reflections elaborated by James Farr and 
John Gunnell and departs from a transatlantic study conducted by Robert Adcock. In that 
regard, it seeks to reconstruct a formative period in the history of political science through 
the study of conceptual change and treats political science in its supra-national character. 
However, my approach differs from these studies in one crucial premise, namely, in 
identifying what constitutes the most immediate context of the discipline’s evolution. For 
the last half-century, disciplinary historians immersed themselves into arguing whether 
this context was provided by politics or science and thus internalized disciplinary debates 
turning identity labels into interpretative tools. Whether “the perceptions, purposes, and 
intentions of disciplinary actors” should be interpreted in the context of particular political 
agenda or some figment of scientific rationality, in other words, whether political science is 
more political or more scientific, is itself a question distorted by discipline’s ambitions. 

 Authors named Michel Foucault and Quentin Skinner among the paragons of radical historicism that 36

“leads to narratives of the history of political science that explore interacting traditions as their adherents 
remake and transform them, often in response to specific dilemmas or problems.” Robert Adcock, Mark 
Bevir, and Shannon C. Stimson, eds., Modern Political Science: Anglo-American Exchanges since 1880 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2007), 12–14. Adcock and Bevir also discussed how historical 
studies of political science relate to approaches and identities within the contemporary discipline in Britain 
and America in Robert Adcock and Mark Bevir, “The History of Political Science,” Political Studies Review 3, 
no. 1 (January 2005).

 Robert Adcock, Liberalism and the Emergence of American Political Science: A Transatlantic Tale 37

(Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2014), 268.
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Gunnell once reasonably claimed that “valorizing a particular identity need not be part of 
the game.”  However, the nature of recent studies demonstrated that disciplinary history 38

had not yet fully emancipated itself from its initial pedagogical quality — from catering for 
political science’s immediate indoctrinating needs. A choice between politics or science as 
the relevant interpretative context was imposed on historical writing by the desire of 
political science to have a particular personification in the historical narrative. 
 I believe that the reasons for such a relationship between historians and the 
discipline are more ethical than methodological. First, I think that disciplinary historians 
had long overestimated their influence on the formation of disciplinary identity. Perhaps it 
was the case in the American 1980s, but the idea no longer seems plausible. Second, 
disciplinary historians made a mistake when they opted for abstinence from judgment as 
research ethos. Evidently, when it comes to intention, historical writing abhors a vacuum 
— if it is not filled with the historian’s overt intention, it gets easily stuffed with latent 
dispersed predilections. In no way do I argue that disciplinary history should become 
judgmental, but I insist that it should consciously pursue its own scholarly goals instead of 
seeking to better facilitate political science’s self-understanding. Third, historians had 
erroneously adopted the discipline’s authoritative claims while stressing the theoretical or 
discursive aspect of modern political science. Consequently, they lost a critical view of the 
discipline as a more complex and controversial phenomenon — they somehow lost sight of 
discipline’s institutional aspect.  
 Hence, this thesis neither endeavors to interpret the development of American 
political imaginary nor does it seek to provide new matter for narcissistic rumination on 
the value of contemporary political science. Instead, it proceeds from questioning the 
significance of political science’s history in understanding the nature of disciplinary 
knowledge. In this sense, I treat political science as a university discipline, that is, as a 
scholarly practice emergent on the institutional-intellectual nexus between a modern 
American research university and transatlantic political knowledge as existed by the mid-
nineteenth century. To achieve this aim, I establish university history as the most relevant 
context for interpreting the perceptions and purposes of disciplinary actors. This entails 
several methodological decisions. First of all, the present study is based upon a 
combination of two types of sources: the original authorial pieces representative of 
intellectual strategies and the administrative records that documented the installment of 
these strategies into the university environment. Next, it focuses on historical actors who 
occupied equally notable positions in intellectual and administrative fields to disclose how 
choices made in these fields had mutually refracted. Finally, to avoid the temptation to 
subordinate the study of the formative period to subsequent disciplinary history, this study 
approaches the half-century in-between the reign of moral philosophy and the 
establishment of research-oriented political science as a distinct disciplinary formation 
“which no longer appears on modern maps of knowledge.”  39

 Farr et al., “Can Political Science History Be Neutral?,” 595.38

 Stefan Collini, Donald Winch, and John Burrow, That Noble Science of Politics: A Study in Nineteenth 39

Century Intellectual History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 3.
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 This thesis deals with the transformations of instituted knowledge or the 
conversions of institutional-intellectual nexuses. It thus aims to reconstruct how the 
nineteenth-century collegiate political learning, or moral philosophy, became the 
twentieth-century university political discipline, or political science. Instead of seeking to 
appoint a dominant element, it aims to record the interplay of forces. Instead of going 
beneath the historical surface to uncover the essence of political learning, it skims along 
the surface to detect how political learning appeared in its folds. It considers the 
conversion of one nexus into another while paying particular attention to the mechanisms 
that furnished such conversion. It aims to disclose the inner sources of change in political 
knowledge and the way it was practiced while studying the connection between institutes 
of learning on the one hand, and the character of political knowledge on the other. 
 With the good intentions expressed above, this thesis accounts for several episodes. 
It opens with the exposition of political knowledge as incorporated in the mid-nineteenth 
century American academic dogmatism. Inquiring into moral philosophy’s administrative, 
pedagogical, and curricular functioning, I reestablish ephemeral threads that united the 
inner logic of political knowledge with collegiate institutional design. The first 
institutional-intellectual nexus is thus authenticated; it is political knowledge as didactical 
and hierarchical, ahistorical and indoctrinating. Moving into the late 1860s, the study 
inquires into the degeneration of collegiate political moralism and uncovers two sources of 
change: the lure of advanced learning on the “institutional” side and the emancipatory 
power of historicization on the “intellectual” side.  
 The central part of the thesis is dedicated to the German-American academic 
transfer which is considered a principal mechanism that facilitated the conversion of one 
nexus into another. In a dedicated chapter, I attempt to determine why the American 
imagination allocated the sources of change in the figment of a German university, how 
this figment was created, and what function it performed. The watershed of the first 
conversion is the founding of the Columbia College School of Political Science in 1880, 
which was simultaneously the first American graduate school and the first school 
dedicated to political research. Transitioning into the late 1880s, the last part of the thesis 
inquires into the nature of the historical science of politics as established in the modern 
research university. It aims to uncover ties that united novel political knowledge with 
advanced research techniques and the infrastructure of graduate instruction embraced by 
the generation of academic reformers. The second institutional-intellectual nexus is thus 
authenticated; it is political knowledge as empirical and historical, evolutionary and 
professional. The watershed of the second transformation was the founding of the 
American Political Science Association when in 1903, a committee of fifteen found a 
widespread demand “for the provision of some better means that now exist whereby 
Political Science, as distinguished from History and Economics, may have its special 
interests directly represented and advanced.”  40

 Committee’s circulated letter as quoted in “The Organization of the American Political Science 40

Association.” Proceedings of the American Political Science Association 1 (1904), 9.
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Chapter 1. Moral philosophy in an old-time college 

 Modern university disciplines developed through the fragmentation and 
specialization of preceding, more extensive scholarly fields. In the days of the American 
old-time college, an all-embracing field of moral philosophy incorporated rudiments of 
future social sciences and offered the most comprehensive outline of political and 
historical studies, including ethics, political economy, civil and natural law. However, the 
role of moral philosophy as a curricular offering was not limited to the overview of ethical 
theories and related topics. Simultaneously, it was an instrument that helped the old-time 
college perform its principal function of providing “intellectual stability and order in a fluid 
society.”  41

 This twofold nature of college moral philosophy — as coursework and as a tool of 
moral indoctrination — was for a long time neglected by historians of political and other 
social sciences. A widely accepted narrative presents us with the historiographical account 
of political theories detached from the context of their pedagogical, institutional, and 
structural functioning.  As important and necessary these accounts are for intellectual 42

history of political thought, they fail to consider the history of political science as 
institutionalized knowledge. If one treats moral philosophy as a mere collection of 
opinions on selected topics, the emergence of political science becomes a reformist act of 
revision and advancement which it undoubtedly was not. One-sided treatment of moral 
philosophy cannot explain (and did not explain, as becomes clear from current 
historiography) why the first generation of political scientists were so deeply committed to 
the ideals of the university-reform movement? Why did attempts aimed at the revision of 
moral philosophy from college professors fail? Finally, why did pioneering political 
scientists abstain from didactic methods, ahistorical generalizations, and even civic 
education? 
 Before the emergence of the modern university, the content of scholarly fields was 
closely linked to pedagogical practices, purposes, and necessities of respective higher 
schools. Any historical examination of moral philosophy and its transformations that 

 Stow Persons, American Minds: The History of Ideas (New York: Henry Holt, 1958), 189. In 1846, Edward 41

Everett, president of Harvard, stated that formal education has three purposes: the acquisition of knowledge 
and preparation “for the liberal pursuits in life,” the exercise and development of the intellectual faculties, 
and “the formation of a pure and manly character;” see the inaugural address University Education in 
Edward Everett, Orations and Speeches on Various Occasions, (Boston: Charles C. Little & James Brown, 
1850), 2:497.

 Among recent examples, see Dennis Mahoney’s essentialist narrative that describes the emergence of 42

political science as transformation of a German allgemeine Staatslehre under the influence of “native” 
American pragmatism and progressivism in Dennis J. Mahoney, Politics and Progress: The Emergence of 
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Science,” in The Cambridge History of Science, ed. Theodore M. Porter and Dorothy Ross (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2003).
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neglects academic practices is bound to be inconclusive. To understand the nature of the 
centrifugal movement that resulted in the emergence of political science as a university 
study and to reconstruct how this movement determined principal characteristics of 
political science, it is necessary to examine the entirety whole that preceded the 
disciplinary “secession.” The very relation between the entirety, by which I mean collegiate 
moral philosophy as a systematic study, pedagogical doctrine, and indoctrinating tool, and 
its part, namely in the rudiments of future political science, is the principal object of 
consideration in the following chapter. 

1.1 Collegiate hierarchies: administration, pedagogy, curriculum 

 Before the Revolution, America only had nine higher education institutions, which 
varied in size, location, religious affiliation, and fiscal strengths but shared roughly similar 
goals.  Colonial colleges served as pillars of established religious, social, and political 43

orders well aligned with each other. American colonial education grew from the tradition 
of European religious communities that were founding colleges “to preserve the purity and 
continue the propagation of the faith.”  In terms of their institutional infrastructure, 44

colonial colleges followed the organizational model available in America’s Mother country, 
namely the one engendered in British colleges of Oxford and Cambridge. Regarding their 
educational philosophy, the American colleges drew mostly on the experience of dissenting 
academies that were established by Calvinist nonconformists that were excluded in 1662 
from the colleges of Oxford and Cambridge, on the academies and universities of Calvinist 
Scotland, and on the Huguenot academies of France.  In British North America, the first 45

three colleges were erected following the reformational European pattern as territorial 
organizations under the combined authority of the church and civil state. 
 Although the founders of American education were not inclined to institutional 
creativity, prior educational experience was significantly altered under America’s severe 
socio-economic conditions. Unlike their metropole forerunners, American colonial colleges 
had scarce funding, limited clientele, contested authority, and lacked qualified teachers. 
For the most part, the colonial college was expected to cultivate various Christian virtues in 
its disciples, such as humility and docility, and educate them according to a prescribed 

 The schools were: Harvard (est. 1636, Congregational); William and Mary (est. 1693, Anglican); Yale (est. 43

1701, Congregational); College of New Jersey (or Princeton, est. 1746, Presbyterian); Franklin’s Academy or 
College of Philadelphia (or University of Pennsylvania, est. 1751, nonsectarian); King’s College (or Columbia, 
est. 1754, nonsectarian under Anglican Church); College of Rhode Island (or Brown, est. 1764, Baptist); 
Queen’s College (or Rutgers, est. 1766, Dutch Reformed Church); Dartmouth College (est. 1769, 
Congregational).
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classical curriculum. Significant components of the prescribed curriculum in the 
seventeenth century were divinity, ethics, classical languages and literature.  The course 46

provided mostly a literary education, only occasionally touching upon scientific subjects 
such as arithmetic and geometry. The corpus of knowledge transmitted by colleges was 
considered exhaustive and complete. It required no further research since any new 
knowledge seemed beyond imagination. 
 In a typical colonial college, an erudite clergyman served as president, and a few 
young bachelors with almost no specialization alternately taught a variety of subjects at a 
fairly elementary level. Consequently, colonial colleges did not provide professional or 
graduate education. Vocational education in law, medicine, and even ministry was long 
dissociated from colleges and was carried out informally by individual practitioners, while 
advanced learning in sciences and humanities was a matter for amateurs, not college 
professors. Furthermore, colleges offered little cultural refinement and did not 
significantly impact the rising generation. Graduates rarely assessed their college 
experience as decisive for their later life (to judge by the students’ songs and poetry, the 
college pride and sentimental attitude to alma mater emerged only in the mid-eighteenth 
century). The college curriculum ignored seventeenth-century intellectual advancement, 
such as the scientific revolution and the beginning of the Enlightenment for some time. 
Frederick Rudolph, the prominent historian of American higher education, ironically 
described the college way as “little more than a body of established doctrine, an ancient 
course of study and a respectable combination of piety and discipline.”  47

 During the Revolutionary War, the total number of graduates dropped by one-third, 
the quality of education suffered greatly, and existing financial assets either dwindled or 
disappeared. However, in a way, campuses became revolutionary strongholds; “as the 
revolutionary struggle developed, it was inevitable that the colleges would be drawn into 
the fray, and predictable that they would become centers of sedition.” Through “the formal 
curriculum, literary and debating societies, the tutors and presidents, the libraries” 
colleges fostered patriotic principles and spread students’ ideological grooming.  In the 48

revolutionary turbulence, most colleges managed to sustain some level of operation, while 
their aspirations soared: “they perceived themselves, and were perceived by the new states, 
as having an indispensable role to play in forming republican citizens for the new 

 An original three-year course of study for the BA degree in colonial colleges was modelled after famous 46
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nation.”  After the Revolution, despite many accumulated problems, educators and their 49

sponsors focused on creating new educational institutions instead of reforming the old 
ones. The new collegiate beginnings based on utopian expectations generated by 
Revolutionary and Enlightenment ideologies proved challenging to advance and sustain in 
the Early Republic. 
 College-funding and college-building became popular among energetic men that 
were not content with either church or business activities. At the time, anyone who felt an 
urge to establish a college and was able to secure requisite funding could fulfill their 
dreams relatively quickly. The unrestricted access to the establishment of college 
institutions attracted members of various religious groups that were impelled to set up a 
college in order to perpetuate their subculture. For churches and sects, colleges played an 
incidental role, and they seldom put self-conscious efforts into their organization. New 
colleges were founded in inappropriate places, ignoring the customs and concerns of their 
public, and pushing a narrow religious agenda in defiance of the public’s broad practical 
needs.  At the end of the eighteenth century, nine colonial colleges had been joined by 16 50

new institutions; by the eve of the Civil War, 182 permanent colleges had been operating. 
In total, 516 colleges had been established between the Revolution and the Civil War. 
However, the establishment of new colleges did not entail reconsideration of prevailing 
educational practices, funding mechanisms, and infrastructural support. Since, for the 
most part, colleges owed their existence to the charm and commitment of a single man or a 
small group of allies, an institution’s lifespan was measured by the lifespan of its founders. 
The rapid flourishing of poorly organized colleges resulted in the fragmentation of 
American education and had a devastating effect on its quality and possible growth 
perspectives. Furthermore, despite the rapid multiplication of colleges in the first half of 
the nineteenth century, enrolment remained extremely low — a combined list of 37 leading 
colleges and universities averaged 207 graduates per year in the 1800s, 413 in 1820s, and 
less than one thousand before the Civil War.  Overall, for almost a half-century after the 51

Revolution, colleges remained financially, culturally, and intellectually marginal. Only 104 
of almost half-thousand novel colleges founded in this period survived.  52

 From the founding of Harvard to the end of the Civil War, Protestant churches and 
clergy dominated America’s higher education. However, it is essential to keep in mind that 
Protestantism is not an entity with common bounds, or an institutional or theological core. 
Protestantism is not one faith but many. Where other religions solved their internal 
dissensions by steady transformations, Protestants resolved conflicts by fission, creating 
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numerous denominations, sects, and groups that had almost nothing in common. 
Although diversity has always been characteristic of Protestant denominations, it has never 
prevented clergy from seeking ecumenical unity through a shared commitment to “non-
sectarian” assumptions. The history of protestant higher education mirrors these two 
tendencies and the tensions between them. While diversity led to the establishment of 
numerous colleges, “ecumenism then led most of these colleges to emphasize their 
collegiate rather than their sectarian side.”  53

 The founders of Harvard (1636) and Yale (1701) attracted students and benefactors 
because their Puritan or Congregational faith was considered more orthodox than the 
Anglicanism of Oxford and Cambridge. After the First Great Awakening, 
Congregationalists also controlled Dartmouth, Baptists founded Brown, and Presbyterians 
founded the College of New Jersey. Religious schisms that resulted in the dissemination of 
new colleges reappeared during the nineteenth century. For instance, dissident clergymen 
founded Congregationalist Williams and Amherst (allegedly more orthodox than Harvard), 
while the Anglicans founded King’s College and the University of Pennsylvania. The 
ideological mechanism behind the multiplication of sectarian colleges was utterly 
predictable: if one sect founded an institution in a given area with a religiously non-
homogeneous population, other sects interpreted this as a threat, they acted accordingly 
and founded yet another institution. A multitude of denominations that emerged after the 
Second Great Awakening aspired to educate their ministers locally and inexpensively. 
These two factors — denominational sponsorships and local pride — condemned American 
education to further institutional fragmentation and weakening.  54

 By the 1820s, a great amount of precarious denomination-ridden institutions with 
dubious educational standards offered “college,” “academy,” “seminary,” or “institute” 
degrees.  However, once colleges were founded and acquired a life of their own, they 55

confronted numerous survival and growth problems since there was a natural limit to 
multiplication. This “selection” in colleges gave them an impulse towards articulated “non-
sectarianism” or at least a readiness to accommodate more diverse denominations and 
induced earlier ecumenic tendencies. Above all, the merger of religious ideologies in 
education was possible because, despite the vague theological and institutional differences 
of their origins, most American colleges were similar in fundamental aspects. After the 
Revolution, newly founded colleges exhibited more inter-denominational character and 
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commercial orientation. To sustain an institutional role in the New Republic, colleges had 
to prove their value in a rapidly changing environment when many leading Americans 
believed that education should be committed to the rationalist tradition of thought. 
Collegiate spokesmen could not bolster their authority by advancing religious and political 
indoctrinations shared by a minority group and denominations. Instead, they had to 
advance inherited colonial practices without seeming to indulge parochialism.  
 Geography had become the most powerful rationale for college choices. There were 
only a few colleges like Yale that reached outside their local community to attract young 
people. To balance their budget, other actors had to appeal to a wide range of views and 
believes, which were represented in their neighborhood. For example, at the time 
“Methodists went to Presbyterian colleges in a nearby town rather than to a Methodist 
college farther away, and Presbyterians reversed the process.”  Sects readily accepted 56

students from competing parishes because they both needed tuition and hoped to convert 
strangers. To ensure the survival of their institutions, clergymen slowly began to recruit lay 
trustees and faculty, abstained themselves from actively opposing secular scholarship, and 
steadily began to think of themselves as educators in the first place. At the same time, they 
introduced a new rhetoric to convince the skeptical public that higher education was a 
modern necessity rather than an obsolete privilege. In the early nineteenth century, “the 
American college shifted from an uncertain commodity in the American marketplace to a 
constructive resource of republican civic virtue.”  57

 In the beginning of the nineteenth century, newly founded colleges tested numerous 
innovations, but liberal education remained based upon classical languages. The only 
requirement for college admission was the ability to translate standard passages from 
classical texts, and the first year of studies was therefore wholly dedicated to the polishing 
of students’ skills.  The remaining three years of studies were devoted to mastering the 58

classical Renaissance curriculum with piecemeal scientific studies. In the 1800s–1870s, 
English grammar and composition, geometry, algebra, geography, and history 
complemented the traditional core of subjects such as Greek, Latin, mathematics, and 
philosophy. There was much dissatisfaction with the course of studies. Early critics argued 
that the standard liberal arts course was too rigid, that a considerable amount of election 
should be introduced, and the community overall demanded that there be more significant 
concessions to practical and vocational education.  For the most part, however, those who 59
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advocated college reforms could not financially support their claims, and those who sent 
their offspring to colleges did not show much enthusiasm for educational experiments. 
 In fact, the problem was not with the old curriculum itself. The same type of studies 
was behind the most prominent European intellectuals of the previous epoch. Apparently, 
the problem consisted of the way in which this curriculum was taught. As a student of 
American education Walter Metzger resolved, “the great failure of the old college probably 
lay less in its course of studies than in its pedagogy and pedagogues.”  Most teachings 60

were carried by recitation, that is, the memorization of selected fragments and their 
reproduction in class. Some advanced courses like moral philosophy or science also 
included lectures and demonstrations. Nevertheless, even in these cases, the instructor, 
with rare exceptions, was still closely bound to supplementary texts and inevitably spent 
much of the class-time checking students’ homework. Instructors rarely had any additional 
training beyond their B.A. degree, and they received extremely low salaries that did not 
reflect their skills or knowledge. They also had no career perspectives or rewards for their 
competence, and even tenure did not provide them with any significant legal guarantees.  61

The old-time college’s institutional structure dulled even the most promising instructors 
who tended to quickly adopt to the groove of the recitation system and the policing of the 
students lacking any motivation not to do so. Instructors that were not satisfied with 
college opportunities could easily resign and earn more by teaching privately or by starting 
a business. Those who strove for advanced scholarship were tempted into literary work 
that was not associated with campus life. As a result, the least ambitious, aspiring, and 
often the least able of the inferior faculty, tended to remain docile in their jobs. 
 Teachers suffered, but students often bore a greater share of the loss created by the 
intolerable conditions of the old-time college that became even more pronounced at the 
beginning of the nineteenth century. Low admission requirements and an overriding post-
Revolutionary spirit of equality led to age-related heterogeneity (students’ entrance years 
varied from 12 to 25 in the 1810s) of the student population that arrived from various 
social backgrounds. During the colonial era, college teachers approached students as 
children who required protection from worldly temptations during their passage to 
adulthood. Disciplinary regimes and a daily routine of prayers and recitations were 
expected to eradicate deviant impulses from a child. The pedagogical dogma of the time 
did not attribute any specific culture of their own to children or teenagers. Instead, they 
were seen as incomplete adults in need of external guidance.  The tutor acted as a judge, 62

not a teacher. The feeling of antagonism between students and tutors was mutual and led 
to “not just the insubordination inherent in youth, but a wave of violent, collective 
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uprisings in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries against the combined 
authority of college professors and presidents.”  However, some pedagogues insisted that 63

the students were “children” and that they had a “right” for misbehavior, which they saw as 
inescapable and, for the most part, tolerable.  64

 The democratic spirit which arrived at colleges after the Revolution conflicted with 
the hierarchical character of their eighteenth-century customs. This conflict was further 
amplified by social leaders that emerged in uneven groups of students. Prolonged and 
sometimes violent student rebellions against the college authority occurred at the turn of 
the century in all major institutions. In literary societies, students invoked republican 
rhetoric against the “tyranny” of college authorities. Furthermore, teachers readily 
accepted this new “adult” tone when elaborating a proper response. Rebellious students 
were expelled or withdrawn, but confrontations quickly escalated, representing the 
growing defiance of collegiate authority. In the face of student disorders, college officials 
had no better idea than promulgating more stringent college rules and imposing draconian 
regulations on campus life. Once heightened, disciplinary enforcement measures were 
never entirely removed, and tutors continued to police students until the end of the 
nineteenth century. However, as time passed, the justification for college disciplinary 
practices, which were once overtly religious and political, shifted towards becoming a self-
contained pedagogical doctrine that regulated and legitimated the “college way.” 
 A combination of young and non-professionalized faculty, the threat of rebellions, 
the small size of the colleges, scarce finances, and low educational levels contributed to the 
consolidation of the institutional model typical of early nineteenth-century American 
colleges. This model was composed of three interconnected hierarchical branches: 
administrative, pedagogical, and curricular. The first one regulated the relations of 
different actors present on campus, with students at the bottom and the president on top. 
The second was rooted in the doctrine of “mental discipline,” encompassing the hierarchy 
of faculties and ways of their gradual cultivation. The third governed the order of subjects 
and methods of teaching. The three branches were entirely consistent with one another, 
their elements corresponded, and their goals coincided. 
 Administrative hierarchy. Paternalism infused hierarchical relations between 
students, tutors, professors, presidents, and trustees. Trustees who nominally occupied the 
top of the pyramid were absent on campus and thus removed from a routine college life. To 
sustain their “on-site” authority, trustees appointed the president and enabled him to act 
as their chief representative and intramural supervisor, exclusively accountable to the 
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board and endowed with unlimited patriarchal authority.  The president usually ruled in 65

an authoritarian manner because the faculty body mostly constituted of young and non-
professionalized teachers who had no opportunity to influence education policies. As 
institution, a typical college indeed was, as Ralph Waldo Emerson famously formulated, 
“the lengthened shadow of one man.”  The fluidity of teaching staff, the failure to form a 66

strong corporate body, and the lack of both experience and loyalty served as the rationale 
for a vertical administrative model in which almost everyone except trustees and the 
president were excluded from the decision-making process.  67

 Trustees entrusted to their chief executive almost boundless responsibilities in 
office. For instance, laconic expression from the Statutes of Columbia College of the year 
1811 stated that “it shall be the duty of the president to take charge of the College 
generally.”  The president nominated candidates to new positions and took the final 68

decision on matters of dismissal. Furthermore, he was also the only authority to choose the 
direction of general education policy. As Henry James put it, an American college 
president was “a very peculiar type of character, partly man of business, partly diplomatist, 
partly clergyman, and partly professor of metaphysics, armed with great authority and 
influence if his college is an important one.”  With minor variations among colleges, the 69

president solely defined courses and prescribed textbooks, regulated commencements and 
examinations, awarded degrees and reviewed finances, revised catalogs, and planned the 
purchase of library books. Despite his various duties, the college president’s most 
significant feature was probably that he somehow found spare time to teach. The strong 
position of college president was backed not only by his formal institutional position and 
external guarantees provided by the trustees, but also by his pedagogical role as the highest 
supervisor. The president was also authorized to check the moral perfection of college 
students during the ultimate college course — the one in moral philosophy. Indeed, a 
mutual influence should be noted: on the one hand, a charismatic president transmitted 
his charms to the course in moral philosophy making it stand out from the other courses. 
On the other hand, the president’s exclusive right to teach this course conferred even more 
moral authority upon him. 
 Historian of American college life, George Schmidt, defined two primary purposes 
of paternalistic supervision, namely moral and religious. He also outlined three areas in 
which the president exercised this supervision, including the problems of administration, 
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discipline, and instruction. Far from being so exact, Francis Wayland, a president of Brown 
and famous moral philosopher, articulated the essence of presidential control in the 
following words:  

No difference can ever be shown in the administration of a law. The student of 
twenty-five or thirty years of age, must be subjected to the same law as the 
student of fifteen. Nor can any allowance be made for difference of character and 
habits. The principle on which the system is based, is supervision, and 
responsibility for the moral character of the pupil. Those who need this 
supervision, and those who do not need it, must equally conform to its 
requisitions. All this is evident, for a rule which is put in force, only at the will of 
the executive, ceases to be a law, and becomes nothing more than an arbitrary 
exercise of power.  70

 Pedagogical hierarchy. Educational theorists of the old-time college referred to 
the notion of “mental discipline” to identify the “interlocking set of psychological, 
theological and moral convictions” which formed the basis of routine college pedagogy.  71

Allegedly, the soul or mind constituted the “vital force” that animated human beings. The 
soul was not a material substance, and therefore it could not have been discovered or 
measured inductively. However, it could have been treated as a subject of academic 
psychology — the sub-discipline of the moral philosophy. By the beginning of the 
nineteenth century, psychologists of the soul discovered that it was composed of internal 
parts termed “faculties,” and each “faculty” was responsible for a specific ability or talent. 
Lists of faculties varied but consistently included lower faculties such as faculties of 
auditive reproduction, perceptive and imitative faculties. It also encompassed mid-ranked 
faculties that included observing and analytical faculties; faculties of imagination and 
reasoning (and some other exotic ones like money-making faculties). Furthermore, higher 
faculties were also included like will, emotion, duty, intellect, and faculties of judgment 
and discrimination.  72

 Mental faculties were seen as merely potential. They required adequate 
conditioning and training to develop, mature, and achieve expression. Therefore, 
according to the dominant theory of the time, formal education was designed to discipline 
students’ faculties. As James McCosh, a President of Princeton, announced in his 
inaugural address, “I do hold it to be the highest end of a University to educate; that is, 
draw out and improve the faculties which God has given. Our Creator, no doubt, means all 
things in our world to be perfect in the end; but he has not made them perfect; he has left 
room for growth and progress; and it is a task laid by on his intelligent creatures to be 
fellow-workers with him in finishing that work which he has left incomplete.” The idea of 
guided mental cultivation laid behind a fixed course of study. Statutory order of courses 
were adopted to ensure harmonious development of the students’ minds and permitted 
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some faculties from gaining “an absurdly ill-balanced maturity at the expense of one’s 
other capabilities.”  Advanced faculties also formed the divine concordance for a 73

successful human being, and therefore the primary purpose of college education and 
discipline was to advance its students’ mental faculties. Rev. C. B. Hulbert formulated this 
goal in his essay The Distinctive Idea in Education: 

We need not despair because we find that we have not much power in our powers 
or faculty in our faculties; for since our powers and faculties have the capacity of 
growth, we can put them in. We can put power into our powers, capacity into our 
capacities. And here we fall upon man’s royal prerogative <…> And consider that 
in this development we secure what is involved in the idea of education <…> It 
implies the existence in man of latent germs, properties, capacities — call them by 
what term you please — which in a process of disciplinary training need to be 
developed.  74

 College tutors and professors used different teaching methods on the different levels 
of study following the logic and order of “faculties” training.  Learning practices based on 75

mental discipline assumed that education consisted of the constant exercise of specific 
mental capabilities. Memorization and recitation were the dominant practices throughout 
the first year. Students learned selected fragments from classic texts of Greek and Roman 
antiquity by heart and reproduced them orally in class. According to the theory of formal 
discipline, the study of classics trained the memory, the power of discrimination, and a 
dozen of other preparatory faculties that required enhancement in the first place. 
Therefore, during “remedial” language classes, tutors devoted a disproportionate amount 
of time to checking whether students did their homework correctly. During the second and 
third years, recitations were supplemented by practices in grammar construction, 
declamations, and occasional debates. Science, geometry, and history classes trained the 
faculty of reason and various analytical faculties. Students who journeyed to the fourth 
year could enjoy more diverse moral philosophy lectures, dedicated to developing 
judgment, duty, and virtue. Curricular subjects obtained their value as agents for the 
exercise of these capabilities and were valued for the faculties that they trained. 
 Curricular hierarchy. Although educators at colonial colleges saw the 
curriculum as an instrument in the service of God, they inherited a whole body of 
knowledge that had an educational purpose of its own and resisted any 
instrumentalization. The early American curriculum was conditioned by the colleges’ 
poverty and distance from England which resulted in decreased teaching standards. 
Whereas instruction at Oxford and Cambridge was a matter of intimate student-tutor 
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relationship, in New England, students studied in large mixed groups. The other 
consequence of the inadequate number of tutors at colonial colleges was the blurring of 
competencies among them. Instructors did not teach the subjects that they were familiar 
with but rather engaged in teaching “on-demand” thus filling gaps in the timetable.  76

Furthermore, colonial colleges existed on the margins of European intellectual life. This 
parochial isolation made them unable to profit from the intellectual currents of the time 
and resulted in growing retrogression of the American curriculum in comparison to the 
European one. 
 During the seventeenth and the eighteenth centuries, courses of study in colonial 
colleges were patterned, with little variation, following the original curriculum adopted at 
Harvard in 1647. The first year was mainly dedicated to Greek, Latin, Hebrew, logic, and 
rhetoric. These subjects continued through the second year, and in the mid-eighteenth 
century were complemented by natural philosophy. The third year introduced students to 
the natural, mental, and moral philosophies, geography, and mathematics. During the last 
year students were taught history, politics, and scientific courses. Divinity was taught 
throughout the four years, but emphasis was placed on this subject during the fourth year 
since it was seen as an apotheosis of all college education. During the colonial era, 
curricular subjects acquired different names and changed their boundaries slightly, but 
overall, the English colonies’ course was characterized by remarkable stability. 
 Moral philosophy as a curricular offering grew out of the final year course in 
divinity. It was dedicated to applying religious doctrine to the ethical study of man, and his 
relationships with his fellows, and God. Students were expected to learn about themselves 
less though the Bible and more through the rational speculation, intuition, and the study of 
human nature: “clearly the course in ethics became the place where an effort was made to 
find a substitute for a declining ‘divine coercive authority’.”  The early blueprint for the 77

collegiate moral philosophy course arrived in America from the dissenting European 
academies. Religious attachment to faith as the only guidance for mundane life declined 
significantly through the eighteenth century. Moral philosophy quickly changed under the 
pressure of intellectual currents and social needs that sought expression in the curriculum. 
Moving from the idea of morality as derived from God to morality as derived from reason, 
the course shifted from catechism to the consideration of pressing practical concerns. It 
incorporated elements of ethics and science, law and history, politics, and religion to bear 
on a principal question: How should a man behave?  78
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 The senior years’ courses brought together the highest levels of three college 
hierarchies. The most outstanding professors applied the most sophisticated methods to 
train the most advanced students’ faculties. Despite its rigidity and educational 
shortcomings, the “college way” was a coherent educational system that brought together 
administrative structure, curriculum, and pedagogical doctrine. The course in moral 
philosophy crowned the entire curriculum and was usually taught by the college president 
himself. While lectures were seldom delivered during the other courses, moral philosophy 
was almost exclusively taught by oral lectures. The authority of moral philosophy as a 
curricular offering and its unique status in college education originated from its position in 
all hierarchies. Moral philosophy was the heart of a college, just as the president was its 
head. 
 The modern course in moral philosophy emerged during the creeping secularization 
of collegiate learning in the early nineteenth century. Although the educational shift away 
from religious study was already underway before the Revolution, it was not until the turn 
of the century that America’s moderate Enlightenment succeeded in combibing the 
doctrines of progress and reason with Protestant religion.  However, the Revolution 79

hastened the spread of interdenominational education and softened the sharp edges of 
sectarianism in newly established institutions. Incorporating the Enlightenment ideas and 
post-Revolutionary republican civic pathos pushed educational institutions towards 
adopting a purportedly nondenominational goal — the inculcation of a moral character. 
 “Inculcation” quickly became an alternative to “indoctrination.” No matter how 
denominationally-oriented colleges were in practice, at a rhetorical level they all gravitated 
towards a common voluntary esprit. It respected both a protestant tradition of conversion 
and a new republican ideal that avoided narrow sectarianism. New American collegiate 
culture developed in the early nineteenth century before the creation of a distinct 
institutional model. It was predominantly rooted in traditional denominational patterns 
but attempted conversion of personal experience without specific denominational 
demarcations. Colleges sought to yoke together two separate traditions, one religious and 
the other political, and explored how education might serve to unify the nation. As a result 
of post-Revolutionary cultural shift, a new ideological matrix of college education emerged. 
This matrix muted defensive evangelical tradition, denominational tenants, and aggressive 
sectarianism while focusing on “moral character.” A new generation of colleges 
concentrated on creating an inner drive to reshape and improve civic society through self-
discipline for every citizen. Although “inculcation” was a slightly more secularized 
alternative to indoctrination, it proved to be no less effective in making individual choice 
compatible with external civic boundaries. The course was designed to shape the character 
of an educated class and install respect for fundamental Christian moral convictions and 
commitments. In the nineteenth century, an educated man could not avoid the influence of 
moral philosophy. In fact, its textbook doctrines functioned as the nation’s official ethical 
and public philosophy. 
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1.2 Moral philosophy as a curricular offering 

 Both ethos and pathos of moral philosophy as a curricular subject developed in full 
compliance with the old-time American college’s pedagogical and administrative evolution. 
However, as with every intellectual field, moral philosophy possessed its regions of 
autonomy that were inaccessible for institutional pressure. The formal code of the 
fundamental moral principles was a matter of extramural consensus. However, the precise 
meaning of moral terms, the legitimate methods of argumentation, the selection of 
authorities, and the logic of judgment were refined in professional discussions among 
established moral philosophers, or academic moralists. The study of political matters was 
imported into the college curriculum in conjunction with the course in moral philosophy, 
thus we must scrutinize its content and the meaning attached to it by instructors. 
 In an article written for Encyclopædia Americana, Francis Lieber defined moral 
philosophy as “the science which treats of the motives and rules of human actions, and of 
the ends to which they ought to be directed.”  Generic and representative as it is, this 80

definition points to critical characteristics of moral philosophy and some of its constitutive 
elements. First, moral philosophy was not an analytic or interpretative study aimed at 
speculative reasoning. On the contrary, it sought moral judgments and moral duties, after 
the ultimate supreme “ends” upon which human deeds “ought to be directed.” Second, 
moral philosophy gained independence from theology and divinity. Although moral 
philosophy promulgated conclusions and values congruent with the Christian dogma, 
academic moralists arrived at these conclusions and justified these values by virtue of 
reason as opposed to revelation: “if Scripture is true, the discoveries of reason cannot be 
contrary to it.”  Thirdly, in his maxim, Lieber defined moral philosophy as a “science” 81

whose objects were the “motives and rules.” It was considered that moral philosophy 
examined the “ends” with the same rigor, accuracy, and exactness as other scholarly 
disciplines. To put the matter somehow differently, moral philosophers approached “moral 
law” as a natural phenomenon. although it emanated from the “supreme Legislator,” it 
could have been studied independently of Him.  According to a famous metaphor 82

proposed by Noah Porter in 1834, moral science described man’s relation to a moral order 
in the same way as astronomy described Earth’s relation to the solar system.  83

 “Ethickes” and “Politicks” had a special mention in the earliest education programs 
in British North America. The Harvard college laws of 1655 and William and Mary laws of 
the 1720s provided that students should spend an entire third year studying ethics, and 
this requirement did not change throughout the entire seventeenth century. In 1754, 
Reverend Samuel Johnson, the first president of King’s College, stated that during the final 
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year of studies tutors were expected to lead students “from the Study of Nature to the 
Knowledge of themselves, and of the God of nature, and their Duty to Him, themselves and 
one another.”  Similar ideas influenced the curriculum established in the College of 84

Philadelphia, where Reverend William Smith, author of the educational utopia A General 
Idea of the College of Mirania (1753), gave instruction “in Ethics, and in Natural and Civil 
Law, as illustrated by History.”  The early tutorship system in colonial colleges provided 85

one tutor for each class, which meant that one person was responsible for teaching an 
entire program. Naturally, tutors had their preferences and did not provide the same level 
of instruction in all areas. More often than not, the content of specific courses was heavily 
dependent upon books and materials available in the college library. Writings on 
government, morals, and political theory were scarce at least until the end of the 
eighteenth century, therefore the quoted requirement was not adequately met in any of the 
colonial establishments. Overall, from the founding of the Harvard College down to the 
Eve of the Revolution, nine colonial colleges offered lectures on moral philosophy mixed 
with an overview of law, government, and history in proportion made possible by a college 
library’s scope. 
 A student’s notebook from the College of Philadelphia, based on Provost Smith’s 
lectures of 1758, declared that moral philosophy “comprehends Ethics, the Rights of Man 
in a State of Natural Liberty, Politicks or the different Plans of Government & 
Œconomics.”  Colonial educators dealt with the rights and obligations of man to himself 86

and the society he lived in. The first branch was named “ethics,” and the second was called 
“politics.” The relation of man to nature and his Creator was the subject matter of other 
courses, such as natural philosophy and theology. Although it is hard to determine what 
texts were used for the courses in ethics and politics in colonial colleges, some of them 
were successfully identified by researchers. Aristotle’s political writings were available 
through his commentaries and used in the seventeenth-century Harvard. Henry 
More’s Enchiridion Ethicum (1666) was studied in the original Latin at Harvard and Yale 
and was dedicated to “piety” and “probity,” the latter containing three parts “Political, 
Œconomical, and Moral.” At Yale, professors also prescribed recitations from William 
Wollaston’s The Religion of Nature Delineated  (1724) that included sections on “Truths 
respecting Mankind, antecedent to all human laws” and “Truths respecting particular 
Societies of Men, or Governments.” Thomas Clap, the fifth rector and the first “president” 
of Yale college, issued his essay-textbook Nature and Foundation of Moral Virtue and 
Obligation (1765) for the students’ use during the last year of his service. The volume is 
almost entirely dedicated to personal ethics, and only passingly mentions civic duties. 
Samuel Johnson’s contribution Elementa Philosophica (1752) was composed of two parts 
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“Noetica” and “Ethica,” the second dealing with the relation of man to “those of our own 
Species and Society in general.” It was used around the mid-century at the College of 
Philadelphia on par with John Locke’s Two Treatises of Government  (1689) and Jean-
Jacques Burlamaqui’s The Principles of Natural and Politic Law (1763). 
 Apart from courses in ethics and politics, some rudiments of the future moral 
philosophy were taught by studying the “law of nations” and Ancient languages. Standard 
texts assigned for the study of “law of nations” were Hugo Grotius’s  De Jure Belli et 
Pacis (1625) and Samuel von Pufendorf’s De Jure Naturae et Gentium (1672). Both works 
were used simultaneously for language exercises and in courses on law and government. It 
is especially true for Grotius, who, along with Cicero’s  De Officiis  and 
Xenophon’s Memorabilia, provided a textbook for senior Latin courses. The amalgamation 
of ethical, political, and civic studies with the study of Ancient languages was characteristic 
of New England’s college education. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, students 
entered colleges upon graduating from Latin grammar schools and were expected to carry 
out their studies in Latin. However, for the most part, their language training was rather 
poor, and instructors were compelled to combine remedial language instruction with other 
subjects from the classic curriculum.   87

 Educators believed that Ancient Greek was a key to Aristotelian ethics and Christian 
wisdom, while Latin embodied the spirit of law and state. Ancient languages were not 
approached as mere mediums but instead embodied the greatest virtues of mankind: 
“Harvard rendered her sons fit to serve their country, not by ‘practical courses’ on politics 
and government, but by a study of antique culture that broadened their mental vision, 
stressed virtus and promoted ἀρετή, the character appropriate to a republican.”  88

Although it is hard to determine whether texts like Plato’s Dialogues , 
Tusculan’s Disputation, and Plutarch’s Lives were read for the sake of ethical content or 
linguistic training, students indeed obtained some political education from reading 
philosophical treatises in Greek and Latin. With respect to modern authors, the transition 
of Grotius and Pufendorf to the syllabus in natural law was marked by the replacement of 
the original text with the English translation (1715 and 1703 accordingly) and their 
supplementation with the works of other early students of international law and 
Pufendorf’s and Grotius’ commentators, such as Jean Barbeyrac, Jean-Jacques 
Burlamaqui, and Thomas Rutherford. 
 At the end of the eighteenth century, college education comprised several topics that 
would later become a subject-matter of future psychology and ethics, history and 
sociology, political science and anthropology, jurisprudence, and divinity. Each of the 
topics had their own way into the integrated syllabus in moral philosophy and their own 
place within it. However, the very term “moral philosophy” was not used in college 
documents to signify the symbiosis of ethics, politics, and natural law until the mid-
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eighteenth century, when the ideas of the Scottish school were steadily adopted. The 
harbinger of curricular change in an old-time college was Francis Hutcheson, professor of 
moral philosophy at the University of Glasgow, who authored the first textbook in moral 
philosophy to be widely used in American colleges. Hutcheson’s A Short Introduction to 
Moral Philosophy  was published in 1742, and already in the 1750s, it was used as a 
standard text at both Philadelphia and King’s College. The distinctive feature of 
this Introduction was an attempt to bring together ethics, politics, natural law, economics, 
and the study of morals into a coherent doctrine of honest living, or “the art of regulating 
the whole of life.”  89

 Hutcheson dedicated his book especially “to the students in Universities” who 
should have in their hands a compendium “containing the method and the principal heads 
of argument” in moral sciences if they had no access to more eminent writers, ancient or 
modern. According to Hutcheson, the ancients divided philosophy into the rational or 
logical, the natural, and the moral. Moral philosophy was composed of ethics “teaching the 
nature of virtue and regulating the internal dispositions” and the law of nature, composed 
of 1. the doctrine of private rights “or the laws obtaining in natural liberty”; 2. economics, 
“or the laws and rights of the several members of family”; and 3. politics, dedicated to “the 
various plans of civil government, and the rights of states with respect to each other.”  90

The first book dealt with the cardinal virtues, moral sense, and man’s duties toward God, 
mankind, and himself. The second book examined the nature of rights and their divisions 
and the third book inquired into the principles of economics and politics, including 
marriage and family, the origin of civil government, types and structures of states, and 
laws of peace and war. Hutcheson’s Introduction was the first widely used textbook that 
represented the practical application of ethics in the daily life of man as an individual, as a 
member of a family, and as a citizen. 
 The idea that the empirical science of mind provided a clue to the practical science 
of duty was characteristic of Scottish common-sense tradition.  The Scots used logical and 91

psychological methods to support ethical judgments and promoted an inductive approach 
in the study of metaphysical themes that greatly impressed their American 
contemporaries. Through the introduction of “rights” and “obligations” as ethical 
categories equivalent to “duties,” and the reconciliation of mental and moral philosophy, 
Hutcheson and other Scottish philosophers such as Thomas Reid and James Beattie 
helped American educators establish a logical association between previously separate 
branches of study: ethics and politics. As explained by Hall “two decades before the 
Declaration of Independence, which owes so much to this movement, our ethical textbooks 
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began again, as they had rarely done since Aristotle, to expatiate upon political rights and 
duties that though few were inalienable. The moral man again became a political animal 
and the duties of citizens to the State, and nations to each other, were laid down in a way 
that anticipated the political ethics of Lieber.”  Moral philosophy achieved dominance 92

first over divinity, and later over logic and metaphysics for a number of reasons. Firstly, 
academic moralists established a concordance between the unity of knowledge and the 
benevolence of God, they also managed to reconcile (at least rhetorically) Lockean 
empiricism with Christian revelation, and college education was generally non-sectarian 
during the time described above.  
 After the wars of 1776 and 1812, moral philosophy moved into an ascendancy over 
the whole college curriculum, swallowed smaller related subjects — politics, ethics, 
government, and natural law — and developed its distinctive features. The content of each 
particular college course and the meaning of “moral” in “moral philosophy” varied slightly 
depending on the textbooks available in the library, the president’s background, and the 
ideological agenda of the college administration. The president was usually a subordinated 
figure and so “the possibilities of the president were as broad as the mental outlook of the 
board of trustees.”  Therefore, innovations in moral instruction usually followed new 93

appointments, and epochs in moral teaching can be named after the names of the great 
college presidents who were at the same time lectors, authors, and advocates of their 
teachings.  
 In 1789, John Alford gifted £1,362 to Harvard College to establish a chair of 
“Natural Religion, Mental Philosophy, and Civil Polity in the College forever.” In his will, 
Alford declared that the incumbent should be able  

<…> to deduce and enforce the obligations which man is under to his Maker and 
the duties which he owes him, resulting from the perfections of the duty and from 
his own rational nature; together with the most important duties of social life, 
resulting from the several relations which men mutually bear to each other; and 
likewise the several duties which respect ourselves, founded not only on our own 
interest but also on the will of God; <…> He shall also read a distinct course of 
lectures upon that branch of moral philosophy which respects the application of 
the laws of nature to nations and their relative rights and duties; and also on the 
absolute necessity of civil government in some form and the reciprocal rights and 
duties of magistrates and of the people resulting from the social compact; and 
also on the various forms’ of government which have, existed or may exist in the 
world, pointing out their respective advantages and disadvantages, and what 
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form of government is best adapted to promote the greatest happiness of 
mankind.  94

 Alford added that said professor should be under the control of the President and 
Fellows, who could direct his teaching from time to time as they judged “fit and proper.” 
Requirements set out for the Harvard professorship could be qualified as universal to all 
similar positions in the next century because variations caused by trustees did not 
significantly alter the general framework, purposes, and pedagogical methods of academic 
moralism. Moral philosophy was taught by a president or high-ranked professor. It was 
taken during the last year of studies, trained the highest faculties of students’ minds with 
the use of lectures and recitations, and covered almost all questions of human affairs, 
including such issues as human nature, forces of social development, progress, marriage, 
and the family, economic development, jurisprudence, governance, international relations, 
history of laws and institutes, religion, ethics, aesthetics, and others. These topics 
composed “the unified science of man.”  95

 Once moral philosophy swallowed smaller subjects from the American-styled 
Renaissance curriculum, it became in a way a “new organon,” a  summum genus  of 
collegiate knowledge based on inductive logic. Ethics in this new incarnation “has acquired 
a distinctively American form and more than any other collegiate department represents 
the national ἔθος γ νόµος.”  However, the only intellectual progress of the time was the 96

transition from the view that morality was revealed in Scripture to the idea that it might be 
best studied in the empirical examination of innate intuitions. The change in textbooks 
could illustrate this transition — from Henry More’s Enchiridion Ethicum (first published 
in Latin in 1666, first English edition in 1690) to William Paley’s Principles of Moral and 
Political Philosophy (first published in 1785, the tenth American edition appeared in 1821). 
 Joining instruction, recitation, and drilling with inspiration and practical support, 
the whole system of a college education was producing not an analytical or scholarly mind 
but “the committed intellect, the pious heart, and the dedicated will.”  Moral philosophy 97

was transferred to English and Scottish universities from the medieval curriculum and was 
later adopted in American colonial colleges. It spread from Harvard and William and Mary 
to the other respected colleges, borrowed from Scottish common-sense philosophy, 
English empiricism, French eclecticism, and German idealism, and became “a common 
feature of the average American college as the president’s house and the treasury deficit.”  98
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1.3 Moral philosophy as theoretical system and pedagogical doctrine 

 An overview of topics in the course of moral philosophy unfolded from the general 
principles of man’s moral nature, through the idea of a virtuous life, to the laws of moral 
society. A departure point in moralists’ speculations was the separation of mind and body 
that provided a rationale for the introspective study of soul. Following Thomas Reid, 
professors claimed that consciousness is at once the field and the instrument of 
investigation, thus satisfying the demands of empiricism.  By stating that the mind was 99

not a part of a material order, moralists attempted to apply a reverse analogy — that the 
material universe belonged in the domain of moral order. The dilemma of the 
epistemology of morals was answered in two steps: we know the right by consulting our 
minds, and we know that it is truly and objectively right because of the correspondence 
between the mind and moral reality. Therefore, analogy allowed moralists to explain extra-
human spiritual matters based on knowledge about human psychology. Donald Meyer, an 
author of the most exhaustive monograph on the history of moral philosophy, termed a 
general agreement between the academic moralists, entitled “moral realism.” Moral 
realism was a conviction that included the following points. Firstly, they all agreed in the 
existence of the conscience, although its nature and function were debated. They also all 
insisted that the conscience was a rational faculty and that moral judgments were the 
products of reason. Furthermore, they claimed that the conscience should command 
desires and interests, that it was fallible unless properly cultivated, and that it furnished 
ethical truths. The conscience was deemed to inform man “about the moral universe just as 
the senses and the understanding inform him about the physical universe.”  The theory 100

of conscience served both to impart to students a feeling of God’s moral law and the truth 
of fundamental moral principles. 
 Moral philosophers rarely opposed theologists. However, despite their pious 
rhetoric, even the most zealous Christian moralists conceived soul as the object of 
empirical inquiry submitted to the “laws of our being.” Henry Tappan, President of the 
University of Michigan, said that moral philosophers should abstain themselves from 
“theological controversies, where predilections for a particular school or sect, have 
generally prejudged the conclusions of philosophy.” According to him, moral phenomena 
should be subjected “to the legitimate methods of psychological investigation,” that is, to 
the “free, fearless, and honest spirit of Baconian observation.”  To offer a detailed 101

account of man’s moral capabilities and faculties, moral philosophers began their 
speculations with the description of will. 
 In 1754, a revivalist preacher and philosopher Jonathan Edwards in his 
treatise Freedom of Will wrote of human’s will as indistinguishable from desire. By the 
turn of the nineteenth century, the noun “will” was used to denote the power of the mind 
as distinct from reason and emotions. The mind was believed to have a tripartite division 
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into rational, emotional, and volitional faculties. In Edwardsean psychology, a man was a 
mere sinner that almost unconsciously followed his desires, thus having no will. In post-
Edwardsean theory, man’s status was elevated to a responsible moral agent that had the 
ability to choose and enjoy the freedom of will. Moral agency led to the idea of moral 
responsibility. In his development of Edwardsean theory, a presbyterian theologian 
Archibald Alexander distinguished between “rational” and passionate desire; the former 
signified an intention to perform one’s duty, the latter was associated with mundane 
emotions. The debate over “the old question of ‘fate and free will’”  continued throughout 102

the first decades of the nineteenth century. By the 1820s, academic moralists “having 
separated will from the emotions and appetites, having distinguished volition from simple 
desire <…> felt that they had given man sufficient freedom to act as a responsible moral 
agent.”  As a result, man’s moral constitution appeared as composed of intellectual, 103

affective, and active powers, as something able to know moral law and obey it, and as 
something in need of proper instruction. Moralists failed to properly combine Protestant 
intuitivism and modern empiricism with theoretical means, but they successfully handled 
it through practical education. 
 In the 1830s, moral instruction in colleges was overtly aimed at producing an 
educated class for American society. By educating students in the principles of sound 
morality and civil responsibility, colleges aimed to create a group of nation’s leaders 
trained in the performance of their duties. The lion’s share of such instruction and training 
received in the course of moral philosophy was taught during the senior year of the 
students’ studies. Instructors opened the course with clarification and definition of 
theoretical ethics, aiming to establish objective moral responsibility by describing man’s 
moral nature and the definition of fundamental ethical terms. By stating that moral law 
was not based on mere sentiment but rested on rationally apprehensible foundations, 
academic moralists were able to proceed with the scrupulous inventory of duties — “duties 
to oneself,” “duties to others,” and “duties to God.” These “duties” were all derived from 
rational foundations. All kinds of duties ultimately intervene, as Francis Lieber stated in 
his article for Encyclopaedia Americana: 

Moral duties have been distinguished into three great classes — duties to God, to 
our fellow-men, and to ourselves — but, though they may be classified, they are 
not to be separated. Duties to God comprise, essentially, all our obligations; and 
when we serve other men, we, in fact, labor for ourselves; so, too, in improving 
ourselves, we are qualifying ourselves to render the highest service to others.  104

The next step consisted of practical training in the performance of duties that were 
accurately listed and classified. 
 Although theoretical foundations of moral philosophy were crucial for its 
independence of theology, their examination occupied a small part of classroom lectures. 
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The primary purpose of moral philosophy was to introduce a student to the idea of a “good 
life” and facilitate his mind to handle the challenges of the mundane world. Therefore, the 
primary concern for college moralists in lectures was not a systematic or critical account of 
ethical theories, which they left for print editions. They wanted to present handy answers 
to the most common concerns while touching, as neatly as possible, on specific theoretical 
questions in a manner that was neither sectarian nor philosophic. In a preface to the most 
influential textbook of the mid-nineteenth century, Francis Wayland, a future President of 
Brown University, claimed that his treatise which was designed for classroom instruction, 
aimed to be “simple, clear, and purely didactic.”  105

 The first class of duties covered subjective or personal duties or duties to oneself. 
The duties to oneself included those of self-development, both physical and mental, and 
those of moral self-improvement. The natural obligation of a human towards himself 
presumed the development of abilities installed by the Creator through the limitation of 
“lower” impulses, their “reorientation” to serve “higher” powers, and the cultivation of 
“higher” impulses. Moralists agreed that man’s natural instincts were trustworthy but 
should be routed to proper spheres of life and regulated by the conscience in the same way 
that natural law regulates nature. Duties of self-development included duties of self-
preservation (care of one’s health, physical exercises, and alike); self-cultivation (first of 
all, development of mental faculties); self-control (formation of good habits), and others. 
Duties of moral self-improvement included the duty to cultivate good character, that is, to 
associate good habits into a harmonious whole, an individual integrity. The college course 
in moral philosophy, as well as campus discipline and intramural life offered strict 
conditions aimed at facilitating the development of students’ good character. Stephen Olin, 
president of Wesleyan University, argued that college education went beyond narrow 
intellectual concerns and provided the “plastic, ductile, impressible nature” of a youthful 
mind with most of the elements of good character through its disciplinary system.  106

During the college years, the inculcation of moral principles not only served the purpose of 
ensuring individual virtuous life, but also aimed at preparing individuals “to put his 
enlightened conscience in his nation’s service.”  107

 Once moral laws governing the world were established and man’s position in the 
moral universe was explained, instructors proceeded with applying moral laws to workday 
life, that is, with the reconciliation of virtue and happiness. In this case, academic 
moralists confronted older parts of political and economic knowledge that were 
incorporated into moral philosophy curricula that needed to be arranged in line with 
ethical doctrine. The issue was whether one’s personal virtuous life could provide a proper 
reason for prosperity in a commercial society, for the performance of republican duties, 
and the nation’s affluence in a modern world. Older social theories operated with the idea 
of selfish expediency, which moralists deeply despised. The new concept of man’s moral 
nature presumed that happiness is “the consciousness of exercising all one’s powers 
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(spiritual and moral as well as intellectual and physical) in the proper symmetry — that is 
the consciousness of functioning according to one’s true (moral) nature.”  Moral 108

philosophy was more of an educational than scholastic project, so its theorists concerned 
themselves with accommodating Christian or “traditional” moral values with the interests 
of modern society and eschewed critical discussions with their predecessors. They quickly 
recognized that virtue was a tool of happiness. They also believed that good character was 
the key to social progress and economic prosperity simply because of the divine 
government of things, or in other words, because of God’s moral law that governed both 
individuals and nations.  
 The connection between virtue and national wealth made it possible for moralists to 
argue, for instance, that the principles of political economy “are so closely analogous to 
those of Moral Philosophy, that almost every question in one, may be argued on ground 
belonging to the other.” At this point, one step separated moralists turned economists from 
arguing that the “nation’s ethical character” has a bearing on its prosperity analogous to 
the bearing which “personal ethical character” has upon individual virtue. They argued 
that the economy functions according to the moral laws and should be interpreted in this 
quality and that “phenomena of the market are parables of the moral order of things.”  109

John McVickar, a Professor of Moral Philosophy from Columbia College, argued that 
political economy “is to the states what religion is to individuals, the “preacher of 
righteousness” — what religion proves as wrong, Political Economy condemns as expedient 
— what religion condemns as contrary to duty and virtue, Political Economy proves to be 
equally opposed to peace, good order, and the permanent prosperity of community.”  110

Once again, moralists stated that an improvement in the quality of American material life 
was only possible through the development of a nation’s moral character and college 
discipline. 
 Academic moralists not only needed to reconcile their teaching with the emerging 
capitalist economy, they were also challenged by rapid political transformations. Christian 
ethical code worked successfully to regulate the life of rural society based on face-to-face 
relations. Once society transformed into a more intricate system of rationalized relations 
mediated by legal norms, prescriptions that guided personal interactions had to be 
revisited with an eye on a new social order: “these writers believed that fundamental moral 
truths, with both traditional and transcendental sanction, could be forever preserved and 
would remain everlastingly relevant to the human condition; and that these truths were 
especially needed in the restless, practical-minded America of the mid-nineteenth 
century.”  In response to modern challenges, academic moralists came up with the 111

revisited concept of civil society as a moral entity instead of the older idea of a social 
compact.  
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 Discussing man’s moral nature, theorists like Mark Hopkins, a President of 
Williams College, argued that man was a social animal created to live in society. This 
statement was based on the idea that some of man’s “natural” affections, propensities, and 
even faculties could not be fully satisfied or developed outside of civil society. Man is 
predestined to seek his fellowmen not for amusement or lucre, but for the sake of self-
development. In a way, civil society was also ordained by God. However, although earlier 
theorists such as Locke or Montesquieu clearly distinguished between civil society 
(primary political association) and government (formal mechanisms for the execution of 
sovereignty), academic moralists did not maintain this distinction clearly. For Mark 
Hopkins, government, not civil society, became “the great agent of society for the 
accomplishment of its ends.” Government was therefore considered to be a divine 
institution and part of the moral government. Political rights and obligations emanated 
from moral rights and obligations, “a man has rights in order that he may do right.”  112

Certainly, civil consent or contract was not a sufficient basis to accommodate deep moral 
roots. Establishing a moral basis for the existence of civil society and government, 
moralists put society under the moral law, and nations, along with individuals, became 
amenable to it. 
 Moral obedience, virtuous life, and republican wealth became fundamentally 
interconnected: the form of government depended on the “quality” of the people governed, 
good government was a result of good people, and bad people ended up with bad 
government. Hence, public morality was only private morality writ large. For the sake of 
practical simplicity, academic moralists in their lectures and textbooks touched upon 
social, economic, and political issues in a well-known manner — listing and classifying 
rights and duties (duties of man to his fellow man, duties of man to state, and of state to 
man). This manner had several shortcomings, including detachment from practical politics 
because moralists were unable to take an interest in anything lower than Humian “first 
principles of government.” They were also too narrowly focused on the individual or a 
definite number of person-to-person exchanges. 
 Donald Meyer pointed to the dual purpose that moral philosophy intended to serve 
in American society. On the one hand, colleges were expected to encourage good 
citizenship by nurturing an educated class and maintaining public order. Nevertheless, on 
the other hand, they cultivated public virtue and conscience that sometimes justified civil 
disobedience, criticism of illegitimate authority, or even revolutionary resistance to 
governmental powers. By placing both individuals and society under the transcendent 
authority of moral law, moralists created a potential conflict between various types of 
duties that they could not treat satisfactorily — a conflict between loyal citizenship and 
social evil.  Moralism lacked appreciation of the complexity and ambiguity of modern life 113
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and never really divorced with the “village-outlook.” Furthermore, its prophets were not 
ready to acknowledge that there was not always a “right” course of action. While the law of 
duty was not liable to be mistaken, its application “required the exercise of a strong 
cultivated reason.”  114

 The old textbooks in moral philosophy were at once “surprisingly narrow and 
surprisingly broad in their concerns.”  Manuals were composed of lectures read by 115

prominent college professors of moral philosophy, who usually served as college 
presidents. Since college presidents rarely had time to work on philosophical theories, 
their treatises were occasioned more by broad pedagogical demands of college education, 
political and religious views of trustees, textbooks at their disposal, and only minimally by 
their academic interests. In his comprehensive analysis of writings in moral philosophy, 
Donald Meyer distinguished several features that describe the thinking of American 
moralists. They included a priori psychologism in their approach to the study of mind that 
justified a deductive manner in dealing with human nature; religious moralism which 
assumed that Protestant faith and morals were related; pious scientism and belief in a 
unity of truth; moral legalism that viewed the moral world as a law-bound system; and 
both political conservatism and ethical radicalism.  116

 To a historian of political science, the most intriguing division of moral philosophy 
was the class of “mutual duties” that were assumed to support social relations. This class 
was divided into three branches — the duties of the individual to society, those of society to 
the individual, and those of societies to each other. They developed into the study of 
institutions and political economy; principles of government and political ethics; and a 
theory of international relations respectively. In Anna Haddow’s overview of curriculum 
offerings among moral philosophy and related courses in politics in the Antebellum 
College, handbooks written by Francis Wayland, an English Polymath and Theologian 
from Cambridge William Whewell; an Amherst Theologian Joseph Haven; and a 
Philosopher and Anglican Divine, Laurens Hickok; were among the most popular. These 
treatises were also fairly representative of internal cleavages and discussions among 
various systems of moral philosophy in its prime, and therefore deserve closer 
examination. 
 The Elements of Moral Science by Francis Wayland (1835). Wayland’s 
book was “the subject of a nationalistic pride” that marked the beginning of a new era in 
college moral philosophy. It replaced Moral and Political Philosophy written by British 
Archdeacon William Paley in 1785, a long-standing post-Revolution bestseller which was 
the most used and widely available textbook throughout the eighteenth century. Wayland’s 
textbook outlined the general scheme, which was later followed by other authors. He 
divided the subject matter into two parts: “Theoretical Ethics” and “Practical Ethics.” The 
latter dealt with various duties, including those arising from the constitution of civil 
society, and the former discussed the nature of morality. 
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 In a meticulously structured text, “Division I. Reciprocity” included “Part II. Duties 
to Man. Reciprocity and Benevolence” that examined “Class I. Duties to Man as Man.” The 
latter listed four chapters dealing with nature and civil society, functions and structure of 
government, duties of officers, and duties of citizens. Wayland briefly examined different 
theories of society and accepted contract theory as the most reliable. He made an 
outspoken attempt to reconcile contract and divine theories and concluded that society 
had conferred no right upon man but only secured “to him the enjoyment of rights already 
bestowed upon him by the Creator.”  117

 Wayland treated society as different from government that was merely instrumental 
for the purposes of society. Governments were timely alternating creations, while society 
remained indestructible. Governments were systems of delegated agencies through which 
society fulfilled its duties towards individuals. At the same time, society differed from other 
voluntary associations. Society existed per se, as it appeared only in the form of a civil 
society that corresponded to the state of nature. According to Wayland, civil society was 
never established in a moment and it was not, therefore, a voluntary association. 
Consequently, individuals could not join civil society or free themselves from it. While 
voluntary associations were created in order to accomplish singular and finite goals, civil 
society existed to enable an individual to act. 
 As a member of civil society, each citizen was expected to perform several 
fundamental duties that were derived from moral obligations to fellow citizens. As an 
individual, each citizen had to observe the law of reciprocity, surrender the right to redress 
his wrongs wholly to society, and obey all laws established in accordance with the 
constituting powers of society. As a member of society, each citizen ought to secure the 
perfect protection of the rights of other individuals; to use all the necessary exertion to 
procure for every individual just and adequate redress for wrong; to use all the required 
exertion to carry into effect the laws of civil society; to detect and punish crime, whether 
committed against the individual or against society; and to bear the proportionate burden 
of the public expense cheerfully. A well-cultivated citizen might even feel the need to go 
further and be willing to perform duties that were not compelled by law. 
 To sum up, in Wayland’s system civil society was constituted by citizens that were 
bound together by moral obligations founded upon reciprocal perfection and prosperity. 
To perform its duties, society appointed specific agents — political actors — and reasonably 
obliged them to serve their fellow-citizens. This order of life and law corresponded with 
moral government as designed by the Creator. Since the guidelines for political life were 
derived from systematic deduction, Wayland evaded analysing historical or contemporary 
political systems and focused instead on successive deduction of numerous imperative 
statements. 
 The Elements of Moral Science, Including Polity by William Whewell 
(1845). Whewell’s book gained popularity in American colleges in the 1850–60s. Unlike 
Wayland and his followers, Whewell adhered to the British tradition, and divided morality 
into five provinces and five corresponding books: jurisprudence, morality of reason, 
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morality of religion, polity, and international law. The rights of government were discussed 
in book two, and the state as a moral agent was included in book three. Books four and five 
dealt with polity and international law. Under the title “polity,” numerous chapters 
examined the rights and obligations of the state, its moral character, the social contract, 
natural progress of government, the duties of the state in regard to justice and truth, 
humanity, purity, and order, and the relation of church and state. The part on 
international law embraced the rights of war, property, jurisdiction, and intercourse. 
 Whewell insisted that “questions of national polity cannot be stated in a general and 
hypothetical form” since there were in each country questions that were “peculiarly 
historical.”  He also admitted to national variations in standards of morality and national 118

laws, including liberty. However, Whewell never elaborated this emergent intuition, and 
his speculations returned to the familiar deductive track. According to Whewell, each man 
desired society, and this desire was composed of two parts: the desire of family and of civil 
society. A desire for a family was grounded in a man’s physical nature. Although desirable, 
family was not vital for moral perfection. However, without civil society “a man cannot act 
as a man,”  and the desire for civil society leads humans to establish government and its 119

rights. Whewell argued that the government’s rights were one of five universal rights on 
par with the right of personal security, property rights, rights of contract, and family rights. 
 The state, a collection or aggregation of men which was not a voluntary association, 
was considered an ontological source of all rights (apart from the universal law). In a 
system introduced by Whewell, the state corresponded to Wayland’s society. Whewell 
considered the state to be different from the government and argued that while the latter 
constituted primordial reality, the former was instrumental and transient. Government 
could be changed but the state remained the same. The state was a “principal moral 
agent”  and the original authority that resided in the state was called sovereignty. 120

Universal rights of the state included national territory, the right of making war, the right 
of capital punishment, and the right of imposing oaths. State also had its moral 
obligations: the obligation of self-preservation, the obligation of national defense, the 
obligation of upholding law and repressing sedition. The state acted through the 
government but had no control over it. Therefore, sometimes judgments of the state on 
what doctrines were true deviated from judgments of those who were, for the time, its 
governors. 
 Like Wayland, Whewell was inclined to accept a theory of social contract that he 
regarded to be historically false but convenient for the expression of moral truth. He also 
approached constitutions as embodiments of a civil compact and gave a brief overview of 
some principal constitutions to illustrate various practicing moral principles. Like many 
before and after him, Whewell concluded with a brief account of states’ international rights 
and duties to each other based on the same set of obligations as relations among citizens. 
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 A System of Moral Science by Laurens Hickok (1853). Hickok also started 
with the general principles of morality, namely “Pure Morality” that embraced the subject 
of duties. He defined three types of duties: duties to mankind, duties to nature, and duties 
to God. Before considering political matters, he differentiated between pure morality and 
positive authority. The latter disclosed in the inward consciousness, and the former was a 
duty declared through an external command. In the second part, the claims of positive 
authority were scrutinized and separated into three divisions: civil, divine, and parental 
government. He overviewed theories of divine right and social compact and opted for the 
second one.  
 Hickok treated the state and the civil government as separate elements.  The forms 121

of government may change, dynasties rise and pass away, official administrators might be 
forcibly displaced, but the organic state persists.  Hickok defined civil government as the 122

agency, whereby the state, as the organic unity of its citizens, manifested and maintained 
its will. The vague concept of public freedom is Hickok’s innovation. He defines it as the 
freedom of a community over individual freedom. For Hickok, public freedom was liberty 
under law.  
 Hickok reasoned that individuals must be governed since they could not see what 
was politically right, while those who saw their duty in light of public freedom were 
inclined to disregard the execution of it. Furthermore, since there were many public 
matters which only the state could settle, it was the ultimate governing authority. By 
governing, it met the want of public freedom and became the highest moral supervising 
authority, sovereign, or supreme legislator. Sovereignty, Hickok stated, must legislate 
within its capacity to govern and within the subject’s capacity to obey. It may not legislate 
in violation of pure morality or against Divine Authority. He divided sovereignty into three 
branches: legislative, judicial, and executive, each of them being embodied in divisions of 
government. Three particular spheres of moral relations between a state and its citizens 
were the citizen’s position to the state, the state’s position to the citizen, and one state to 
the others. The state’s position to the citizen served a two-fold purpose: “protecting him in 
the execution of every choice which is incompatible with public freedom and restraining 
him in the execution of every choice which is incompatible with public freedom.”  123

 Moral Philosophy: Including Theoretical and Practical Ethics by 
Joseph Haven (1859). Haven conventionally divided his text into two subfields: 
theoretical and practical ethics. He began with claims about the subject’s scientific nature, 
stating that the author aims to give, as far as possible, a science of morals and not merely a 
treatise on moral subjects. Building on this statement, Haven discussed the principles that 
lay at the foundation of the science, and in the subsequent chapters these principles were 
“considered in their application to the practical duties and relations of life.” The author 
also claimed that among several classes of duties, the class which pertained to the state, or 
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Political Ethics, has received in his pages “a fuller discussion than is usually given in works 
of this kind yet not fuller, perhaps, than its relative importance demands.” Haven lamented 
that “no branch of moral science has probably received less attention” than political 
ethics.  However, political ethics was crucial since the youth of a free country should have 124

been carefully instructed in the first principles of government and the rights and 
obligations of the citizen to maintain the American republic. Since moral philosophy dealt 
with all kinds of duties in life, it was its proper province. Therefore, the last subdivision 
of Moral Philosophy, among topics like individual duties, dealt with the state and duties of 
the individual to the state. 
 Haven briefly discussed the nature and foundation of civil government and nature, 
ground, and the province of right. He also included a separate section examining various 
forms and functions of government. For Haven, the gem of civil society was in the family, 
which existed to provide security. Civil society, in its turn, appeared to secure order and 
freedom. He also tended to accept contract theory and agreed that a state constitution was 
an act of social compact — civil government was established by the constitution and was 
founded in a compact. However, that compact entirely depended upon human nature and 
thus rested “ultimately on the will of God.”  People that were associated with fulfilling the 125

purposes of government composed the state. Haven was not that strict in separating 
voluntary associations and the state, although he noticed that not every community would 
become a state.  126

 After an overview of opinions about the nature of civil government, he proposed a 
brief historical sketch and switched to listing numerous duties. There were four types of 
practical duties: duties of self, duties to society, duties to the family, and duties to the state. 
The last class was of the most interest. Firstly, prominent among the duties of a subject to 
the state were respect, obedience, support, and defense. Secondly, specific objects that fell 
within the sphere of state action, for instance, state duties to its subjects such as taxes, 
prohibitory laws, personal freedom, encouragement of industry, prevention and 
punishment of crime, education, and religion. Thirdly, among duties of the state to state 
were general intercourse, mutual alliances and treatises, and wars. His inquiry into 
international relations was divided into two parts: the ethical relations of the state to other 
states in general, and the ethical relations of confederate and republican states to each 
other in particular. 
 Intellectual features of college moral philosophy, described by Donald Meyer in his 
thorough study, found complete expression in the above-mentioned textbooks. State, 
society, and law were treated in the manner of pious scientism, deduced from a general 
system of moral law grounded in human nature. Principal units of moralists’ analysis were 
“duties,” however, their classification and systematization varied. Meticulously listed, 
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duties had to be memorized, recited, and repeated. Authors disregarded historical material 
and any specific illustrations since they were not required to prove an argument or train 
students’ imagination. In concordance with traditions of college pedagogy, textbooks were 
about deducing and drilling. College moralists dedicated their time to explanations and 
systematizations since moral law clearly defined right and wrong and did not require any 
further research. Even when particular examples, like the Roman constitution, were 
examined, they appeared only to provide perfected embodiments of right and wrong and 
did not possess any intellectual capacity by themselves. 
 When moralists approached a law-bound system with instruments of pure 
deduction, they were hard to stop. The most comprehensive description of the overgrown 
course in moral philosophy can probably be found in the Indiana University catalog that 
contained the following description under the heading “Department of Mental, Moral and 
Political Philosophy”:  

In this Department is taught Mental Philosophy, embracing the usual topics. 
Moral Philosophy included both the theory of moral and practical morals; the 
former embraces the moral sense, the grounds of right and wrong, the nature of 
virtue, the authority of conscience, the rules of moral conduct, and the sources 
from which they are derived; the latter includes the duties we owe to ourselves, to 
men as men, to society, to the state, and to God. Political Philosophy embraces 
Civil Polity, Constitution of the U.S., Political Economy, Social Science, 
International Law. The Evidences of Christianity are also taught in this 
Department. Textbooks are used, accompanied by lectures. The President will 
meet the Freshman Class on Saturday mornings, during the first term, for 
Conversations and familiar Lectures upon the Elementary Principles of 
Morals.  127

 In the mid-nineteenth century, there was no direct attack on moral philosophy 
itself. However, because moral philosophy was perceived as an irreplaceable structural 
part of educational tradition, any critique of the latter presumed revision of moral 
philosophy as a learning subject and as an outpost of the “college way.” In the mid-
nineteenth century, cultural and economic changes challenged both the traditional vision 
of liberal education and its practice in the old-time college. Training based on a classical 
republican ideal that knowledge was the “handmaid of virtue,” that a “study of human 
nature and of social institutions” should be “combined with that of morals,” seemed almost 
inappropriate in the new circumstances of rapid economic growth and social development 
in emerging entrepreneurial society “that called for expertise and enterprise and a 
conceptual transformation that turned these qualities into virtues.”  Aside from public 128

challenges, the college faced a certain level of inner discord on whether the sole or at least 
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primary purpose of college was to train the power of mind and soul, or whether the 
obtainment and accumulation of knowledge had some legitimate place.  129

 Antebellum moral philosophy completely absorbed political, social, psychological, 
economic, and historical knowledge encompassed in the classic curriculum. Once 
incorporated, these elements were organized in line with the college didactical pedagogy 
that presumed man’s gradual moral development as a member of a moral society. Old-time 
moral philosophy served a dual purpose — it was expected to educate a student and 
indoctrinate him, to enlighten his divine mind while imposing discipline on his animal 
nature. At some point, college pedagogy and moral philosophy had fused to form a vague 
educational ideology based on administrative paternalism, semi-secular pietism, and 
didactical moralism. Because of this nexus, moral philosophy and the traditional college 
became tied to a common destiny in terms of their future development. It was impossible 
to withdraw some shares of knowledge from the system without attacking the whole, and 
the whole meant not only the course of moral philosophy by collegiate education as such. 
As a result, intellectual innovations in all subfields previously swallowed by moral 
philosophy ran into institutional resistance. 
 Individual attempts to revise the content of moral philosophy were made before the 
advent of educational reformers. The intellectual heritage of Francis Lieber, who is 
frequently christened the first political scientist, is a curious example of revisionist 
tendencies inside a domain of moral education. While following the classical structure of a 
college course, Lieber significantly advanced its content. However, he did not succeed — 
and did not attempt to succeed — in changing the pedagogical principles of instruction. His 
Manual of Political Ethics is a monument to college revisionism, and he might be more 
suited to the title of the last moral philosopher. 
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Chapter 2. Francis Lieber and the historicization of moral philosophy 

 By the beginning of the nineteenth century, moral philosophy absorbed elements of 
political, economic, social, historical, and psychological knowledge comprised in the 
Renaissance curriculum. The idea of the supreme moral law organized these elements into 
a coherent hierarchical system. The teaching of moral philosophy played a dual role in a 
college education, for it was at once coursework and an indoctrinating tool. The inner logic 
of moral philosophy described in the previous chapter was too narrow in its pious 
psychologism to evolve independently of pedagogical commitments and too broad in its 
political assumptions to change under the pressure of internal contradictions. College 
pedagogy aimed to discipline an educated ruling class capable of cultivating the American 
republic. Through the study of moral philosophy, this ambition was manifested, promoted, 
and cherished, allowing the old-time college to legitimate itself in the eyes of the public. 
When looking at moral philosophy — the consolidated system of the interlocking 
scholastic, pedagogical, and moral convictions that had elaborated effective logical 
mechanisms to surmount inner inconsistencies and challenges — it is worth asking: where 
could changes have come from?  
 The historiographical statement that political science emerged at the ruins of moral 
philosophy rests on the assumption that the latter disintegrated in a way that enabled the 
former to strive. In many studies, this principal development in disciplinary history was 
compressed into a single episode under consideration, the meaning of which was 
accurately expressed by James Farr. Farr stated that Francis Lieber was “the principal 
agent” of political science’s transformation “from discourse to discipline.”  In 130

historiographical narratives, Francis Lieber has a composite agency that covers both 
intellectual and institutional aspects of disciplinary emergence. In the first place, he is 
praised as the first-ever systematic student of politics in America who, using his sharp 
German mind, released political knowledge from the fetters of Medieval scholasticism and 
college dogmatism. This point is usually made to highlight Lieber’s intellectual primacy. In 
the second place, Lieber is widely accepted as the first professional university political 
scientist, and the first “occupant of a chair of ‘political science’ in America.”  In this case, 131

a mere title of Lieber’s professorship in political science allegedly indicates his institutional 
primacy. Lieber appears in these capacities throughout almost all known disciplinary 
histories, neither of which attempted to reconsider his regalia. Disciplinary historiography 
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endured several changes in the last century, however the presumption of Lieber’s primacy 
was never deconstructed.  132

 Individual figures, or verbal or physical symbols, may serve as embodiments that 
condense a variety of meanings, opinions, or values into a single unit-ideas. By virtue of 
their simplicity, embodiments transgress the boundaries between intellectual 
communities, mask apparent distinctions among them, and thus serve as symbols “which 
do not need to be spelled out in order to be effective.”  Francis Lieber embodies the 133

emergence of the discipline for opposing groups of historians. Those who interpret 
political science as a “modernized” stage in the unceasing development of Continental 
political thought, and assess it as a “professionalized” alteration of political knowledge in 
America, turn to Lieber as a herald of significant rupture. Although the meanings and 
assumptions associated with Lieber’s historical figure or his written heritage are 
significantly different for different authors. The purpose of any embodiment is not to 
articulate those differences but to collapse them into a unifying meaning. 
 However, regardless of whether Lieber managed to implement German political 
knowledge in American academia, or whether he successfully promoted his original project 
of political science or reformed academic moralism, Lieber had to confront the realities of 
an old-time college. In the following chapter, I aim to deconstruct the described 
embodiment and revisit Lieber’s role in the disciplinary emergence. I will do this by 
placing his political treatises in the context of late academic moralism, by comparing his 
pedagogical practices with traditional college methods, and by tracking his institutional 
strategies throughout his entire academic career.  
 For that reason, some episodes in Lieber’s life-work are worth special attention. To 
assert that Lieber’s intellectual project differed from academic moralism, both should 
firstly be carefully compared. Where did Lieber place “things political” in the general 
hierarchy of knowledge? What methods did he deem appropriate for the advancement of 
political knowledge? What a priori judgments and convictions did Lieber place at the 
foundation of his project? Such is the first set of questions to be answered about Lieber’s 
stance in political, historical, and moral debates of the time. The second set of questions 
covers his vision of education and pedagogy: how Lieber envisioned higher aims of formal 
education, what pedagogical ideas he shared, and whether he prescribed any peculiar 
status to political knowledge in this relation? There is also the third set of questions to be 
covered before making any statements about Lieber’s role in disciplinary emergence: his 
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relation to the American academy’s formal institutional transformations. Was the title of 
Lieber’s professorship a conscious move towards the institutionalization of political 
knowledge, or a mere accident, an unintended consequence of yet another process? With 
these questions as guidance, we should begin to unfold Lieber’s biography, deconstruct 
Lieber as the embodiment of disciplinary emergence, and reconstruct Lieber’s version of 
“political science.” After all, in place of a unifying symbol, we might encounter a genuinely 
complex historical process or even many of them. 

2.1 Turnverein, Niebuhr’s Rome, and Encyclopædia Americana 

 Franz Lieber was the tenth son born on March 18 1800, to the family of Frederik 
William Lieber, a German iron dealer.  The family house was situated on the  Breite 134

Straße  in Berlin close to the Royal Palace. Once relatively wealthy, the family lost its 
fortune in the Prussian-Polish wars during the Kościuszko Uprising and had to raise their 
offsprings in humble habits. Franz’ youth was during the times of the Napoleonic Wars. 
There were two episodes from this period which explain his boyhood. Lieber’s father was 
engaged in the German liberal movement. He never abstained from discussing political 
matters with family members, and thus his children were accustomed to patriotic narrative 
from an early age. At the age of 6, Lieber was leaning over the window to watch the French 
army pass their house after the disastrous Battle of Jena. He wept and felt “so grieved at 
this disgrace” that he decided to contribute as much as he could in overthrowing the 
tyrant.  It is noteworthy that his hero at the time was Ferdinand von Schill, a Prussian 135

Major and Freedom Fighter. In 1809, Franz visited Schill in his quarters right before the 
unsuccessful uprising against the French domination under the Shill’s leadership. The boy 
was allowed to see the major in person, and they conversed for a while in the garden 
surrounded by Schill’s officers. Franz promised to be “ever true to his country” and 
received a coat-of-arms from his hero.  On April 28, Schill and his  freikorps marched 136

from Berlin. They met Napoleonic forces in Stralsund, where “Schill himself fell, with 
many of his brave followers, fighting for a long time in the steers.” As Lieber later wrote in 
his entry for Encyclopaedia Americana, “though Schill’s enterprise miscarried, it had an 
electrifying effect on the Prussians.”  137

 Franz Lieber devoted the next decade of his life to liberating Prussia from “the 
French yoke” while attempting to uplift national spirits and strengthen liberal ideals. At 
school, he proved himself as an able pupil keen on botany, geography, and mathematics. 
Although Napoleonic wars overshadowed his schooling, Franz was even more distracted by 
participating in a rising Turner movement. During the summer of 1811, Friedrich Ludwig 
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Jahn, an educator, nationalist, and the most influential practitioner of gymnastics in 
Europe, opened the first Turnplatz — a gymnastics square — on Hasenheide. This was an 
area in the suburbs of Berlin which had been used as a drill ground for the Prussian 
Army.  At first, Turnverein was Jahn’s know-how for reaching teenage communities, and 138

later it led to the establishment of a modern system of gymnastics. In 1811, Franz Lieber 
became a Turner, a member of a club, and became acquainted with Turnvater Jahn, with 
whom Franz remained closely associated for the rest of his life. 
 Friedrich Ludwig Jahn received an education in philology and theology at the Halle, 
Göttingen, and the University of Greifswald. He joined the Prussian army after the Battle 
of Jena, reached Berlin, and started teaching at the Gymnasium zum Grauen Kloster and 
the Plamann School. In his brooding on the Napoleonic invasion, Jahn went further than 
merely conceiving it as a terrible spectacle. However powerful the enemy was, the Germans 
could resist both invasion and oppression unless they were physically and mentally 
demobilized. Jahn became a firm believer that the whole nation could be wakened from its 
slumber once “the buds” of the German language, morals, and customs were “unfolded” 
and “the evils under which his countrymen languished” were removed.  According to 139

Jahn, national spirits could be uplifted only through the youth’s education since adults 
were already hopelessly corrupted. For these reasons, Jahn was committed to preparing 
the young men to expel the French. Under the motto Frisch, fromm, fröhlich, frei Jahn 
trained the younger generation’s minds and bodies to endure the fatigues and hardships of 
war.  Jahn’s education system acquired its familiar traits already in 1811–12 when Franz 140

Lieber joined Turner’s workouts in Hasenheide. 
 Two of Lieber’s older brothers were called to arms at the beginning of the Sixth 
Coalition War in 1813. Lieber once again repeated his ardent oath to “study French, enter 
the French army, come near to Napoleons’ person, and rid the earth of that son of crime 
and sin.”  However, he was still going to school when the campaign had been closed with 141

Napoleon’s banishment to Elba. Although his brothers returned home severely wounded, 
Lieber envied the chance that they had to serve the state. His opportunity appeared soon 
once Napoleon escaped Elba. One day the older Lieber entered the room and exclaimed: 
“Boys, clean your riffles!” At the age of 14, Franz enlisted in the Kolberg regiment. Franz 
Lieber first saw fire at the Battle of Ligny. Нe was immediately wounded and carried to the 
hospital. After regaining his strengths, he participated in the Battle of Namur, a part of the 
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Waterloo Campaign, during which he was injured again and remained disabled for life. His 
family already gave him up for dead once he finally returned home.  142

 Following the return, Franz resumed his studies and entered the Gymnasium zum 
Grauen Kloster, where Jahn was teaching at the time. The war experience naturally 
changed Lieber’s predilections and he continued exercising with Jahn and his new friends, 
teenage-veterans from Turnverein, with even a greater zeal.  During the summer, they 143

spent whole days in the suburbs of the city exercising, listening to preaching, and 
discussing political dilemmas of the day. The vast majority of students who had fought at 
the volunteer service exhibited liberal views and opposed tyranny in every form. Many of 
them joined the  Turner Movement after 1814, when the movement reoriented from 
mobilizing resistance to spreading national awareness. Starting in 1814, Jahn’s “boys” 
identified themselves predominantly as the opposition to autocratic rule. 
 Friedrich Jahn left scattered writings, speeches, and treatises that covered 
anthropological, linguistic, and educational aspects of his project. In sum, Jahn worked on 
associating physical exercises with German nationalism. First, Jahn directed his efforts 
against “the French yoke.” Second, he focused on forming a unified, nationally constituted 
state “free from feudal class distinction with a liberal constitution.”  These two aims were 144

met on an educational level: the strengthening of the body through physical exercise was 
not merely preparation of future soldiers and guerrilla fighters, but a necessary 
precondition for the nation’s mental awakening. 
 In 1816, jointly with his teacher Ernst Eiselen, Jahn wrote his programmatic text 
Die Deutsche Turnkunst. The book predominantly followed the critical spirit of its time, 
reproaching “merely one-sided intellectualization” and the excessive refinement of the 
youth. It was argued that this educational lopsidedness resulted in the loss of balance in 
personal cultivation — Buildung — which could have been restored with “true physicality” 
and “regained manliness.”  At the beginning of the nineteenth century, there were at least 145

two distinct viewpoints regarding the youth’s physical education: social philanthropists 
such as Johann Friedrich GutsMuths articulated the first; and the admirers of German 
athletic culture such as Johann Winckelmann articulated the second.  The philanthropic 146

universal social claims were mainly rooted in an Enlightenment “utilitarian” tradition and 
considered the health aspects of sports (not in individual life but rather in the life of society 
as a whole). The object of Winckelmann’s fascination was not the athlete striving to 
achieve maximal physical performance but the citizen, who equally cultivated his body and 
soul, stimulating both. Although Jahn agreed with other publicists in a general diagnosis, 
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he differed in defining the causes, effects, and possible solutions to excessive 
“intellectualization.” 
 Jahn’s system was based on a  völkisch  notion of a historically and linguistically 
defined nation. The person, whose body Jahn aspired to exercise, was a German man who 
was conscious of the national history and Germanic people’s common language. He 
claimed, that although anyone could engage in physical training, proper gymnastics could 
only be carried out in a specific, culturally conditioned form. Since propagation of 
gymnastics was to go hand in hand with the return to linguistic roots, and even further 
enforce this return, Jahn paid particular attention to his word choice in constructing the 
Turners’ vocabulary. The “language of gymnastics” (Turnsprache) and its terminology 
(Turnwörter) were carefully designed to become a nucleus of national identity in the 
utopian future when gymnasts would form an avant-guard of revived Germanness. It was 
Jahn who coined the word  Volkstum  to define a nation as an “organic” community 
distinguished from an “unnatural” understanding of a nation as the merger of several 
territories with one government (the latter, according to Jahn, was a mere relic of 
rationalism).  Jahn invented the principal term Turnen, which he claimed was related to 147

an old German word signifying the warrior. Compounds starting with Turn- became the 
basis for a novel vocabulary. 
 Like Herder and Winckelmann, Jahn also believed in the integrating effect of sports 
competitions on national culture. They saw the Greeks’ Panhellenic Games as a prototype 
model for “national” competitions that might generate unification processes among 
scattered peoples. However, unlike his predecessors, Jahn viewed the relationship between 
Panhellenic and German political conditions as not merely a structural analogy. He 
insisted that the ancient Greeks and present Germans were biologically related peoples, 
and this imparted distinct nationalistic quality to the project. Jahn prescribed his followers 
to dedicate nationwide sports competitions and “festivals” to “commemoration days 
marking the salvation, resurrection, and rescue of the German people” such as 
anniversaries of the allies entering to Paris on March 31, 1814; the victory over Napoleon at 
the Battle of Waterloo on June 18, 1815; and the Battle of Leipzig on October 18, 1813.  148

The organizational dimension of sports competitions supported the commemorational 
one. During the festivals, as Jahn planned, Turners from small villages and local gymnastic 
associations were to compete with each other, and the champions were to move higher to 
the next level in order to meet up “at the main festival in the capital.” Although the capital 
was still an imaginary place, it served as a vital symbol of Germanic peoples’ political 
future in a unified state. 
 The exercises that Jahn propagated are worth special attention. He rejected 
formalized “rationalistic” exercises in favor of more “liberal” and “natural” movements in 
the wild. Oftentimes gymnastic elements were combined with the violent war-like games. 
Jahn emphasized weapon training, scouting, wrestling competitions, and team games such 
as  Räuber und Bürger Spiel  (Brigand and Citizen Game) or  Räuber und Soldaten 
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Spiel  (Brigand and Soldier Game) that tended to end in fights. Turners’ approach to 
training quickly gained popularity among Jahn’s “target groups” — pupils and students 
from the rising middle class. Youth especially admired Turnverein for providing a space to 
exercise individual freedom where they felt released from strictly regulated tenets of 
general education. Several practices contributed to the creation of a “liberating” 
atmosphere. Firstly, exercises took place in the suburbs far away from the “restricted” city. 
Secondly, Jahn did not formally teach his pupils (he did not measure or record their 
improvements; did not provide direct guidelines for exercises) but instead saw himself as 
an inspiring leader of the youth. Thirdly, Turners were expected to be polite but act as 
comrades (they addressed each other with informal du instead of formal Sie). 
Furthermore, to strengthen the spirit of comradeship, Turners were prescribed a simple, 
gray linen uniform that symbolized equality.  149

 The doctrines of the French revolution gave an impulse to political thought and 
public debates in Germany. Before the Battle of Waterloo, German people expected the 
formation of a national representative assembly to write a new constitution derived from 
liberal principles. However, after the Napoleonic Wars were over, liberal hopes faded away 
and the politics of Restoration began. The newly established German Confederation 
suppressed all demands for popular government.  After the war, when Jahn and his 150

pupils returned to Berlin, the concept of Turnplatz  spread all over Prussia and later in 
other German states. Turners established grass-root gymnastic communities, held 
competitions, and wrote proclamations. At first, the Prussian government exhibited a 
positive attitude towards the movement. However, by the late 1810s, once Turners became 
truly powerful, the government’s approval gradually turned into suspicion. Authorities 
were deeply concerned with the democratic practices in Turner clubs where members 
made their own rules and statutes, voted for regulations, and elected officers. Against all 
odds, Jahn’s impetus to develop a nationwide movement was successful in all three 
incarnations. Firstly, it succeeded in improving the military readiness of Germans. 
Secondly, after Napoleon’s fail, Turners’ movement served as a construction site for the 
imaginary community of Germanic peoples, and finally, it provided a “public forum for 
demanding political reforms.”  151

 Turner’s liberal demands were further enhanced through their close association 
with the German student movement — Deutsche Burschenschaft — which was founded in 
Jena 1815 in cooperation with  Jahn. Together Burschenschaft  and Turnverein held the 
Wartburg festival in 1817. The festive entertainment included common gymnastic 
exercises, patriotic speeches and singing, political discussions, and the burning of books.  152
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In 1819, a poet August von Kotzebue, who was suspected of being a Russian spy, was 
murdered by a militant member of the Burschenschaft. The Prince of Metternich, who 
already kept his eye on liberal conspiracies, used this murder as a pretext to 
issue Karlsbader Beschlüsse. These were decrees which dissolved the Burschenschaften, 
restricted academic freedom and the freedom of press in the German Confederation, and 
appointed a commission to investigate political intrigue. 
 Franz Lieber was completely consumed with the ideas of national liberation. He 
hosted a number of Turner’s meetings in his father’s house, and in 1818 he even 
collaborated with other Turners on a patriotic songbook called Deutsche Lieder für Jung 
und Alt.  After the publication of Carlsbad Decrees, Jahn and many of his followers were 153

either banned or imprisoned, and some were forced to emigrate (including radical students 
like Karl Völker, Karl Follen, and Karl Beck).  For the first time, the government arrested 154

Jahn in July 1819 on the charge that his schools were functioning as political clubs. He was 
imprisoned for five months in Spandau, Kustrin, and Kolberg. Lieber’s arrest occurred just 
a few days after. The court accused Jahn of being an enemy of the state and took him into 
custody for four months. Time passed, and the officials had not found Lieber guilty of any 
punishable acts, so he was released. However, there were more substantial consequences: 
the laws prohibited Lieber from matriculating in any Prussian university and from 
entering any German university except Jena. In 1820, Lieber finished writing his 
dissertation in mathematics at the University of Jena and was immediately ordered away. 
After finishing his doctorate, Lieber lived for a short time in Halle and Dresden, however 
no records mention Lieber’s involvement in academic life during this period. 
 In 1821, the Greeks revolved against “the Turkish yoke.” Many European liberals, 
including the German Turners, accepted the cause with warm enthusiasm. German 
students, recruits from gymnastic clubs, and young activists from other political 
organizations formed voluntary unions and equipped for the Greek adventure. Lieber, 
determined to offer his service, was seeking to sneak away from the German authorities 
that refused to issue him a passport. Not without difficulty, he reached first Nurnberg, then 
Munich, later he crossed Switzerland on foot, and finally came to Marseilles where a small 
one-masted brigantine, the Little Mary, was waiting for a company of thirty-four freedom 
fighters.  The trip to Greece was a bitter experience. Upon their arrival, Lieber’s party 155

found out they were not much welcome. They were refused food and shelter, compelled to 
sell their clothing, watches, and belts, were robbed several times, and even lost their 
horses. Just a few months later, in March 1822, Lieber ran away to Italy. His escape turned 
out to be just another miserable adventure. The ship was held on quarantine for 40 days 
upon arrival, and Lieber had no money to hold out on board. Lieber wrote to his friend, an 
art student in Rome, asking for money “to defray the expenses of the quarantine.”  156
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Fortunately, Lieber received the necessary assistance, got through the quarantine, 
disembarked, and was intent to reach Rome. 
 There were also more obstacles on his way to Rome. Lieber’s passport was invalid 
since the beginning of his adventure, and the local Italian police received an order not to 
sign the passport of any person coming from Greece except for a direct journey home. 
Lieber “never felt wore wretched than on leaving the police office.” He could not believe 
that he was leaving Italy without seeing Rome. However, Lieber somehow convinced police 
officers to send his passport to Orbitello, a city on the southwestern border of Tuscany, 
from where Lieber planned to reach Rome, bypassing the police. Together with his fellow, 
they developed a plan: “once near the city <Rome>, we did not doubt but that we might 
contrive to get into it, and once there, means would be found to remain there.” Lieber 
sneaked away once again. However, he could only reside in Rome with police permission. 
To receive it, he required a certificate from the Minister of Prussia that the passport was in 
order, although “the very contrary was the case <…> I resolved, therefore, on disclosing 
frankly my situation to the minister, Mr. Niebuhr.”  157

 Lieber decided to visit Palazzo Orsini, the residence of the Prussian Minister. At his 
first visit, Lieber had not seen Niebuhr but received a money loan from his secretary. He 
also asked the secretary if he could obtain a copy of  Römische Geschichte, written by 
Niebuhr a decade earlier, from the author’s library. The secretary advised Lieber to ask the 
Minister himself the following day. Lieber and Niebuhr finally met the next morning. 
Lieber recalls that at the time he was “mourning as an enthusiastic youth is apt to mourn 
when his fondest hopes are first nipped by cold reality.”  Niebuhr, on his turn, “was 158

impressed by the young’s man sincerity, for he arranged the matter of Lieber’s passport 
with the proper authorities, gave him money for his immediate needs, and asked him to 
dinner.”  159

 Shortly after the dinner, Niebuhr asked Lieber to accompany him on a trip to Tivoli. 
During the trip, they lived together, and Niebuhr offered Lieber to assist him in the 
education of his son Marcus and his literary work. Just like that, Lieber became Niebuhr’s 
constant companion “at meals and on his daily walks after dinner,” which were “the most 
instructive hours” of his life, as Lieber remembered.  In a letter to his sister-in-law, 160

madame Hensler, dated June 7, 1822, Barthold Niebuhr wrote: 

A young man has lately arrived here, a M. Lieber, of Berlin, who went to Greece 
as a volunteer, and has returned, partly that he might not die of starvation, 
partly because he found the boundless corruption of the Moreans, and, withal, 
their cowardice insufferable. His veracity is unquestionable, and the horror 
which his narrations inspire is not to be described. All this has plunged him into 
deep melancholy; for he has a very noble heart. He has deeply moved and 
interested us, and we are trying to cheer his spirits by friendly treatment, and to 
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banish from his thoughts the infernal scenes which he has witnessed. He is one of 
the youths of the noble period of 1813 (when he served in the army, and was 
wounded), who lost themselves in visions, the elements of which they drew from 
their own hearts; and this terrible contrast between his experience and all that he 
had imagined — all that impelled him into distant lands, has broken his heart. He 
is now here in a state of destitution; I shall at all events give him aid; but I mean 
to propose to him, in the first instance, to come to us, and assist me in instructing 
Marcus, and in my literary labors. He was arrested during the unhappy 
investigations of 1819, but dismissed as innocent.  161

Lieber enjoyed the daily companionship of Niebuhr, his library and art collection, his 
knowledge of Greek and Roman literature and history, relicts of the Ancient city around 
the Palazzo Orsini, and the Vatical library manuscript collection. Apart from a lifelong 
friendship, it was the beginning of Lieber’s historical education. 
 Lieber did not have any formal training in history, politics, or philology in his early 
twenties. A substantial part of his discontinuous education was devoted mainly to natural 
sciences. As a boy, Lieber, was an ardent botanist — he “desired to be Linnaeus,” worked in 
the Botanic Garden near Berlin, and collected a personal herbarium. Later, at Halle and 
Jena, he focused on higher mathematics. At Jena, he studied applied mathematics under 
Professor Fischer and continued his studies with topographical mathematics under Major 
Decker in Dresden. His dissertation in mathematics was completed a mere four months 
after matriculation. It is curious, though, that on a title page of Lieber’s books, he is 
introduced to a reader as LL.D, or Doctor of Laws. Furthermore, in 1832 when applying for 
American citizenship, Lieber also referred to himself as LL.D. His only claim to this degree 
would have been “an honorary LL.D. from Harvard University he received along with a 
letter from Jared Sparks in 1850.” Although this title was in line with the courses Lieber 162

had been teaching at the time, he only had a formal degree in mathematics. 
 Strictly speaking, Lieber received his only education in humanities, historical, and 
political sciences while conversing with Niebuhr, and therefore Niebuhr’s views deserve 
special attention. Unlike Lieber, Niebuhr obtained an excellent training — at an early age, 
he mastered Ancient Greek and Latin and comprehended 20 languages before turning 30. 
Niebuhr early became an active Prussian statesman. He began his career in the civil service 
in Denmark. In 1806, Niebuhr entered the Prussian service and became an influential 
contributor to the Prussian reform movement. In 1810, after the University of Berlin was 
established, Niebuhr’s friends convinced him to deliver several lectures in Roman history. 
The public warmly accepted these lectures, and honored philologists Ludwig Friedrich 
Heindorf and Philipp Karl Buttmann, and a historian Friedrich Carl von Savigny 
encouraged Niebuhr to pursue his studies. In 1811–1812, Niebuhr published two volumes 
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of his Römische Geschichte. During the French occupation, in 1813, he launched a 
journal Der preußische Korrespondent.  In 1816, Niebuhr received an appointment as a 
Prussian minister at the Papal see. On his way to Rome, Niebuhr discovered 
the  Institutiones Gai  and took part in Angelo Maio’s edition of Cicero’s De Republica. 
From 1816 to 1823, Niebuhr served as the Prussian ambassador to the Vatican. 
 When Niebuhr started his life-long revision of Roman history, two movements had 
been evolving for some time in two related provinces of knowledge. These were classical 
philology and political history (or politics proper since Niebuhr was a statesman with well-
articulated political views) that “began to exert a great influence on historiography.”  In 163

classical philology, new criticism found its earliest manifestation in Wolf’s investigation of 
the Homeric corpus’ origins and authorship. A conviction developed among all of the 
students of classic heritage that the authority of ancient testimony is not sufficient to 
determine the author and the date of work. The use of sources, therefore, must be 
preceded by a thorough examination of their genuineness. Overall, this marked the 
beginning of critical history.  164

 The other influence that reshaped historiography of the time proceeded from 
discussions induced by the American and French revolutions and the further 
dissemination of liberal ideas across Europe. Drifting political landscape “brought men to 
feel that, in the history of a State, the chief stress ought not to be laid on those things which 
had hitherto been almost its sole topics.” That is, focus should not be on wars, treaties, and 
the personal relations of the princes, but on relations between “the whole people to the life 
of the state.”  One should not forget that the generation of historians to which Niebuhr 165

himself belonged lived through shattering political experience. As Fritz Stern aptly 
described, “the upheavals caused by the French Revolution and Napoleon’s arrogant 
career, the destruction of ancient institutions and beliefs, and the politicizing of men’s 
minds had a profound, lasting impact” on their historical imagination.  166

 This statement echoes an idea articulated by Niebuhr himself: “When a historian is 
reviving former times, his interest in them and sympathy with them will be the deeper, the 
greater the events he has witnessed with a bleeding or rejoicing heart.”  However, while 167

acknowledging the political sensitivity of his studies, Niebuhr was critical towards 
philosophy, which he deemed merely speculative: “I take peculiar care that metaphysics do 
not infuse themselves into my study of history. It ought to be possible that two scholars, 
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adhering to two totally different philosophical systems, should arrive at the same results as 
to the historical growth and unfolding of the nation.”  Soon after the French Revolution 168

outbreak, Ludwig Spittler, a member of the so-called Göttingen School of History, 
published his work Entwurf der Geschichte der Europäischen Staaten, which treated the 
history of states in the light of their constitutional development. In this regard, Niebuhr 
had predecessors when he placed the Roman constitution in the foreground of his survey. 
However, Niebuhr was the first to combine both scholarly tendencies due to his profound 
knowledge of languages and exceptional memory. 
 Niebuhr’s History was an attempt to reconstruct the historical origins of the Roman 
state. He sought to apply the critical method to Livy, whose authority was thus further 
deconstructed. Since he was for a long time engaged in civil service, Niebuhr meticulously 
researched the primary political institutions of a state and Roman law, and property 
relations. As Niebuhr wrote in his introduction: 

We, however, have a different view of history and different requirements. Either 
we must give up writing the early history of Rome or we must do it differently, 
and not attempt a task which is doomed from the start, that of retelling what 
Livy had elevated to the level of historical credibility. We must try to eliminate 
fiction and forgery and to strain our vision in order to recognize the features of 
truth beneath all these incrustations.  169

Niebuhr’s  Quellenkritik  started with questioning the reliability of Livy and the whole 
historiography based mainly on secondary sources. Niebuhr owed a substantial debt to 
Friedrich August Wolf, Halle philologist, and his pioneering study of the Homeric poems’ 
language published under the title Prolegomena ad Homerum (1795). Through the careful 
analysis of language, Wolf proved that Homeric corpus was not written by one person but 
was a composite of various pieces from different authors that were transmitted orally for a 
long time.  Niebuhr made a similar assumption about the ancient sources of Roman 170

history. 
 Lieber had the privilege of closely observing Niebuhr at work, enjoying his master’s 
extensive explanations, and even assisting in minor research work.  In learning from 171

Niebuhr on how to work with numerous sources, Lieber also grasped that the most potent 
tool at the disposal of a historian is memory: “conversed one day on the great power which 
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a man with tenacious memory often has over another not equally gifted, merely by an array 
of facts and dates, though the strength of the argument may be decidedly on the other side; 
and how necessary is becomes therefore to cultivate the memory.” Memory should always 
hold in readiness all of the innumerable facts from which it is a historian’s duty to make 
his abstracts, since  

there is a connection between a disposition to deal in generalities, and a want of 
patient study of historical details, or of that good memory which enables the 
student to feel at home in past ages almost as much as in his own, by keeping all 
the minor facts in a vivid picture before his mind <…> Rousseau would, probably, 
not have drawn so largely upon sentimental emotions and views suggested by 
feelings, had not his weak memory, of which he complains so much, made it 
impossible for him to judge mode distinctly from facts, and experience derived 
from them.  172

 The master and his apprentice spent a week touring Rome in the company of King 
Frederick William III, and Alexander von Humboldt. Upon Niebuhr’s request, Frederick 
William III promised Lieber that the Prussian police would not harass him on his return to 
Berlin. At this point of his Italian adventure, Lieber obtained more than he could have 
expected. In addition to authoritative new acquaintances,  he studied ancient languages, 173

familiarized himself with current trends in political history, and learned to work with 
sources. Niebuhr tamed Lieber’s spontaneous political attitudes by grounding them in 
modern historical and philological debates, by reconciling Lieber’s passion for freedom 
with an institutional thinking, and by arming his aspirations with a new historical method.  
 Niebuhr resigned from the embassy in Rome, the whole Niebuhr family left the 
residence in May 1823, and Lieber left with them. They parted soon after a short trip 
through Italy: Niebuhr left for Switzerland, and Lieber journeyed alone towards Berlin. 
Lieber absorbed as much as his mentor had to offer. During his residence in Niebuhr’s 
home, Lieber kept a journal with aphorisms and notes that he reworked into biographical 
discourse in 1835. After his return from Rome, Niebuhr settled in Bonn, where the 
Prussian government had established a new university, and in 1823–1824 finished the 
third volume of Römische Geschichte. 
 Traveling on foot from Innsbruck, Lieber finally reached Berlin on August 10, 1823. 
He was determined to resume his studies at the University of Berlin and asked the state for 
permission and financial aid to carry on his studies. New acquaintances were somewhat 
helpful, so he began a course in trigonometry and calculus under Dr. Ohm. Nonetheless, 
Lieber remained under police surveillance for a new reason. During his stay in Rome, the 
German authorities decided that the Greek uprising was a revolt against legitimate 
authority, and all so-called conspirators were closely observed, Lieber included. Various 
secret clubs were still operating in universities, and to avoid suspicion, Lieber tried to 

 Lieber, “Reminiscences of Niebuhr,” 1:76.172

 Later, in the 1830s, Lieber exchanged letters with Wilhelm von Humboldt; correspondence covered issues 173

of American-Indian languages and Humboldt’s linguistic findings; see Kurt Mueller-Vollmer, “German-
American Cultural Interaction in the Jacksonian Era: Six Unpublished Letters by Francis Lieber and John 
Pickering to Wilhelm Von Humboldt,” Die Unterrichtspraxis/Teaching German 31, no. 1 (Spring, 1998).

 69



transfer from Berlin. In May 1824, he moved to Halle. However, “the year 1824 was 
particularly noted for a large number of arrests among the student body.”  Police 174

followed him, and already in August, he was arrested for refusing to cooperate with 
officers. He was detained in Köpenick, a small city near Berlin. Niebuhr had just returned 
to Bonn when Lieber was again “imprisoned in consequence of political prosecution.”  175

Niebuhr not only visited him, but it was also through Niebuhr’s intercession that police 
finally released Lieber from the confinement. Niebuhr petitioned the king four times to 
have the young man released: “it had been said that Lieber was to be released on his 
father’s birthday, but nothing has come of it. Such carelessness in leaving a good man to 
languish in fetters makes me indignant, though no cruelty is intended.”  Lieber was set 176

free in late April 1825. Unequivocally, there was no life for him in Prussia. At the beginning 
of 1826, he started learning English, and already in summer resided in London “doing 
uncongenial work, and physically laboring like an American army mule.”  When Lieber 177

resided in London, the London University had been in the course of organization, and 
Lieber intended to apply for the position of Chair of the German and Northern languages, 
although he never did.  
 Through a certain Mr. John Neal, Lieber learned that a group of Bostonians were 
looking for a gymnastics teacher. The fact is that while Lieber was wandering, experiments 
with gymnastic education continued all around in Western Europe. Lieber’s fellows and 
Jahn’s former students, expelled from German states, emigrated to Switzerland, France, 
Britain, and Sweden, thus spreading the theories and practices of  Turnverein. In the 
mid-1820s, the gymnastic gospel reached America. In 1826–1827, the American Journal 
of Education  launched a discussion about the decline of gymnastics during the Middle 
Ages and its revival in Guts Muth’s and Jahn’s work. Captain Alden Partridge, who served 
as a superintendent at West Point, introduced physical exercises as a constituent part of 
American military training. Simultaneously, secondary schools in Virginia, New York, and 
Massachusetts adopted gymnastics exercises as a part of a regular curriculum.  
 The most influential institution of a new type was the Round Hill School in 
Northampton (est. 1825, Massachusetts), organized by George Bancroft and Joseph 
Cogswell (graduates from German universities who were well acquainted with the Turner 
movement).  They advocated daily gymnastic exercises to “encourage activity of body, as 178

the means of promoting firmness of constitution and vigor of mind,” and with this aim 
apportioned one class daily.  To establish a pivotal link with Turnverein, they invited 179
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Jahn’s adherent and close disciple, Charles Beck, to Northampton. Beck later translated 
his master’s Treatise on Gymnastiks from German. The translation was published in 1828 
with Beck’s preface, which stressed some objects “closely connected with gymnasticks” 
such as “the advantages, derived by a republic from gymnastic exercises, uniting in the 
occupation all the different classes of the people, and thus forming the new tie for those 
who, for the most part, are widely separated by their different education and pursuits of 
life.”  Another one of Jahn’s disciples, Charles Follen, established and equipped a Boston 180

Gymnasium, where he also became a superintendent.  The Boston group — Charles Beck, 181

Charles Follen, and founders of Round Hill — invited Lieber to Boston from London in 
1827. They first intended to place “Father” Jahn in charge of a new Boston Gymnasium, 
but an elderly master was unwilling to sail that far. Early in June, Lieber accepted the offer 
and took passage for New York. 
 Immediately after settling on the East Coast, Lieber took up his duties at Boston 
Gymnasium. He quickly gained authority in the city of Boston, not least thanks to a 
testimonial from his former sports instructor General Ernst von Pfuel, future Prime 
Minister of Prussia.  In the early 1800s, von Pfuel invented a breaststroke swimming 182

technique, he was also principal founder of the world’s first military swimming-school in 
Prague, and an overall highly respected theorist of physical education. In his testimonial, 
von Pfuel assured Bostonians that young Franz Lieber was capable of conducting a 
swimming school (although the latter never had a chance even to visit one). 
Notwithstanding his apparent lack of experience, Lieber justified the expectations, and the 
Boston Gymnasium flourished. Prominent citizens of Boston, including the mayor and 
President John Quincy Adams, visited Gymnasium and expressed a wish for more of such 
establishments in the country. Albeit prestigious, Lieber’s position did not meet his 
intellectual and career ambitions. When the summer was over, the Gymnasium closed for a 
season, and Lieber started looking for a more suitable place. 
 Lieber was adapting to a new cultural and political context by getting to know the 
people and the country. While the Gymnasium position helped establish his authority 
among Bostonian noblemen, it took Niebuhr’s help to fill the gaps in his understanding of 
the American condition. In a letter which Lieber received from Niebuhr shortly upon 
arrival, the mentor urged him, “beware that you do not fall into an idolatry of the country 
and the state of things which is so dazzling <…> Remain a German, and without counting 
hour and day, yet say to yourself that the hour and day will come when you will be able to 
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return.”  Niebuhr was confident that his apprentice was temporarily taking refuge in the 183

US until Germany would become more liberal and welcoming for men of his views. 
Therefore, Niebuhr conceived to engage Lieber in newspaper writing to simultaneously 
provide him with finances and strengthen his ties with Germany. Niebuhr arranged for 
him a position of an American correspondent for the  Allgemeine Zeitung. Against all 
expectations, journalism weakened Lieber’s appreciation of Germany and allowed him to 
acculturate in America. To understand how it happened, one must look closer at the nature 
of Lieber’s publications. 
 Niebuhr supplied Lieber with extensive explanations regarding the nature of a 
correspondent’s work. The newspaper’s correspondent, wrote Niebuhr, is a servant “not of 
its proprietor, but of the public,” and must collect what is valuable for the public interests. 
First and foremost, one must gather information about “powers and interests that prepare 
great events and changes,” i.e., about people composing government and their views; about 
relations between different parties and states, as well as collisions between them; about 
political events of municipal and national level; about legislative acts of “not only general 
federal legislation, but also that of single states.”  Niebuhr especially emphasized the 184

importance of collecting comparative statistical notices and censuses, as well as 
ethnographical and economic data. Lieber followed this imperative. Just in a few months, 
he gained extensive knowledge of America’s history, statistics, and political affairs. To 
further increase his knowledge, Lieber prepared an encyclopedic edition written after the 
model of Brockhaus’s Conversations-Lexikon.  185

 Once the Gymnasium closed, Lieber wrote a “publishing proposal” and, without 
further delay, presented it to his Bostonian patrons. George Bancroft, Edward Everett, and 
Dr. Follen accepted the Encyclopædia’s plan with warm approval. Other prominent 
intellectuals like Judge Story, Dr. J. G. Palfrey, J. K. Paulding, George Ticknor, Dr. Walter 
Channing, and Dr. Orville Dewey became its chief contributors. In January 1828, Lieber 
arranged the publication of thirteen volumes entitled  Encyclopaedia Americana with 
Pennsylvanian typography. Acting as a chief editor, Lieber resigned from his other 
positions and focused entirely on the new project. Lieber planned his encyclopedia to be 
American not merely by its name, but “as constituting an extensive repository of 
information relating to America, as well as to the various branches of general 
knowledge.”  Among departments of science and literature that, according to Lieber, the 186

German edition treated poorly were Political Economy, Geography, Jurisprudence 
(rewritten for the American edition), and articles on English and American law (written 
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anew). In the final version of the encyclopedia, Lieber wrote entries of a legal, historical, 
and political character, which apparently represented his theoretical mindset at the time. 
Several articles are especially instructive for the reconstruction of Lieber’s intellectual 
evolution. 
 History, according to Lieber’s understanding, in the course of its development came 
to signify a science “which treats man in all his relations, political, commercial, religious, 
moral and literary, as far as they are the result of general influences extending to large 
masses of men.” History embraced both past and present and comprised everything 
“which acts upon man, considered as member of a society.” The subject of history was a 
man in society, and the goal of historical inquiry was to represent man in interwoven 
relations that entangled him. Lieber distinguished two types of “societies” treated in 
historical work: in the broader sense, history explored humankind as such. In a narrower 
sense, history studied nation-states, cities, colonies, and other political units. An individual 
man may be considered the subject of historical study only when he was “the 
representative to many, or was so situated that his steps and actions had a decided bearing 
upon many”  — the history of Napoleon would differ from his biography. Different 187

aspects of social relations were to become topics of historical inquiry hence political and 
literary history existed, as well as histories of religions, inventions, or others.  
 Lieber argued that history was the science that embraced “the objects of external 
experience, including the present and the past.” As he explained, Germans, by the phrase 
“historical sciences” meant “all branches of sciences, whose subjects are derived from 
experience or from the external world, and are perceived by the  senses, in 
contradistinction from the abstract sciences.” Lieber expanded this phenomenally 
ambiguous definition even more by claiming that the purpose of history was to discover 
“not merely the truth, but the whole truth” about men and artfully exhibit the truth thus 
discovered. Lieber juxtaposed his “artistic” understanding of historical work with crude 
empiricism. Indeed, historians were expected to give facts, but he was “to give them with 
all their attendant circumstances, showing both the causes from which they sprung and the 
consequences to which they give rise, otherwise, he is no better that a chronicler.” Lieber 
criticised the common mistake of approaching a historian as equal to a mathematician — it 
was believed, he explained, that mathematical demonstration should be equally convincing 
to everyone. Historians should confine themselves to facts so as not to adapt their 
statements of facts to their theories. However, in their appreciation of causes and 
consequences, historians would naturally occupy certain positions and engage in a partisan 
conflict. Although complete “neutrality” was contradictory to the very nature of the 
historical enterprise, unlike that of a chronicler, a historian should aspire not to “measure 
other times by the conceptions and the views of his own age.”  Tendentiousness was 188

inconsistent with the honorable duty of a historian. 
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 Specially designed theoretical and practical instruments helped historians to remain 
sound in their judgments. Firstly, a historian must possess extensive philological 
knowledge “as a key to the various sources of information.” Secondly, he must be familiar 
with various arts and sciences “and under this head, philology returns as one of the most 
important branches of knowledge.” Thirdly, Lieber advised historians to follow a particular 
method promoted by Professor Leopold von Ranke, who, with zeal and great erudition, 
made “a great contribution to the criticism of modern historians” in his Zur Kritik neuerer 
Geschichtschreiber (1824). According to Lieber, the novel historical method furnished a 
careful examination of historical sources by determining “the degree of confidence we owe 
to, and the degree of information contained in, the chief sources for the beginning of 
modern history.”  Notwithstanding Ranke’s breakthrough contributions, Lieber refused 189

to recognize the superiority of the German historical school and gave priority to English 
historians, for they were much better historical narrators than Germans.  
 Lieber vividly manifested his political preferences in the following speculation. 
Since Germans lacked popular elements in their government, they did not acquire the 
habit of directly addressing the public. European history was for long in shackles, and only 
“if liberty finally comes off victorious from the struggle which is now beginning in Europe” 
a new era for history would begin because “history can truly flourish only under the 
protection of liberty.”  Lieber’s article culminated in revealing the moral and political 190

implications of historical studies. History, he claimed, elevated man by demonstrating to 
him the great triumphs of human virtue. Hence, the freer the nation was, the more 
necessary the study of history became for its citizens, who were to sustain liberal laws and 
institutions and understand their object and development. Although imprecise and 
superficial in his methodological views, Lieber appeared an ardent advocate of modern 
liberalism. His sympathies clearly stood with the Anglo-Saxon cause for freedom, and 
there were no shreds of evidence that he aspired to reeducate Americans in a German 
manner.   191

 The most unconventional statement in Lieber’s entry was that history embraced 
men in their present relations as well as their past. Although Lieber did not elaborate this 
statement in the article on history, it might be interpreted in the light of his article on 
statistics. Lieber opened his entry with a bold claim that the past “in all its extensions” 
belonged to history, while the present belonged to the province of geography and statistics. 
Indeed, many facts could have been treated simultaneously in both sciences, but 
geography arranged them “always on the principle of locality, but statistics with reference 
to their effect on the general condition of the nation.” Lieber illustrated the difference 

 Lieber, “History,” 6:344.189

 Lieber, “History,” 6:346.190

 “When they talk of Germanizing America I spurn the idea <…> Germany has no institutions, has no 191

popular common law, no tradition of liberty. What, Germanizing America and draw out of our country the 
Anglican institutions, as the bones out of a turkey, and leave a lump, fit only to be despatched? [...] A 
nationality in a nationality, like a minnet in a pike! And what nationality. Transplanted nationality can 
consist in institutions only, and where are the German institutions?” Francis Lieber in a letter to Samuel 
Ruggles, 23 April, 1847; quoted in Edoardo Frezet, “A Name Affixed to a Plot of the Globe: Francis Lieber, 
American Identity, and Relational Nation-Building, 1827–1833,” Annals of the Fondazione Luigi Einaudi 
LIV (June 2020), 88.

 74



between statistics and history with a quote from German historian August Ludwig von 
Schlözer: “history is statistics in a state of progression; statistics is history at a stand.”  192

Furthermore, while history treated a man as a social being, statistics was “the investigation 
and exposition of the actual condition of states and nations, in regard to their internal 
organization and foreign relations.” According to Lieber’s unsystematic distinctions, the 
description of a countries’ face belongs to geography, while all of the rest is statistics. 
However, statistics was not merely a collection of statistical data in the same way that 
history was not a mere chronology. A full, statistical view “of the actual condition of a 
people”  required an exhibition of the physical characteristics of a country and the parts 193

composing it. For instance, other factors had to be considered including the numbers and 
national diversities of the people; the degree of civilization shown in the state of the useful 
arts and occupations; the manners of people; their conduct in all-important relations, such 
as moral, political and religious; the form of government, whether monarchical or 
republican, or despotic or limited; and the administration of the state.  194

 The Conversations-Lexicon, upon which Lieber drew his edition, contained an entry 
on Politisches Wissenschaften  that referred to another one in Staatswissenschaften. The 
latter monotonously listed principal branches, sub-branches, fields, and leading authors in 
Finanzwissenschaft,  Staats- und Staatenrecht,  Nationalöconomie,  Polizeiwissenschaft, 
and other topics.  In his entry on  Politics, Lieber mainly recapitulated 195

the Staatswissenschaften article, except for his principal definitions. He wrote that politics 
was both the science and the art of government; it was “the theory and the practice of 
obtaining the ends of civil society as perfectly as possible.” As a science or “theory,” it 
treated man as a member of a state. Consequently, the idea of politics as a science 
depended chiefly on the definition given to its founding concept. It was the definition of 
the state that marked the province of political sciences. Lieber claimed that the state was “a 
society formed by men, with the view of better obtaining the ends of life by a union of 
powers and mutual assistance.”  Lieber divided political sciences into abstract or purely 196

philosophical; and historical or practical. Following this, he presented a list of political 
sciences that replicated the original German source. The list included natural law, 
theoretical politics, political economy, police science, practical politics, history of politics, 
history of the European and American systems of states, statistics, positive, public, and 
constitutional law, practical law of nations, diplomacy, and political practice. 
 Lieber continued his speculations about the state in a dedicated entry. The object of 
the state, he speculated, was best expressed in the term  commonwealth  (i.e., common 
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good), for it was a political body in which men associated to achieve political ends. The 
isolated individual could not perfectly attain the ends of his existence, and instinct had led 
men to form unions early. The association of individuals was essential for every 
individual’s development — it was the only way one could advance his primordial faculties. 
Thus state “may be called the natural condition of man.” In discussing the best forms of 
state government, Lieber occupied the historicist side. He argued that in the course of 
human development, states had been formed in many ways (by the violence, by artifice, by 
contract) and that state was “best adopted to promote the general good.”  Government 197

was historically changeable since it was merely an instrument of obtaining the great 
objects of the state. Politics thus acted as a tool employed for the adaptation of the state to 
particular historical conditions. 
 With the same conciliatory intonation, Lieber discussed the development 
of political institutions. Political institutions, including government, may have originated 
in various ways such as “force, compact, reverence etc,” or they probably originated from 
all of these sources, for there is no unique source. Lieber highlighted that theorists had 
been discussing the emergence of political institutions because they had departed from a 
false premise that historical genesis could explain their founding principles. However, the 
emergence of political institutions was of an accidental origin and could not reveal any 
fundamental truth about governance. The only way to reveal the “political truth” was 
through the close observation of the social order expressed in modern history and current 
affairs. As modern history has proved, “the principle which lies at the basis of all political 
union we hold to be the idea of just, as that of the good in the foundation of morals, and 
that of the beautiful of fine arts.” Lieber uncompromisingly declared that the concept of 
just (for him, the idea of just was another modification of the idea of equality) was the 
animating principle of all political societies regardless of their origin. It was steadily 
developed in the progress of political societies “as the flower is the product of the perfect 
plant.” Furthermore, the idea of equality was also the essence of law (for both state and law 
go in hand). Justice and equality, concluded Lieber, have provided the most reliable 
foundation for political institutions.  198

 One of the most distinguished contributors to the venture was Lieber’s future 
powerful patron Joseph Story, an Associate Justice of the Supreme Court, who wrote an 
article on Natural law.  In his entry, Story elaborated upon man’s duties to God, himself, 199

and other men as a member of political society. Named duties were described as either 
natural or adventitious, alienable or inalienable, and perfect or imperfect. The Supreme 
Creator, Story insisted, authored man’s duties and rendered them obligatory. The 
obligatory force of the law of nature was derived from its coincidence with the Creator’s 
will. The principal duty of man consisted of making efforts to ascertain God’s will and live 
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in obedience to that will. In line with academic moralism, Story founded man’s capacity 
and accountability on the moral government of God. Although certain political rights and 
duties existed in the state of nature, their importance was far more pronounced in political 
society. Story deemed it possible to discover the single origin of political society, property, 
and civil government, and further deduced specific rights and obligations from it.  200

 Evidently, Lieber’s assumption of politics’ historical variability differed from other 
authors of the encyclopedia. Lieber never overtly objected to Story’s reasoning, yet he 
proposed the exact opposite perspective on the nature of political duties and obligations. 
Following historicist intuition, Lieber argued that free political institutions in the course of 
their development enlarged the sphere of their efficiency and proportionally enlarged not 
only the sphere, but also the variety of duties. As a result, “the rapid growth of such 
institutions, in our day, must give rise to new classes of social duties.” Lieber diverged from 
Story and other American moral philosophers in understanding the individual motives for 
entering upon the civil union. According to Lieber, it was not “the welfare and safety of the 
whole society” that stood behind man’s propensity towards political life. Whilst Lieber 
refrained from entering into a direct confrontation with Justice Story, Lieber objected to 
Story’s views in his entry on Moral Philosophy: 

The duties of the individual towards society differ with the station which he 
occupies, and the nature of social institutions. The duties of the private man, the 
magistrate, and the statesman are very various <…> Perhaps a wide field still 
remains open to moralists, in the exposition of the duties which society owes to its 
members. Some philosophers have been so blind to these as to maintain that the 
public interest would justify the sacrifice of an innocent individual. And how long 
have mankind been in learning the respect which they owe to the individual 
liberty of thinking, speaking, and writing?  201

 Reading through the articles in  Encyclopædia Americana, it becomes clear that 
Lieber was reshaping his ideological views into a coherent theoretical system at this point 
which was quite different from the American academic mainstream. His entries in the 
project should be read as benchmarks of his subsequent advances in separate monographs, 
but it took time before they crystallized. More than one hundred thousand copies of the 
encyclopedia were sold in the US. Naturally, the project earned Lieber great prominence as 
an intellectual. He became acquainted with scholars and artists, publicists and jurists, 
businessmen and politicians. In 1830, the success of Encyclopædia Americana  loomed 
large behind his election as a member of the American Academy of Sciences. In 1832, he 
received American citizenship. Concerning finances, Lieber did not significantly profit 
from the encyclopaedia’s fame — publishers paid him a flat fee instead of royalties, and in 
the early 1830’s he became subsequently involved in several projects that he hoped would 
benefit him financially. 
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 Judge Story advised his younger colleague to study law and improve his English, but 
Lieber opted for publishing projects. He developed several plans for authorship (German 
edition of Washington’s writings, constitutional history of Rome, history of representative 
government, a biography of Prince Blücher, a yearly catalog of titles published in the US 
and Canada, and even a project called  Letters on my Trip to Niagara, Principles of 
Legislation, Penology, Education, and Journey to Europe) but all his undertakings were 
futile. Lieber also prepared several suggestions to Congress regarding the collection of 
American statistics. He proposed “to make an appropriation for the collection of all 
possible materials used in giving light in all matters connected with public economy and 
the statistics of the United States.”  Although it never happened, Lieber’s enthusiasm and 202

capacity for literary work were extraordinary. 

2.2 Towards civic pedagogy: political instruction as the practice of liberty 

 Lieber’s scholarly reputation was not strong enough to earn him professorship 
immediately. His hopes for promotion at Harvard did not materialise, and in January 
1830, he sat on a committee working on the establishment of a university in New York City 
(Lieber reckoned that active engagement might lead to a professorship in a future 
institution). During one of the meetings, delegates discussed European universities and the 
organization of American colleges, systems of college discipline, religious and civil 
instruction. Lieber presented a paper on the organization and course of instruction in 
German universities.  Although Lieber’s speculations did not impress New Yorkers, his 203

reputation reached Philadelphia, and a group of educators from the Girard Trust requested 
his expertise on pedagogical matters.  
 American banker and philanthropist of French origin, one of the wealthiest people 
in America, Stephen Girard, left his entire fortune to charity upon his death in 1832 . 
Girard bequeathed a large sum for the establishment of a boarding school for “poor, male, 
white orphans” in Philadelphia. In his will, Girard left instructions for the organization of a 
school that bared, however, a predominantly technical character.  To coordinate the 204

letter of Girard’s will with the epoch’s pedagogical spirit, superintendents of the Girard 
Trust called for Lieber’s help. Lieber expounded his educational and pedagogic views in A 
Constitution and Plan of Education for Girard College for Orphans written for the board 
of trustees in 1834. An elaborative constitution consisted of two hundred and sixty-nine 
articles, an additional list of seventy-eight rules and regulations, a comprehensive 
bibliography on orphan asylums and polytechnic schools in Europe, and a report related to 
the foundation of the college. Although the college was established almost a dozen years 
later and was not based on Lieber’s provisions, this report remained an essential source for 
investigating his educational ideas. 
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 At the time, Lieber theorized a high ideal based on the political significance of 
education and looked upon education as one of the chief interests of the state. Lieber 
believed, that to deduce educational principles and goals, one had to consider the state’s 
needs. Since the American population was “extending farther and farther over a vast 
country” there appeared to be a great need for thoroughly educated teachers. Lieber 
claimed that pedagogy was an art or science “which ought to be learned and studied like 
any other difficult art and science.”  Consequently, if Girard College strove to provide a 205

great service to the country, it had to be simultaneously a polytechnic college and a 
seminary for teachers. By that, Lieber implied a novel institution that would combine the 
instruction of the youth as to the political character of man, the nature of American 
institutions, and the mechanism of nations with mechanical workshops and practical 
training. Funded in conformity with the state’s needs, the future college should contribute 
its mite “to assist our nation in fulfilling its great and proud task, imposed upon it by 
history.”  206

 To begin with, Lieber proposed to divide instruction into faculties of mathematics, 
history, philosophy, philology, and arts. The historical faculty was designed to teach in 
history and political sciences: geography, ethnography, politics, natural law, principles of 
English and American law, legislation, civil rights and duties, commerce, statistics, and 
instruction in the occurrences of the day. The philosophical faculty encompassed religion, 
ethics, logic, philosophy of mind, natural philosophy, chemistry, mineralogy and geology, 
physics, natural history, technology, knowledge of commodities, mining, and agriculture. 
Courses provided by the historical faculty were to be taught starting from the very 
beginning: biographical, ethnographical, and historical relations connected with geography 
and morals for the preparatory school. Geography, ethnography, history, duties of the 
citizen and Constitution would be taught at the common school, and morals, politics, and 
law for the high school.  207

 In Article 34 of the proposed constitution, Lieber maintained that “special care shall 
be taken to form and foster in the minds of the scholars by every proper means, a pure 
attachment to our republican institutions, and to the sacred rights of conscience, as 
guaranteed by our happy constitution.” Therefore, throughout entire course of studies 
students should be instructed in the principles, theory, and practice of American 
government and political institutions, “their origin, history and operation, and the 
principles of law and legislation, and in history in general.” Lieber did not envision civil 
instruction as confined to specific courses. He rather considered it as an invisible backbone 
of college education as without it students would not be able “to understand clearly the 
organization of that society in which they live and will have to take an active part for 
themselves.”  208
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 Lieber outlined the pedagogical principles of civil instruction that all teachers 
should appreciate in Article 26. First, the surest way to install moral principles into 
students’ minds was to demonstrate how teachers themselves were earnestly striving 
towards perfection. Second, scholars should not teach morals the same way as sciences by 
commanding the performance of specific duties. They should instead join with the 
schoolboys “as friends, who, though more experienced in the application of morals, and 
possessed of a more extensive and a more connected view of our obligations, yet are but 
their equals in the presence of him, in whom all morals and all knowledge find their 
principle and end.”  The spirit of comradeship between instructors and students 209

promoted by Lieber originated from the Turner worldview and probably sounded very 
uncommon for American readers. He advocated a greater methodical latitude for teachers 
and advised adopting the Lancastrian method of teaching elementary classes like reading 
and calculus.  210

 Lieber further strengthened his critique of traditional college pedagogy by 
emphasizing the teaching method (not uncommon in England and the US) that relied 
chiefly upon memory and mechanical learning. This method should have been entirely 
abandoned in favor of teaching “facts and things, rather than words and signs.”  211

Inventing, finding, and applying what was found should become the dominant teaching 
method to train the students in self-activity. Lieber argued that a sound education 
“trains the mind well, and stores the mind well.” This principle meant that education had 
to be adapted to the capacities and age of the scholar to lead him “to think for himself, to 
judge and reason cautiously and correctly, to be ever awake to everything that surrounds 
him.”  212

 Intellectual self-reliance was the main objective of political education in all free 
countries where every citizen was obliged to “act politically.” Since pure attachments to 
political institutions could not exist without knowing them, colleges in democratic 
countries were responsible for the instruction of pupils on man’s political character; the 
history of American political institutions and their actual operation; citizens’ political 
duties, and their practical exercise; political economy; and statistics. Therefore, in 
democratic countries, citizens needed a thorough knowledge of political institutions, their 
growth and development, their founders’ intentions, and the reasons for their existence. It 
was believed that to know a “true history of institutions” for history “is the anatomy and 
physiology of human society.” Lieber especially emphasized an applied political education, 
or “the  practice of liberty.”  Lieber deemed this to be inadequately treated by 213
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philosophical minds, and lamented the lack of thorough investigation of the practical 
aspects of freedom.  Therefore he called upon “another Hugo Grotius” to prepare a 214

treatise on the art of self-ruling, and “though the beginning of this interesting science lies 
yet before us, we ought, nevertheless, to instruct our scholars as much in all matters 
belonging to it, as it is in our power.”  215

 In democratic countries, men never acted upon men by physical power but only by 
moral power, and the men who knew the history of their country had the most lasting 
influence upon others. A proportionate knowledge of history was required because the 
freer the country, the greater the sphere of political activity assigned to every individual. In 
terms of only acting politically and by moral power, a man should know the elements and 
materials that compose society, for neither armies nor finances were significant levers of 
politics. As Lieber concluded, “it is a primary object of education to eradicate egoism and 
destroy selfishness — the root of most faults, vices and crimes, by showing to the individual 
that all he is, he is in connection only with mankind, the living and the past 
generations,”  that is to teach man the history of civilization. 216

 The views elucidated in  Constitution  are curious in two aspects. First, after 
spending almost five years in the US, Lieber was still professing the educational principles 
of Turnverein: comradeship between all participants of the process, education by example, 
practical exercises, and the rejection of rote learning. These ideas were a curiosity for the 
American educators, and not least to their exoticism. The Girard Trust refused to 
adopt Constitution as the roadmap of the future institution. Second, this text represents an 
interim phase in Lieber’s intellectual evolution. While in conformity with academic 
moralism and its rhetoric of citizens’ duties, Lieber developed a historicist view on political 
institutions. Traditional moral philosophy deduced practical principles from the 
contemplation of the moral government, while Lieber considered the historical 
development of political institutions to provide a basis for civil rule. Instead of supreme 
legislation, he relied on the genealogical study of the state. Lieber would later elaborate 
this historicist approach to moral philosophy. With regards to Jahn’s pedagogy, he 
sacrificed it for the sake of career promotion. 
 The Girard Trustees paid Lieber a five hundred dollar premium and ordered that his 
report be printed.  Although Lieber’s plan received laudatory comments from his New 217

England friends, the report found few buyers and made “no impression upon the practical 
Philadelphia politicians who were to control the Girard legacy.” In October 1834, the 
Committee of Scholastic Affairs flatly vetoed the plan and refused Lieber’s candidacy for 
the College President. American educators were frightened away by Lieber’s bibliography 
consisting chiefly of German and French sources, by his thick German accent and turgid 
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writing style. Overall, they rejected the foreigner “solely because this is not your birth-
place.”  When Girard College was finally opened in 1848, Lieber’s plan had only a minor 218

impression on the institution — the college comprised three schools, and the president did 
assume supervision of a physical education.  219

 Nonetheless, the work on the Girard Constitution left a mark on Lieber’s biography. 
In 1834, Lieber became acquainted with Nicholas Biddle, president of the Bank of the 
United States, who also served as the first president of Girard’s board of trustees. Biddle 
heartedly favored the energetic young man and arranged for him a meeting with South 
Carolina College’s Trustees. In June 1835, the Trustees unanimously elected Lieber as a 
Professor of a brand-new chair in history and political economy. After eight years in the 
North without obtaining a permanent position, Lieber was compelled to accept the 
Southerners’ offer. As written by Lieber to his friend Carl Mittermaier of Heidelberg, 
February 28, 1835: “I must bid farewell to all that is most precious and dear to me, and 
shall be compelled to live in a slave state; yet I shall then have a settled sphere of activity, 
and shall be able to exert my influence in right direction. It will give me the means of 
supporting my family, and the time to write on subjects which have long occupied my 
mind.” Upon his arrival, Lieber confessed in his diary that he felt removed from active, 
progressive, and intellectual life, “and then slavery! this nasty, dirty, selfish institution.” 
Two weeks later, Lieber wrote to Charles Sumner that South Carolina was “far behind the 
North” and that he lived in “an absolute desert here.”  220

 It was not only Lieber’s opposition to the South that was the problem, the South was 
also hostile to him on account of his attitude to slavery first explicated on the pages 
of Encyclopædia Americana. In his entry on Slavery, Lieber stated that such an institute is 
“inconsistent with the moral nature of man.” According to him, the abolition of slavery and 
its “kindred institution, villenage, and the improvement in the condition of women, are 
among the most important services which Western Europe has rendered to the world <…> 
for slavery is the greatest bar to the progress of society.”  After moving to Columbia 221

(South Carolina), Lieber regarded that he could retain his position by simply avoiding a 
discussion of slavery. During the first decade of his “exile,” the chosen strategy justified 
itself. Lieber became South Carolina’s most productive scholar with both national and 
international reputation and believed that remaining quiet would not prevent him from 
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receiving college presidency (to maintain a proper middle-class lifestyle, Lieber purchased 
slaves as house servants).  222

 Time passed, but Lieber was still struggling to settle down. Trying to remove their 
friend to the North, New Englanders formed an association, privately called  the Lieber 
Emancipation Society. In the mid-1840s, Lieber declared that he would return to Prussia 
if there were no acceptable offers to him from the North. In July 1845, Judge Story made 
an effort to establish a professorship in history at the Harvard Law School for Lieber. 
Sufficient funds were raised, and Lieber was ready to pack his suitcase, but Story suddenly 
passed away in September, and Lieber remained in Columbia.  Political contradictions 223

accumulated. By the 1850s, it was not enough to abstain from criticizing slavery. Lieber’s 
only commercially successful book  On Civil Liberty  (published in 1853) never directly 
discussed slavery as an American institution but rather as a disputable topic in political 
debates. Although the book was widely used in the Southern high schools and colleges, 
Lieber remained suspect to local elites. In 1851, Lieber served as the Interim President of 
the College, and he expected to receive a permanent position as a reward for his years in 
service. However, Southern patrons expected the president of the principal institution to 
support their cause openly. They rejected Lieber’s candidacy in favor of James Henley 
Thornwell, a theology professor who provided biblical support for slavery and the “rights 
of masters.”   224

 In 1855, the position became vacant again. An election attracted widespread 
attention and quickly became a political issue since the college was a state institution. At 
this point, Lieber’s odds with the South became pronounced when he was treated as an 
ordinary candidate for public office and not a sophisticated “political philosopher.” The 
newspapers took sides in the contest, and there were two main points against Lieber. 
Firstly, his utterances against secession in 1851 and his Unionist sympathies in the debate 
on a separate secession around the same time.  Secondly, his offensive claims against 225

Presbyterians (Lieber accused them of using the weapon of hatred instead of “love, truth, 
and the gospel”) and his religious views in general.  Although Lieber brought prestige to 226

the College, he was not a safe choice for the Southern leaders, and the presidency went to a 
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Presbyterian mathematics professor, Charles F. McClay. Lieber resigned just after losing 
the election, and his resignation was accepted in December 1856. On January 7, 1857, 
Lieber and his family settled in New York. Although Lieber’s southern exile was a 
challenging experience, it was the time when Lieber wrote his most significant works: A 
Manual of Political Ethics  (1838),  Legal and Political Hermeneutics, or Principles of 
Interpretation and Construction in Law and Politics  (1837, 1839), and On Civil Liberty 
and Self-Government (1853). 

2.3 Institutional self-government and the invention of historical state 

Political ethics 
 Political ethics was the first grand project Lieber started working on after 
Encyclopædia Americana. Encouraged by Joseph Story and dedicated to him and Henry 
Hallam, Manual of Political Ethics was published in 1838–39 with a subtitle “Designed 
chiefly for the use of colleges and students at law,” and consisted of three parts: “Ethics 
general and political,” “The State,” and “Political ethics proper.” Lieber designed the book 
as an alternative and competitor to standard textbooks in moral philosophy that, as he 
believed, inadequately treated citizens’ immediate political needs.  227

 Lieber began his Manual conventionally. In the first chapters, he discussed human 
intellect and the nature of conscience, the origins of man’s moral character, man’s 
individuality, and the foundations of morality. He argued that as a result of his reason and 
free will, man could make himself a conscious object of his activity, that is, to “develop his 
own humanity.” A man in this quality was an object of natural law — a science derived 
from the mere fact of the existence of a human being. Lieber rejected any extra-human 
source of natural law besides man’s nature, both physical and moral. Lieber argued the 
only axiom necessary to establish the science of natural law was that “I exist as a human 
being, therefore I have a right to exist as a human being.”  228

 Although natural law and moral law, or ethics, were both founded upon the nature 
of an individual human being, they should not have been confused. Natural law primarily 
inquired into man’s rights and secondarily into the obligations derived from the fact that 
each man possessed the same rights. Ethics, in its turn, treated man’s duties and rights as 
deriving from his duties. Another essential distinction between natural law (or pure law) 
and politics proper was that the former established what was right from man’s nature, and 
the latter ascertained the best means of securing what was right according to experience 
and existing demands. Lieber stated that the confusion between natural law and politics 
proper had disastrous consequences:  

<…> men have seen that, without establishing firm and absolute principles, all 
would be confusion and insecurity <but> they have been so far misled by 
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principles drawn from natural law, as to judge every political question by theory 
alone, disavowing experience, expedience, and due regard to the elements which 
were given wherewith to work.  229

 Considering negative historical experience, Lieber argued that conscious action was 
required every time it came to applying an abstract principle or law, that is, whenever an 
abstract principle passed into practical life. No law or institution could substitute the 
evaluation of experience by each individual. The branch of science that aimed to determine 
the wisest application of moral principles and guide a conscientious citizen through the 
laws established by abstract sciences was political ethics. Lieber proposed his division of 
disciplines that treated man in various aspects: as he is, as he ought to be, as he had been; 
individually or socially; physically, morally, or intellectually. According to this division, 
political ethics treated man as he is, socially and morally.  230

 Lieber was evolving his political ethics as a practical extension of natural law, and 
his understanding of “practical” significantly differed from academic moralism. Such 
theorists, like Haven, (who also wrote in his Moral Philosophy about “political or practical 
ethics”) were content with merely listing numerous duties and explicating the way in which 
these duties were deduced from the supreme moral law. For them, “practical” meant given 
in a great detail. Lieber, by contrast, saw “practical” as grounded in history and applicable 
to individual experience. From this side, his  Manual  stood out against traditional 
textbooks. It exploded with examples from Ancient and recent political history, with facts 
from biographies and treatises, with numerous curiosities from fiction and theatre. With 
numerous examples, Lieber illustrated how particular theoretical principles should be 
probed, and what insights history can provide for the theory of politics. However, was this 
type of intellectual gymnastics a proper exercise for statesmen only? Lieber argued that 
political ethics was to be understood by everybody, and that it was necessary to instruct the 
young in it: 

It is every man’s business to know his duty, and his duties as citizen are among 
the most sacred and important, especially so in the countries which enjoy civil 
liberty, and have what is commonly though inaptly called a free government <…> 
Laws and institutions are nothing more than dead forms of words unless they 
operate. Constitutions do not create liberty; political welfare cannot be decreed 
or effected by an edict or statute. Liberty must grow and live, live in the heart of 
every one, not only as an ardent desire, or an indefinite though exiting notion, 
but as a knowledge of our political obligations and a profound reverence for 
political morality.  231

Can politics be addressed from an ethical point of view? Lieber determined that since man 
was a rational being, the state must have a rational end and must be founded in reason. 
Whatever was founded in reason could not have an immoral end, and thus moral or ethical 
principles could be applied to the province of politics. Still, man intuitively understood that 
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the unchangeable principles of morality were not applicable to politics in the same manner 
as private transactions. Moral philosophers rightly identified the ruling principles of moral 
government, but they failed to determine the domains of their application. The chief object 
of Lieber’s Manual was not to establish an alternative set of moral principles but “to show 
how principles of ethics are applicable to politics.”  232

 Lieber believed, that for a long time, political ethics did not appear valuable to 
scholars because they placed false reliance upon religion and common sense. Both spheres 
were important but not superior to the sphere of politics. Lieber approached politics as the 
autonomous province of human life neither governed by revelation or psychology nor 
founded upon them. The scope and method of political ethics could have been established 
after the true nature of its principal object was defined. Hence, the theory of the state 
constituted the core of Lieber’s project. After reviewing various perspectives on the origin 
and functions of state (the state existed for the privileged few, for the superior moral end, 
or it originated accidentally, by a mere chance), Lieber concluded that state was a union 
sufficient to lead man to his great destiny, that is civilization.  
 Following the line of reasoning first elaborated in Encyclopædia Americana, Lieber 
stated that the state’s fundamental idea was justice — the rights that existed between man 
and man. The state maintained and protected rights and guarded the individual rights of 
every human being. The state demanded no obligation from its member on his side alone 
but knew mutual obligations only: “There shall be no duty in the state, for the performance 
of which the citizen does not receive an equivalent.” Lieber derived the state’s true 
foundation and origin, its aim and object, its power and extent from the type of relations 
characteristic to it. Man could have been placed in different relations: between man and 
things, between man and man, between man as a creature and his Creator. Chief relations 
between man and man were consanguinity, exchange, comity, intellectual relations, and 
the relation of right. Since each man was a rational being endowed with free agency, the 
law became a necessity in human societies to guarantee that the use of freedom by one 
rational being did not contradict the use of liberty by another rational being. Since every 
man has a right to be a man — a free-acting rational being — the relationship that emerges 
between men is right (jus).  The only society founded upon the relation of right was the 233

state. Consequently, the state was a jural society, “as a church is a religious society, and an 
insurance company is a financial society.” All relations existing in the state or all strictly 
political relations were relations of right — jural relations. The state did not absorb 
individuality but existed to obtain the true ends of each individual and society collectively. 
The state did not make right but was founded upon it. The state was aboriginal with man 
for 

<…> it is no a voluntary association, no contrivance of art, or inventions of 
suffering, no company of shareholders; no machine, no work of contract by 
individuals who lived previously, out of it; no necessary evil, no ill of humanity 
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which will be cured in time and by civilization; no accidental thing, no 
institutions above and separate from society, no instrument for one or a few — 
the state is a form and faculty of mankind to leas the species toward perfection — 
it is the glory of man.  234

Legal hermeneutics 
 Lieber’s next book, Legal and Political Hermeneutics, is de facto another part of 
his Manual, another direction in which he developed the same reasoning.  A man was a 235

rational, social, and moral being endowed with free will. The Creator had linked man to 
man, and led man to society, and led societies from stage to stage. The history of 
humankind was simultaneously the history of every individual, for man’s morality was 
indispensable to his individuality, and his morality was only advanced in society. However, 
the immediate communication between men was impossible, and they communicated 
employing language that expressed rationality. Language empowered the “primeval 
principle in man <…> to represent outwardly what moves him within.”  However, in 236

Lieber’s theory, humans were fated to communicate with signs — expressions perceptible 
by the irrational senses — and from this condition, various errs of human interaction 
occurred. Hence, the critical concern of political ethics should have been human 
communication, that is, principles of interpretation and construction, for there was no 
other guarantee of a rightful political life than the clarity of language.  
 Lieber explicated his motivation as follows: “I am as zealous an advocate of the 
certainty of law as any citizen can be, who loves clear right, and, therefore, is anxious to 
know it. For this reason, in part, I am endeavouring to establish principles of 
interpretation, or to make them known in a wider circle.”  Interpretation (the discovery 237

of the true sense of words and texts) and construction (drawing of conclusions in the spirit, 
though not within the letter of the text)  were two techniques, or processes, that 238

maintained civil liberty and the supremacy of law, and thus protected the individual 
against violence and disturbing interference, views, opinions, and the caprice of others. 
The freer a country was, the more necessary interpretation and construction became. Since 
in free countries laws were made and administered by different people, communicative 
controversies inevitably occurred and should have been wisely regulated. Once state 
powers were separated, “it is necessary that the laws be interpreted, and do this justly and 
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conscientiously, the ministers of law must proceed by proper, safe and sound rules.”  239

Indeed, interpretation became relatively unimportant in those states, where the law-
making and law-administering powers were the same. 
 Uncertainties of law could have only been avoided by the certainty of language. 
Lieber firmly believed in the definiteness of word-meaning;  his fundamental 240

hermeneutical dictum stated, “no sentence, or form of words, can have more than one true 
sense, and this only we have to inquire for. This is the very basis of all interpretation. 
Interpretation without it has no meaning and amounts to absurdity.”  How did 241

ambiguities occur? Obscurity of sense arose either from the need for knowledge on the 
subject or from imperfect knowledge of communicative means. The scientific approach 
may remedy both causes. Lieber called the branch of science that established the principles 
and the rules of interpretation and constructions “hermeneutics <…> and the actual 
application of them <is> exegesis.”  Hermeneutics and exegesis stood in relation to each 242

other as theory and practice. Hermeneutics was for academics and scholars, while exegesis 
was a daily routine of citizenship. 
 In his treatises, Lieber meticulously outlined various types of interpretation (close, 
literal, and extensive; extravagant and predestined; limited and free) and construction 
(close, comprehensive, transcendent, extravagant). He carefully summarized the most 
necessary principles, and discussed possible discrepancies to “daily” exegesis.  Like 243

academic moralists who sought to supply their students with easy-to-follow guidelines on 
conscientious life, Lieber developed his manual for the practice of individual liberty. 
During the course of human history “any laws or other texts, containing rules of actions, 
specific or general” frequently became “fearfully destructive to the beast and wisest 
intentions, nay, frequently, produce the very opposite of what it was purposed to effect.”  244

 Therefore, Lieber’s work did not aim to develop a theory of language but rather 
devise mechanisms to protect man “from sacrificing the spirit of a text or the object, to the 
letter of the text, or the means by which that object was to be obtained.”  Striving to 245

make his advice even more approachable, Lieber provided numerous examples from legal 
and judiciary practice, historical testimonies and illustrations, and overtly discussed 
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controversial ideas that he proposed. Although sophisticated, legal and political 
hermeneutics should have been familiar to every citizen who had to freely interpret and 
construe 

spoken words or entire speeches, letters, orders and directions, deeds, contracts, 
wills, laws, compacts and constitutions or charters, declaring and defining 
fundamental rights or privileges. Whether we are lawyers or not, we may be 
called upon to vote upon subjects requiring the interpretation of some of these; 
and whether we shall ever be members of legislative bodies or not, every citizen 
of a free country is not only permitted to form his opinion upon all prominent 
features of his government, fundamental laws, public men, and important 
measures, but it his duty to do so.  246

History of liberty 
 Lieber’s most insightful contribution to the Antebellum political thought was Civil 
Liberty and Self-Government, published in 1853. The first part of the trilogy, Manual of 
Political Ethics, was structured as a traditional treatise in moral philosophy peppered with 
speculations on the theory of the state in its relation to individual liberty. While the third 
part,  Civil Liberty, constituted the core of the whole book.  Worried by the rise of 247

“socialism and despotism” Lieber had endeavored to systematize his thoughts concerning 
man’s individuality, the nature of society and liberty, the supremacy of law, and the 
historical development of political institutions. Pragmatically, this treatise was Lieber’s 
attempt to defend and refuge humanity from “the fatal negations of freedom.”  248

 With almost no introductory meditations, Lieber opened his treaties with the most 
important questions he aspired to answer: in what did civil liberty consist of? how was it 
maintained? what were its means of self-diffusion, and under what forms did its chief 
dangers present themselves? By drawing numerous contrasts, he determinedly defined the 
true province of liberty and state. Lieber argued that moral philosophers and political 
thinkers were deluding themselves while intending to give strict “mathematical” 
definitions of principal political notions; moral scholasticism consistently failed. Previous 
authors either confounded liberty with the freeman’s status, or with the means by which 
liberty was secured, or mistook it for equality. Although abstract definitions of liberty 
proved impossible, the meaning of liberty, or civil liberty, could have been explained for 
specific historical periods or certain tribes. To understand liberty did not mean to 
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compress it within the narrow limits of an “absolute definition,”  but to fill it with 249

accurate historical evidence. 
 Civil liberty was a consequence of man’s dual nature, as an individual and as a social 
being, who desired the freedom of action and will. Each man was obliged by nature and 
destined by the Creator to live in society, and thus he was a political being. The state was 
an organic and jural society, an association “of human beings, with an indelible character 
of individuality.” It advanced human existence as both a free individual and a social being, 
and thus the state was not only desirable but also necessary for the human’s 
comprehensive development. Hence, the idea of civil liberty plainly resulted “from the 
application of the general idea of freedom to the civil state of man.” If liberty was self-
determination or unrestrained action, then civil liberty was the same idea concerning 
politics. Every individual lived in the state — a sovereign society that acted through the 
government. The idea of the state and government involved a specific organ with coercive 
power that was superior to the power of the individual. Therefore, the idea of self-
determination implied protection of individuals from encroaching governmental 
interference, as well as protection of government, and efficient methods of coercing the 
government to carry out the views of society. Far from being “solid,” this understanding 
allowed Lieber to proceed with a thorough discussion about the exercise of liberty in 
“reality and practice.”  Applied to political man, liberty: 250

practically means, in the main, protection or checks against undue interference, 
whether this be from individuals, from masses, or from government. The highest 
amount of liberty comes to signify the safest guarantees of undisturbed 
legitimate action, and the most efficient checks against undue interference.  251

 Lieber employed his flexible definitions of liberty for the historical analysis of 
liberty as practice in Ancient, Medieval, and Modern States. He abstained from popular 
discussions about the “necessary conditions” of liberty and focused instead on inquiry into 
actual practices. Lieber reviewed Greek and Roman traditions of citizenship in city-states, 
the feudal system, and states’ formation in the Medieval period. He concluded that two 
facts framed the notion of modern liberty among civilized nations. These were the 
comparatively early “nationalization” of Western European tribes, and the development of 
a distinct idea of individual rights (and the desire to protect them) under the influence of 
Christianity. Historically, states evolved along different trajectories and produced two 
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types of modern liberty: the Anglican liberty of Britain and the US,  and the Gallican 252

liberty of Germany and France.  253

 As practiced in the Anglo-Saxon world, liberty was the aggregate of guarantees and 
checks against state and government interference into the realm of individual and national 
freedom. Among these checks were national independence; guarantees of individual 
liberty and the habeas corpus principle; bail and rules of a penal trial; the submission of 
the army to legislation; liberty of conscience, property and association; self-taxation; the 
supremacy of law; division of powers; and the independence of the judiciary. However, the 
essence of Anglican liberty was pervading organic self-government and consisted neither 
in the mere negation of power (for every government implied power) nor in the mere 
absence of action (for the absence of censorship does not imply the freedom of the 
press).  Self-government consisted of institutions and their systematic connections: 254

Self-government is in its nature the opposite to political apathy, and that moral 
torpidity or social indifference which is sure to give free play to absolutism, or 
else to dissolve the whole polity <…> It draws its strength from self-reliance, as 
has been stated, and it promotes it in turn; it cannot exist where there is not in 
each a disposition, ability and manliness of character, willing and able to 
acknowledge it in others. <…> Self-government requires politically, in bodies, 
that self-rule which moral self-government requires of the individual — the 
readiness of resigning the use of power which we may possess, quite as often as 
using it.  255

 Self-government did not mean self-absolutism or the absence of rule. On the 
contrary, liberty required government through which it could be realized and maintained. 
However, there was no single institute by which liberty could have been decreed without 
other aids for it was neither popular vote nor education (“Prussia is one of the best 
educated of countries, but liberty has not yet found a dwelling-place there.” ) There were 256

no other means essential to self-government other than a vast system of institutions, 
modest in their appearance but huge in their service, that genuinely facilitated proper 
institutional liberty. 
 According to Lieber’s understanding, the institution was a system or body of usages, 
laws, and regulations “of extensive and recurring operation” that contained within itself 
“an organism by which it effects its own independent action, continuance, and, generally, 
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its own farther development.  Since laws acted through their officers or members, 257

institutions implied a degree of self-government. The whole system of laws consisted of 
various sub-systems with peculiar actions of their own, each enjoying a proportionate 
degree of freedom. However, like organs, they were working in unison according to the 
general organism’s laws. The institution was a system of laws or usages forming a whole. It 
operated extensively and in a defined sphere, had a high degree of independent 
permanency, maintained vitality by providing for independent action and autonomy, and 
consisted of members “because without these it would not be an actual system of laws, but 
merely a prescript in abeyance.”  258

 For Lieber, the highest point in the development of the human race was 
institutional self-government — the popular government organized as a great organism of 
institutions and laws. It was essentially a cooperative in character and was opposite to 
centralism. It was of inter-limiting character and in this aspect a negation of absolutism. It 
was self-evolving and self-relying, and in this respect could be distinguished from 
governments founded on extra-popular principles. According to historical experience, 
institutional self-government was the only way to practice liberty in life’s realities. Hence, 
it was the opposite of “a vague or theoretical liberty, which proclaims abstractions, but, in 
reality, cannot disentangle itself from the despotism of one part over another, however 
permanent or changing the ruling part may be.” In, this respect, institutional self-
government was the political embodiment of the mutual acknowledgment of individual 
rights, and the only actual realization of equality “which makes it possible to be at 
once self-government and self-government.”  259

 Institutional self-government thus provided practical instruments for the practice of 
moral government based on the understanding of man’s moral nature. Unexpectedly, 
Lieber returned to the central problem of his political ethics and moral philosophy as such: 
how to reconcile individual freedom and collective duties? Lieber claimed that the 
institutional self-government was the only political principle that practically solved the 
perennial contradiction: 

Institutional self-government trains the mind and nourishes the character for a 
dependence upon law and a habit of liberty, as well as of a law-abiding 
acknowledgment of authority. It educates for freedom. It cultivates civil dignity 
in all the partakers, and teaches to respect the rights of others. It has thus a 
gentlemanly character. It brings home palpable liberty to all, and gives a 
consciousness of freedom, rights and corresponding obligations, such as no other 
system does. It is the only self-government which is a real government of self, as 
well as by self, and indeed is the only real self-government, of which all other 
governments assuming the name of self-government are but semblances.  260
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 Among the civilized nations, the Anglican tribe enjoyed the most significant amount 
of liberty, for their institutions had formed the only extensive, consistent, and practical 
system to sustain self-government. Anglicans were accustomed to the government of law 
because their institutions gradually evolved through the centuries, allowing citizens to 
familiarize themselves with laws and practices. Lieber shamed theorists who bluntly 
asserted that “none but the Anglo-Saxons are fit for liberty” or more cautiously declared 
that some nations were fitter for liberty than the others. Far from approaching liberty as 
indigenous to any particular nation or tribe, Lieber firmly believed that the habit of self-
government could have been taught and learned. Although he presumed that there was 
“something essential in the idea of national development,” men were “far more uniform 
than different” in their moral nature. For Lieber, patriotism did not equal national vanity, 
for patriotism was not a virtue when it consisted “in an enamouredness with itself.” 
Historically, some nations had evidenced more of a constant tendency to institutionalize 
laws and usages, cluster them into organic systems, and sustain their functioning. 
Therefore, to learn liberty, uncivilized or unfree nations “must go to America and England, 
as we go to Italy to study music.”  261

 The treatises written by Lieber during his Southern exile are not exactly what they 
seem. Formally structured akin to classic textbooks in moral philosophy and funded upon 
the broad political consensus of the Antebellum thought, they paved a way to historicism, 
institutionalism, and “empirical” studies of the state. Although Lieber used a time-honored 
language of principles, he referred to generalizations of political experience in contrast to 
his colleagues’ didactic dogmas. Far from rejecting an orthodox approach to man’s duties, 
Lieber treated them with relativist precision based on legal studies. Anxious about the 
perils of universal suffrage and “irresponsible” liberty, he nonetheless advocated man’s 
aptitude for self-government, reaffirmed by historical progress. However, innovative 
speculations meant little for the institutionalized moral philosophy and collegiate 
pedagogy that became one mighty American institute in Lieber’s terms. The content of his 
publications remained separated from his teaching activity. 

2.4 Columbia College Professorship in political science 

 On October 7, 1852, the Board of Trustees of Columbia College appointed a 
Committee of Seven to examine the expansion of future institutions. Chaired by President 
Charles King, the Committee discussed the expediency of curriculum expansion, an 
introduction of a new lecture system on higher faculties, and the creation of new 
professorships. A principal spirit behind such reformist aspirations was College Trustee 
Samuel B. Ruggles. In 1852, he promoted a broad revision of academic policy and in 1880 
secured the university plan’s acceptance. As a Committee Member, Ruggles was 
enthusiastically gathering evidence about European university reforms, and in December, 
he came up with a primary questionnaire based on previous findings. The questionnaire 
was circulated among dozens of respected American gentlemen that were competent in 
educational issues. One of the addressees was Francis Lieber, who thoroughly explicated 
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his views regarding the perspectives for a new university in New York City. In his response, 
Lieber mainly emphasized the reorganization of courses, an opening of a grammar school, 
and post-graduate education.  262

 The debate soon became bogged down with financial controversies. To revive it, 
Ruggles published a pamphlet,  The Duty of Columbia College to the Community, that 
highlighted a sharp contrast between Columbia and Göttingen University. Although both 
had been established by George II in the mid-eighteenth century, in 1753, Columbia could 
claim that it had only six professors and one hundred and fifty students compared with the 
eighty-nine professors and thousand and a five hundred students at Göttingen. Ruggles 
asserted that American nation and a great New York City should not be content with a 
mere “gymnasium” or grammar school but deserved a whole new scientific institution 
devoted to research and composed of three advanced departments: schools of philosophy 
or philology; jurisprudence and history; and mathematical and physical science.  John 263

McVickar, a Moral Philosophy Professor, protested Ruggles’s plan and put forward a four-
fold division, including a school of physical science, a department of moral and intellectual 
subjects, a department of philology, and a department of jurisprudence.  Other 264

professors also suggested jurisprudence to be a separate school subject, and philology, 
philosophy, and history be unified into another one. In February 1857, Lieber tried to 
convince trustees that it would be best to “begin the university at once, although on a 
limited scale, then to wait until a fully organized institution can be called into existence.”  265

He argued that four professorships — one of languages or literature, one of history and 
political sciences, and two of the natural sciences — would be sufficient to make a start. 
 The separation of philosophy from history and jurisprudence was pivotal for reform 
minded Ruggles. During his exploration of European universities, he learned about 
advanced instruction in law and history and viewed an overreaching course in moral 
philosophy as the hallmark of lagging college. Eventually, the board partially implemented 
his plan: from the winter semester 1857–58, four new professors were appointed at 
Columbia: Charles A. Joy in Chemistry, Charles Davies in Mathematics, Charles Murray 
Nairne in Literature and Philosophy, and Francis Lieber in History and Political 
Science.  266
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students? What were the core professorships needed? What additional chairs had to be created and in what 
order? What policy on fees should be accepted? Which procedure of granting a university degree should be 
accepted? in Harley, Francis Lieber, 83–89.

 Samuel B. Ruggles, The Duty of Columbia College to the Community: And Its Right to Exclude 263

Unitarians from Its Professorships of Physical Science (New York: John F. Trow, 1854), 10–11. See also an 
adamant reply written by Gouverneur M. Ogden, another trustee, A Defence of Columbia College from the 
Attack of Samuel B. Ruggles (New York: J. P. Wright, 1854). 

 McVickar’s curious career was discussed by Herbert Adams, who argued that McVickar “protected and 264

encouraged historico-political science” but inclined “most strongly toward politico-economics;” in Herbert B. 
Adams, The Study of History in American Colleges and Universities (Washington, DC: Government Printing 
Office, 1887), 61–65.

 Francis Lieber, Suggestions on Columbia University, as quoted in Harley, Francis Lieber, 83–89.265

 Howard J. Van Amringe, An Historical Sketch of Columbia College in the City of New York, 1754–1876 266

(New York: Macgowan & Slipper), 73.
 94



 Back in 1842, Lieber had already enquired about carrier opportunities in Columbia. 
He addressed Samuel Ruggles in a personal letter, asking for “some information respecting 
the German professorship to be established.” Lieber explained that he had learned about 
the resignation of President Duer and expected Professor McVickar to be elected in vacant 
position:  

The latter is, if I mistake not, professor of history and political economy, as well 
as moral philosophy. I am here professor of the first two branches, and whether I 
have mastered the latter in a sufficient degree to teach it successfully, my Ethics 
and some other works may answer. Do you believe that there is any chance for 
my obtaining that chair if I apply?  267

It was only natural to expect a moral philosophy professor to become the next president; 
however, McVickar was not promoted, and Lieber remained at South Carolina. Around the 
same time, McVickar had been advocating the reframing of his professorship and 
promoted an integrated course in Ancient and Modern History. His plan was declined and 
conceived untimely. Once Columbia’s board unanimously elected Lieber to a newly created 
Chair in History and Political Economy and his appointment was secure, Lieber asked 
another trustee, Hamilton Fish, to change the title: 

I am appointed Professor of History and Political Economy. I believe, however, 
certainly I hope, that I shall have to teach and be permitted to lecture on 
Government, Political philosophy, or, as our great master called it, Politics, — 
call it what you may. Now would it be much out of order if some one moved next 
Monday to call my chair that of History and Political Science? <…> I actually 
have not yet written my letters to De Tocqueville, Bunsen, and Mittermaier, 
because it would gratify me to tell them that I have been made professor of the 
greatest branches in the greatest city of the greatest Union — that of History and 
Political Science.  268

Lieber’s request was approved and he started teaching law and modern history; Professor 
McVickar remained in his position in moral philosophy, and ancient history was reserved 
for a Chair in Classics. 
 The origin of Lieber’s Chair caused much confusion among historians of political 
science. As follows from the letter quoted above, it was the professor himself who asked for 
the specific title. For many years, Columbia College’s administration was negotiating the 
revision of the faculty structure and the arrangement of fields assigned to specific 
professorships. Although Lieber’s appointment marked the principal dissociation of 
modern and classic history and the coupling of modern history with law, this decision was 
far from the deliberate creation of a new scholarly field. One can speculate whether Lieber 
needed his title to flaunt in front of his French and German colleagues or whether he 
intended to highlight the progress he made in elaborating political ethics. In any case, 
while addressing the Board of Trustees in the inaugural address, Lieber acted as though 
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the title “political science” was not created upon his request: “Gentlemen of the Board of 
Trustees <…> You have established a professorship of political science in the most 
populous and most active cite in the widest commonwealth of an intensely political 
character; and this chair you have unanimously given to me. I thank you for your 
confidence.”  269

 After expressing gratitude to the College’s officials, Lieber proceeded with his 
address, composed of the intertwining leitmotivs previously discussed in his publications. 
The address, later entitled  History and Political Science: Necessary Studies in Free 
Countries, consisted of two unequal parts: the need for a national university and political 
studies in a college. America, he claimed, stood “in a need of national university, the 
highest apparatus of the highest modern civilization <…> national in its spirits, in its work 
and effect, in its liberal appointments and its comprehensive basis.” Since the beginning of 
human history, the sphere of humanity has widened, and the patria of modern peoples was 
not a city or a colony, but a vast land covered by nations. Only nations could acquire 
membership in the great commonwealth of civilized races. For Lieber, a nation was a unit 
of historical development, and thus institutions of learning and teaching should be 
inevitably national, aiming “to concentrate the intellectual rays and to send back the 
intensified light over the land.”  270

 In practice, higher education should have been substantial and liberal, aimed at 
transmitting direct information, offering the beginnings of knowledge in numerous fields, 
conveying the method and skill of study, cultivating the mind, and forming sterling 
character. Lieber agreed that all teaching must have been within a reach of student’s 
comprehension but condemned supposing “that nothing should be placed before the 
pupil’s mind, but what he can actually comprehend in all its details.”  Lieber expected a 271

teacher to give his students topics of an “evocative character,” fill them with “affectionate 
suspicion,” and provide suggestive and anticipating thoughts. As a college study, Lieber 
argued, political studies (or “sciences which treat of man in his social relations”) were 
significant in all these respects regardless of the student’s pursuits in practical life. 
 Lieber’s theory of society, state, and government did not significantly change since 
the publication of  Civil Liberty and Self-Government: he recapitulated again that the 
Creator decreed man to be a social being dependent upon society for the development of 
his highest moral nature. He endowed man with the instinct of association; He implanted 
in man “the love of chronicling and reading chronicles.” History was the branch of 
knowledge with a peculiar cultivating character, for it introduced the youth into the life of 
society. From a moral, practical, and intellectual point of view, history was “the very 
science for nascent citizens of a republic.” Furthermore, history provided training in the art 
of observation and taught to separate permanent and essential from the accidental and 
superficial. In other words, it taught social analysis. Free nations could nurture citizens 
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and statesmen who later become thorough and perceptive historians: “Free countries 
furnish us with daily lessons in the anatomy of states and society; they make us 
comprehend the reality of history.”  272

 According to Lieber’s system of sciences, while history treated man as a social being, 
political economy treated him as an exchanging being: it taught the laws of wealth 
distribution and accumulation. Political economy, a new branch of political science, was 
struggling for this acknowledgment for a long time. Finally, it was generally recognized 
that political economy should not have been omitted in a general study course, and Lieber 
approved the change. Next came political philosophy that was to be taught in colleges and 
should have been integrated into the minds of everyone crowding public schools. Lieber 
proposed to structure a complete course in political philosophy in the following manner. 
First, it started with “the pregnant fact” that each man was an individual and a social being 
and that humanity revolved between the poles of individualism and socialism. Second, the 
latter two concepts led to the twin ideas of right and duty upon which political science 
dwelled. Political science, in its turn, stems from the elementary truth that  

the idea of right cannot be philosophically stated without the idea of obligation, 
nor that of duty without that of right, and it must show how calamitous every 
attempt has proved to separate them; how debasing a thing obligation becomes 
without corresponding rights, and how withering rights and privileges become to 
the hand that wields the power and to the fellow-being over whom it sways, if 
separated from corresponding duty and obligation.  273

Third, the course continued with the examination of political institutions, the origin of 
state and government, political ethics, the science of government which adds to the 
knowledge of the “end and reasons of political societies,” systems of law, penology, 
international relations, and Utopiology (a survey of model states imagined by political 
philosophers). After completing such a course, Lieber argued, a student would be prepared 
for the grave purposes of his life “as a partner in the great commonwealth of self-
government.”  274

 Lieber’s inaugural address marks the shift in his pedagogical views that increasingly 
conformed with American collegiate traditions. By submitting his original investigation on 
the nature of rights and duties to the authority of moral law, he surrendered to the idea of 
civil indoctrination. Lieber’s earlier musings on the “practice of liberty” that were 
explicated in the Constitution for Girard College were all sacrificed for a prestigious 
position in Columbia. This included his commitment to political ethics based on historical 
investigation as elaborated in Manual, and his devotion to civil training in a gymnastic 
manner. After coming to the North, Lieber, an ingenious thinker and prolific writer, chose 
not to criticize academic moralism and occupied a middle ground between moral 
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dogmatism and the historicization of moral philosophy.  He did so by dividing activities. 275

For instance, while lecturing, Lieber adhered to Columbia’s core syllabus ornamented with 
numerous historical illustrations.  However, in his articles Lieber pursued his interest in 276

institutional history, governmental practices, and comparative law. He never converted the 
latter to the former. During his Southern exile, Lieber was courageous in highlighting 
backwardness and paucity of the didactic treatment of morals, but he ceased to do so after 
becoming a professor of political science. 
 Columbia college explicitly aspired to “inculcate a knowledge of legal principles by 
the constant drill of oral recitations on the part of the students, and by familiar expositions 
given by thoroughly qualifies instructors.”  The primary method of instruction was daily 277

recitation. However, the professor occasionally read lectures to qualified senior students, 
and this practice constituted a distinguishing characteristic of the school. Lieber taught 
one lecture course every year on the following topics: the history of political literature, the 
origin, development, objects, and history of political society and constitutional 
government.  The subjects assigned to Lieber’s Chair were History, Politics and Political 278

Economy, International, Civil, and Common Law. Lieber taught the History of Greece to 
the Freshman class, the Roman History to Sophomores, and the Medieval History to 
Juniors. He taught Modern History and Political Economy to seniors, employing  A 
Treatise on Political Economy  by Jean-Baptist Say, complemented by  Outlines of 
Universal History by George Weber and his own Civil Liberty and Self-Government.  279

During his teaching at Columbia, Lieber was busy with his writing and public activities: he 
ardently supported the cause of the Union, visited Washington to discuss domestic and 
international politics with President Lincoln, he also presided in The Loyal Publication 
Society. After peace was made, Lieber devoted himself entirely to international law (at the 
time of his death, he was an umpire between Mexico and the US). 
 It is instructive that Lieber made his main contribution to political thought before, 
not after receiving a promotion at Columbia. I put so much emphasis on Lieber’s 
professorship in political science to elucidate the actual experience behind his bold title. 
First, the occurrence of a chair did not signify any revision of the college syllabus, for it was 
instead a mere re-labelling. Second, Lieber’s pedagogical strategy conformed with his 
hierarchical position in the college universe. He taught moral law and virtuous citizenship. 
Third, the position remained a teaching one. Lieber introduced no practical analysis to the 
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classroom (although he advocated its importance before) and reserved his research 
ambitions for literary work. The little value given to his chair in political science can be 
evidenced by the very ease upon which it was abolished.  
 Frederick Barnard, a new Columbia College President, reassessed Lieber’s status in 
his Presidential Report of 1865. The central part of Barnard’s Report considered the place 
of modern history in college curricula. He doubted the utility of historical studies, arguing 
that “it is quite doubtful, in the view of the undersigned, whether modern history <…> 
ought to occupy any considerable space in the teaching of our colleges <…> the subject is 
too vast, and practically so exhaustless, that the little which can be taught <…> amounts to 
but a small remove from absolute ignorance.”  Almost no word in the Report was 280

dedicated to political science or the broader political agenda in the discussed courses of 
study. Acting on Barnard’s suggestions, on July 6, 1865, trustees abolished Lieber’s chair. 
After long deliberations, it was eventually decided that, although Lieber “was to be 
dropped from the College, he was to be established as professor <…> in the Law School” 
owing to the personal protection of Samuel B. Ruggles, Columbia’s trustee who initially 
invited Lieber to join the faculty.  Lieber’s field was handed over to Charles Nairne, a 281

Professor of Moral and Intellectual Philosophy and Literature. Lieber was transferred to 
the School of Law where he occupied a chair in Constitutional History and Public Law until 
he died in 1872.   282

 While teaching at the School of Law, Lieber lectured once per week in 
Constitutional History and Modern Political History for the first year, and American 
Constitutional History and Government for the second year. In Columbia College’s School 
of Law, Lieber delivered one lecture weekly to each class during the academic year. He 
lectured on Constitutional and Modern Political History to Juniors and on the American 
History and Government to Seniors. However, the college board decided that examination 
in Lieber’s course should not be a requirement for a law degree. In the future, only 
candidates for a prize were required to attend his lectures. In sum, a professorship in 
political science existed only for eight years, and college administration de facto isolated 
Lieber and so he returned to providing students with bibliographies and guides for private 
reading, instead of “attempting any detail of the growth and decline of particular peoples, 
or the rise and fall of particular empires.”  283

Lieber’s posthumous career 
 In identity-building, disciplines, like individuals or nations, rely heavily on their 
history both as experience and as a narrative. Naturally, the birth of the discipline is a 
mainstay of such narratives, for it paves the way simultaneously in both directions and 
provides answers to two principal “identity” questions: “where are we from?” and “where 
are we going?” In an origin myth, the beginning holds the whole story together, and 
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identity-traits are retrospectively attributed to it. In the case of political science, its 
contemporary disciplinary identity is based on the ideas of professionalism and scientism 
as critical features that distinguish it from other types of political knowledge (intuitive art 
of government, utopian political action, or administrative reasoning). As long as 
disciplinary identity persists, these very ideas will be repeatedly found in Lieber. Hence, 
the historiography of Lieber’s heritage may be divided into two distinct stages: before and 
after disciplinary identity formation. During the first stage, which covers the period from 
Lieber’s death to the academic consolidation of political science in the late 1880s, Lieber 
was appreciated as a writer and an educator in a broad field of politics. During the second 
stage, which began with the academic consolidation of the discipline until the present day, 
Lieber was transformed into the embodiment of professionalism and systematism (or 
scientism). In the following paragraphs, I trace this transformation. 
 Francis Lieber passed away on October 2, 1872, and already on January 13, 1873, a 
Pennsylvanian judge Martin Russell Thayer delivered a speech on his life, character, and 
writings before the Historical Society of Pennsylvania.  In this speech, Thayer described 284

Lieber’s labors in the field of political knowledge as “positive additions of the greatest 
importance to the knowledge previously possessed upon these subjects. <…> They traced 
to their true sources all the social and governmental relations and expounded their 
reasons, their history, their distinctions, and their philosophic significance and results <…
>. Everywhere among learned and scientific men this great work created a profound 
impression.” Thayer’s comments have a laudatory character and praise Lieber as a 
preeminent man of letters gifted with profound erudition. However, Lieber’s labors are not 
described in either of the passages as innovative or as changing the field of political 
knowledge. Thayer underpinned his view with numerous quotes from other authors who 
predominantly shared the same focus and intonation. Famous American historian William 
H. Prescott, for example, acknowledged that Lieber’s works were remarkable for a variety 
“of pertinent illustrations from all sources, familiar as well as recondite,” that have given 
“life and a popular interest” to his philosophy.  Thayer also quoted Judge Story, Lieber’s 285

close friend, who commented on the publication of Political Ethics as follows: “it contains 
by far the fullest and most correct development of the true theory of what constitutes the 
state <…> it constitutes one of the best theoretical treatises on the true nature and objects 
of government which has been produced in modern times, containing much for 
instruction, and much for deep meditation.”   286

 Thayer especially emphasized Lieber’s influence on the public mind and described 
him as a defender of truth and liberty. He also highlighted Lieber’s eminence as a scholar 
in history, political economy, ethics, principles of government, geography, and belles-
lettres who remained “unsparing in his exposure and denunciation of falsehood and 
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tyranny.” Overall, throughout accounts published during Lieber’s life and immediately 
after his death, his works were praised as well-illustrated, thoughtful, and useful for the 
promotion of political learning among American people. For instance, it was stated that 
Lieber “handled the most difficult subjects in the most masterly manner, reasoning always 
with a bold and independent spirit, animated with a constant love of truth and liberty.” It 
is important to note that Thayer passingly mentions Lieber’s professorship in Columbia 
and pays no attention to the title “political science.” Furthermore, according to Thayer, 
after resigning from South Carolina, Lieber “was elected to a similar professorship in 
Columbia.” This negligence to the formal title is even more pronounced in the following 
passage: “America owes a large debt to Lieber. Probably no man has instructed so many of 
our countrymen in the truth of history, the canons of ethics, and the principles of political 
science.”  Apparently, Lieber’s “professionalism” in the field of political science was not 287

an extraordinary thing for his contemporaries. 
 In later historiographical accounts, Lieber’s “systematic approach” and the 
“scientific spirit” of his studies were unanimously attributed to his German intellectual 
background. As demonstrated in the following chapters, for American political scholars at 
the turn of the nineteenth century, all things German became scientific per se, and Lieber 
made no exception. However, in obituaries and reminiscences written immediately after 
Lieber’s death, the German aspect of his work was treated differently. Johann Caspar 
Bluntschli, a prominent Swiss-German Scholar and a student of state, dedicated an article 
to the revision of his fellow’s contribution to the European tradition of political theory. 
According to Bluntschli, Lieber belonged to a generation of German scholars who 
maturated in a time when “two opposing schools of law and political science stood over 
against one another.” These were an older philosophical school, whose members advocated 
intellectual speculation and political idealism, and a younger historical school which aimed 
to stay on the firm and safe ground of historical facts and relations. The significant 
progress in settlement of this conflict was finally reached in the 1840s, and “Lieber belongs 
to the first representatives of this peaceful alliance.” For Bluntschli, although a shift from 
separation to the merger was a generational one, “it is characteristic of Lieber, that, in 
himself, he early triumphed over these opposing tendencies.”  288

 So, Lieber’s first German characteristic was his reconciliatory approach toward 
historical and philosophical schools. The second was Lieber’s inclination toward 
reconciling facts and opinions, which Bluntschli found to be exceptionally German. Lieber, 
he wrote, “does not always distinguish sharply between law and morals” for he brought to 
America from over the ocean “this German fondness for moralizing.” While showing the 
connection between civil and moral order, Lieber followed “the natural inclination of the 
German” to consider the world from the ethical point of view and stressed the inestimable 
role of the moral element in civil life. Apart from the inherited German moralism, Lieber’s 
works, according to Bluntschli, stood in line with English and American political ideas and 
thus were of particular interest to German readers. Describing Lieber’s overall 
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contribution, Bluntschli stated that his work was valuable to science because he had filled 
the gaps in political knowledge and was valuable to morals because “he has encouraged 
every noble aspiration and every political virtue while manfully combating baseness.”  289

 The intonation changed in Lieber’s biographical accounts. Lewis R. Harley wrote 
the first biographical piece, supplemented by the study of Lieber’s political philosophy. 
Following predecessors, Harley also named  Civil Liberty  as the most considerable 
contribution to political knowledge and highlighted that Lieber had endeavored to unite 
“the philosophical and the historical spirit.” However, Harley claimed that Lieber was 
more successful in his attempts than any other writer since Aristotle. When Lieber 
emigrated to America, no systematic political philosophy existed there apart from the 
founding fathers’ peculations, and since Lieber had longed for national unity in Germany, 
he “naturally became a follower of the ideas of Hamilton and Marschall, and while the 
whole country was agitated over the debates of Calhoun, Hayne, and Webster, on the 
nature of the Union, Lieber was preparing his Political Ethics, the nearest approach to a 
political science then known in America.”  Harley’s claim that Lieber united philosophy 290

and history was borrowed from Herbert Baxter Adams, and the idea of Lieber’s 
“Americanization” came from William Archibald Dunning, a German-oriented political 
scholars who shaped political science at the time. 
 In  The Study of History in American Colleges and Universities  written for the 
American Bureau of Education in 1887, Herbert Adams claimed that Lieber’s works 
represented “the first real transmission of German political philosophy to the New World 
<…> This was the first original production of political science in America.”  Adams also 291

specified that this accomplishment was made possible due to the contact of a cultivated 
mind, brought up in German philosophic tradition, with the historical realities of Anglo-
American liberty. Besides linking German intellectual tradition with American conditions, 
Lieber was also the first to marry history and politics. In his programmatic essay Is History 
Past Politics? Adams wrote that Lieber had inherited Niebuhr’s ideas of political history 
and transmitted them to America: “That ripened fruit of Niebuhr’s teaching may be seen in 
Lieber’s writings <…> Lieber’s ideas of liberty were widely removed from the fantastic, 
philosophical dreams of the eighteenth century, and are based upon an historical study of 
English self-government.” For Adams, Lieber represented the beginnings of a historico-
political school in American institutions of higher learning, for he always maintained that 
“history and politics belong together.”  292

 Herbert Baxter Adams belonged to the generation of scholars who came to 
academia in the mid-1870s. For his part, William Archibald Dunning was representative of 
the next generation of the mid-1880s and had another opinion regarding Lieber’s heritage. 
In the opening paragraph of his essay American Political Philosophy (published just a few 
months earlier than Harley’s biographical study), Dunning argued that “there is no 
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American political philosophy.” He somewhat mitigated this bold claim, further writing 
that political philosophy did not exist in the sense of a comprehensive and explicitly 
formulated system of principles “touching the nature, functions and end of the state” that 
could have been distinguished from all others by revealing in its elements “the dominating 
influence of American characteristics and institutions.” Dunning admitted that the 
American thinkers had sporadically formulated more or less complete theories of the state, 
but it was Lieber’s Political Ethics that came nearest “to systematic political science than 
America had known before.”  293

 In Dunning’s interpretation, the teaching that Lieber developed in his works 
became popular, not because of its intellectual significance, but because of its monopoly in 
the field. Lieber was almost instinctively inclined to present his political science project 
from the point of view that strongly appealed to the American thought of the time — the 
point of contact between ethics and politics. His work was “in fact rather more ethical than 
political.” Dunning claimed that the philosophical reasoning in Lieber’s political teaching 
was indistinguishable from the system of  Naturrechtslehre popular among Central-
European liberals at the time. On the one hand, although close to French and English 
revolutionary doctrines, Lieber’s individualism was based on the idea that a highly 
civilized, non-primitive man had embodied ultimate natural rights. So, Lieber’s 
philosophical background, Dunning argued, was secondary. On the other hand, Lieber’s 
historical learning “saved him from the most extreme and often absurd conclusions of the 
school with which he was identified.” Lieber’s historical “erudition” was merely 
ornamental, it did not provide a solid ground for his teaching, and repeatedly “brought 
confusion into the presentation of his ideas.”  294

 One of Dunning’s most gifted students was Charles Merriam, who, apart from his 
contribution to political science, authored the first monographs on disciplinary history. 
Merriam consistently credited Germans for all of the systematic developments in 
nineteenth-century American science, arguing that German influence was especially 
noticeable “in the adoption of thorough methods of inquiry, and subsequently in the 
growth of the social spirit and point of view.”  According to Merriam’s understanding, 295

Lieber as a German émigré inevitably absorbed German scholarship in his boyhood and 
brought it to the US. Merriam repeatedly called Francis Lieber “the founder of the 
systematic study of government”  who introduced “a form of historical and comparative 296

method of inquiry into the field of political study.”  However, unlike Dunning or Adams, 297

Merriam neither specified his thesis nor commented on Lieber’s work more precisely — his 
reasoning was more repetitive than explanatory. 
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 Merriam titled Francis Lieber “the founder” in almost every written piece on 
disciplinary history. Although Merriam described Lieber’s  Civil Liberty and Self-
Government and Manual of Political Ethics as “the first systematic treatises on political 
science that appeared in the United States,”  he never discussed or merely quoted these 298

works. One can even assume that Merriam preferred not to inquire into Lieber’s 
biography. In his American Political Ideals, published in 1920, Merriam wrote that Lieber 
was a “German refugee who came to America following the Revolution on 1848.”  This 299

obvious mistake was corrected in the 1925 edition of New Aspects of Politics, where Lieber 
appeared as a “German refugee who came to America in 1827.”  Presumably, what we 300

find in Merriam’s considerations is a type of disciplinary common sense inherited from his 
immediate mentor and doctoral supervisor, William Archibald Dunning, who occupied the 
Francis Lieber professorship of History and Political Philosophy at Columbia. Dunning 
himself belonged to the first cohort of master’s program graduates from Columbia School 
of Political Science. He was also an attendant of Treitschke’s lectures in Berlin and a vivid 
spokesman of the last German-oriented generation in the American academy. Merriam’s 
views on Lieber and his role in political science development were predominantly inspired 
by his Columbia milieu and not by an independent inquiry into political science’s origin. In 
this case, we most probably encounter a vestige of oral history that had been circulating in 
the Columbian professional community at the beginning of the twentieth century. 
 All of the authors mentioned above belonged to the disciplinary community and 
wrote their pieces to contribute in contemporaneous professional discussions and were not 
seeking out historical or other critical revisionism. The first scholar to set such a goal was a 
British historian Bernard Crick, who published in 1959 his doctoral thesis The American 
Science of Politics  as a “critical history of an idea in a particular country.” Crick 
endeavored to trace the genesis of an idea that politics can be studied and practiced by the 
method of the natural sciences. Despite his critical impulse, Crick followed Dunning and 
Merriam: he also entitled Francis Lieber as “the founder” and echoed earlier studies in his 
assessment of Lieber’s contested achievements. According to Crick’s narrative, Francis 
Lieber offered the grounds for liberating history and politics from “being a mere equipage 
to language, literature, philosophy, theology or law.” Lieber asserted the status of political 
science as a rational enterprise, that is, the application of historical principles to moral 
problems. Lieber attempted to synthesize political knowledge of his time and offered 
grounds for propositions that were beginning to “oscillate only between habit and 
incantation.” Crick also argued that Civil Liberty was so high-minded that it could satisfy 
both Northern and Southern reviewers as a “sound” reply to their unrest. It meant that 
Lieber was an enthusiastic outsider who attempted to formalize the American political 
experience in a German manner. Although his attempts were not revivifying, but instead 
reconciliatory, they were sufficient to establish “political studies at Columbia as an 
autonomous discipline.”  301
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 The American Science of Politics reaffirmed several statements of earlier writings. 
Firstly, it confirmed that Lieber’s systematization of American thought was possible due to 
his German background. Secondly, it established that that Lieber emancipated political 
knowledge from moralism. Thirdly, it affirmed that Lieber established political science as 
intellectually (on a new rational ground) and institutionally (at Columbia) autonomous 
discipline. At this point, Lieber’s embodiment in disciplinary history was complete 
because, through Crick’s work, principal claims from professional discussions of the 1880–
1920s made their way to a markedly historical narrative. They were further summarized in 
an article  entitled Francis Lieber and the Interpretation of American Political 
Science written by disciplinary historian James Farr. The article opens with a claim that 
nineteenth-century political science underwent a metamorphosis “from a popular, pre-
professional discourse in the service of republican principles to an institutionalized, 
academic discipline attentive to the expansion of the administrative state.” The principal 
agent of this transformation, according to Farr, was Francis Lieber, who proved to be 
“America’s first systematic theorist of the state.” Lieber became the first officially named 
political scientist in America and did the intellectual groundwork for Columbia’s School of 
Political Science, which was formally established by “Lieber’s successor, John W. 
Burgess.”  Two statements appeared again: Lieber’s intellectual and institutional 302

primacy. 
 The vast majority of historical studies published in the closing decade of the 
twentieth century reproduced the earlier inferences. Robert Adcock wrote the most recent 
extensive study dedicated to Lieber’s role in the disciplinary history as a part of 
his  Liberalism and the Emergence of American Political Science, published in 2014. 
According to the historiographical conventions, Adcock began his narrative with Lieber’s 
appointment to Columbia College, where he occupied the earliest academic position with 
the title “political science” in America. Explaining why Lieber requested to change his title 
from “History and Political Economy” to “History and Political Science,” Adcock referred 
to the structure of political knowledge at the time that did not discriminate between 
exclusive domains such as “history” or “political science” but presented them as 
subordinate in the hierarchical order. Therefore, this minor change did not symbolize a 
move between fields but rather signified that Lieber considered political economy to be a 
section of political science. 
 However, Lieber’s perception of the breadth of political science was not a significant 
trait but rather typical for the nineteenth-century political knowledge. Adcock sketched a 
brief genealogy of the uses of politics and political science in continental academic 
traditions. The idea of creating an all-encompassing science on human relations bifurcated 
into two intellectual currents: “one turned to ‘society’ as a central concept <…> whereas 
the other gave this role to the ‘state’.” Adcock anchors the named developments in France 
and Germany and claims that the international role of Lieber consisted in “bridging of this 
bifurcation.” Lieber crafted a theory of state that conceived state as society, that was 

 James Farr, “Francis Lieber,” 1028; both intellectual and institutional connections between Lieber’s chair 302

and the Columbia College School of Political Science are discussed in the following chapters.
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simultaneously “the science/s of the state and equivalent to what we today usually call 
social science.” Through his correspondence with Tocqueville, Mittermaier, Laboulaye, and 
Bluntschli, Lieber kept his eye on European developments in French  sciences 
politiques  and the German  Staatswissenschaften. While creating his project, Lieber 
provided something more “than a passive reception of continental European models into 
America’s antebellum academy.” Otherwise, he created an originative system that drew 
from distinct currents of European developments and adapted them to the American 
college’s intellectual furnishing. Adcock described Lieber’s project as transitory and 
consolidating at the same time: it creatively reconciled transatlantic engagements and 
positioned them in a more favorable institutional environment, “not entirely mapping the 
earlier political science of any single European country.”  303

 Adcock presented a sophisticated interpretation that takes into account the 
transatlantic nature of Lieber’s political project and highlights his relation to the American 
college setting. Nevertheless, it did not call into question the principal components that 
constituted Lieber as the embodiment of the disciplinary origin. Adcock, as many earlier 
researchers, took for granted that the formal establishment of a chair in political science 
was equal to professionalization of the discipline, and that Lieber’s labors in Columbia 
provided favorable intellectual and institutional conditions for generations that followed 
him. No distinction was made between chronological sequence and causation at this point. 
It also did not recognize that intellectual innovations, theoretical advancements, and other 
achievements of mind are the only, or at least the essential components, of disciplinary 
formation. I believe that the above listed misapprehensions emerged as a consequence of 
disciplinary historians’ failure to discriminate between political science as an academic 
discipline and political science as corpora of knowledge. It can also be explained by a lack 
of distinction between high-minded advancements and the working machinery of 
university knowledge. It relates to the failure of historians to bring into operation the idea 
that knowledge about politics and academic political science are neither superimposed nor 
necessarily intersected. 
 Discipline is a specific intellectual formation in which intellectual, pedagogical, and 
professional mechanisms work together to produce and distribute knowledge. Therefore, 
the principal difference between intellectual history and history of disciplines is that the 
latter considers particular knowledge and its institutional setting as a generating whole. It 
does not question the value or status of knowledge, but instead aspires to examine how and 
why particular knowledge was produced. As an intellectual formation, discipline presumes 
the functioning of knowledge in the logic of university. It is a knowledge exponentiated, a 
“knowledge” raised to the power of the “university.” For the existence of a discipline, it 
does not matter if knowledge is sophisticated, coherent, or even relevant; what matters is 
its potential ability to be raised to the power of “university.” To detect the exact moment of 
disciplinary emergence, the historian should look for the coincidence of intellectual and 
institutional structures, and when they start to endorse and reinforce each other. 

 Adcock, Liberalism and the Emergence of American Political Science, 96.303
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 Francis Lieber was a prolific thinker and a remarkable contributor to various fields 
of knowledge — the scope of his writings is striking.  However, was he the founder of 304

political science as a university study that was different from traditional moral philosophy? 
Furthermore, is it reasonable to ascribe him with intellectual and institutional primacy in 
disciplinary formation? Firstly, Lieber attempted to historicize the fundamental dogmas of 
college moralism in his writings on the theory of state and government. By using history as 
a source of evidence, illustrations, and hypotheses for his theoretical musings, by 
abstaining from speculative discussions on “origins” and “nature,” he challenged the very 
method of moral philosophy. In this aspect, his pioneering ideas provided an intellectual 
ground for the future modifications of historico-politics. Secondly, Lieber did not succeed 
in bringing his findings to the classroom. Due to his ambitions of securing career 
opportunities in a college structure, he was compelled to separate intellectual views from 
routine teaching practice, and his theoretical aspirations from daily lectures. Although 
Lieber stood out from other professors in moral philosophy, this fact did not significantly 
alter the learning experience of his students who recited, drilled, and passed standard 
examinations. In this respect, Lieber’s work left the principal bound between moral 
philosophy and an old-time college intact. Thirdly, the chair in political science at 
Columbia College mirrored Lieber’s individual inclinations and preferences, but did not 
indicate that the administration was ready for for curricular change. If there was a 
harbinger of disciplinary emergence, it was not Francis Lieber, but Lieber’s patron, a 
Columbia trustee Samuel Ruggles who, after 1872, did not surrender in his attempts to 
establish a university with political science as an actual curricular offering. 

 On Lieber’s participation in the American Social Science Association see Simon F. Kropp, “Frank B. 304

Sanborn and the American Social Science Association, 1865–1909,” (PhD diss., The University of Arizona, 
1962). On Lieber’s influence on international, military, and constitutional law see Michael H. Hoeflich, 
“Transatlantic Friendships and the German Influence on American Law in the First Half of the Nineteenth 
Century,” The American Journal of Comparative Law 35, no. 3 (July 1987); Schmidt, The Political 
Discourse; John R. Vile, “Francis Lieber and the Process of Constitutional Amendment,” The Review of 
Politics 60, no. 3 (July 1998); and Chapter 3 in David W. Clinton, Tocqueville, Lieber, and Bagehot: 
Liberalism Confronts the World (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003). On Lieber’s role in the penitentiary 
research conducted by Gustave de Beaumont and Alexis de Tocqueville see Sara M. Benson, “A Political 
Science of Punishment: Francis Lieber and the Discipline of American Prisons,” New Political Science 37, no. 
3 (July 2015); and Matthew Mancini, Alexis de Tocqueville and American Intellectuals: from His Times to 
Ours (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield,  2006). On the Lieber Code of War see James F. Childress, “Francis 
Lieber’s Interpretation of the Laws of War: General Orders No. 100 in the Context of His Life and Thought,” 
American Journal of Jurisprudence 21, no. 1 (June 1976); L. Lynn Hogue, “Lieber’s Military Code and its 
Legacy,” in Francis Lieber and the Culture of the Mind, ed. Charles R. Mack and Henry H. Lesesne, 
(Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 2005). On Lieber’s theory of language see Catalano, Francis 
Lieber; Davis, “Observations;” Nelson P. Miller, “Why Prolixity does not Produce Clarity: Francis Lieber on 
Plain Language,” The Scribes Journal of Legal Writing (January 1, 2007); Achim Kopp, Francis Lieber’s 
«Brief and Practical German Grammar», (Bern, Switzerland: Peter Lang D, 2008). On Lieber’s attitudes to 
slavery and abolition see Hartmut Keil, “That Species of Property: Francis Lieber’s Encounters with Slavery 
and Race,” in Paths Crossing: Essays in German-American Studies, ed. Cora Lee Kluge (Bern, Switzerland: 
Peter Lang UK, 2010); Hartmut Keil, “Francis Lieber’s Attitudes on Race, Slavery, and Abolition,” Journal of 
American Ethnic History 28, no. 1 (January 2008). Lieber even put his hand to the passing of the 
International Copyright Act of 1891; see Frank Freidel, “The Lieber’s Contribution to the International 
Copyright Movement,” Huntington Library Quarterly 8, no. 2 (February 1945).

 107



 108



Chapter 3. The German-American transfer of academic practices 

 In the second half of the eighteenth century, moral philosophy incorporated 
principal elements of political, economic, historical, social, and philosophical knowledge 
comprised in the renaissance curriculum. During the nineteenth century’s opening 
decades, academic moralists and college presidents cultivated moral philosophy even 
further and soon it turned into a coherent, comprehensive, and integral scholastic system 
that served as an indoctrinating tool that was essential for the pedagogical aims of an old-
time college. By the Antebellum period, the nexus between moral philosophy and collegiate 
ideology had been embodied in the structure of professorships and departments, in the 
order of courses and lists of standard readings, in the routine campus life and the 
intellectual aspirations of college authorities. The previous chapter opened with the 
question, “where could have changes come from?” The analysis of the intellectual and 
institutional trajectories of Francis Lieber’s lifework demonstrated that neither a 
distinguished mind nor an outstanding talent could challenge this fundamental nexus, for 
this very nexus restrained and suppressed teaching innovations, accommodated them, and 
turned them into integral parts of moral philosophy. 
 The following statement might sound anachronistic but, concerning structural 
relations, there were only two strategies available for scholars who sought to establish a 
separate study of politics in the mid-nineteenth century. If they opted for staying in 
college, they could endeavor to dissociate the body of political topics from moral 
philosophy while adhering to the college’s basic pedagogical presuppositions and doctrinal 
statements. De facto, it meant to withdraw politics from the mandate of moral government 
and supreme law, to recognize politics as fundamentally “immoral” and, consequently, 
inappropriate for college study. Evidently, the logic of the first strategy would have 
resulted in an unwanted conflict. Alternatively, if a college career was not their preference, 
named scholars could venture to dissociate politics not only from moral philosophy but 
from an old-time college, thus eradicating a principal connection that cemented the entire 
collegiate structure. Students of politics chose the second way.  
 Echoing Richard Hofstadter, some historians of American education have identified 
the college’s condition in the opening decades of the nineteenth century as “the Great 
Retrogression.” According to this narrative, through “the epidemic of revivals, the rise of 
fundamentalism, and the all but unchecked ragings of the denominational spirit,” 
Protestant churches expanded their influence over the spiritual and intellectual life, put 
new colleges under tight supervision, and infused older ones with new piety.  Other 305

historians that were more skeptical towards the omnipotence of repressive clerical 
apparatus, nonetheless pointed to a narrow, yet “broadly Christian” pedagogical 
sectarianism, and general retardation of the American educational system against the 

 Hofstadter and Metzger, The Development of Academic Freedom, 215.305
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background of its rapid advances made during the Enlightenment period.  Although the 306

critical analysis of “the Great Retrogression” thesis way exceeds the scope of the following 
chapter, I proceed from the fact that despite various nuances, during the half-century 
before the Civil War, an American college was not a safe haven for intellectual audacity, 
courage, or even modest enthusiasm. However, this description cannot uncover the elusive 
ideological mechanisms that permeated political knowledge from advancing in specific 
directions, toward greater historical sensitivity, moral relativism, or inductive reasoning. 
 The college’s uncompromising ideology did not deliberately aim to constrain the 
proliferation of novel subfields or knowledge areas. Despite the rigidity of a traditional 
curriculum (and this rigidity should be attributed to the colleges’ sluggish administration 
rather than its vicious anti-intellectualism) so-called new subjects made inroads into 
routine education. Botany and zoology, chemistry, geology, and mineralogy, along with 
modern languages and literature, established themselves as regular curricular offerings by 
the mid-nineteenth century.  In contrast, the revision of moral philosophy was almost 307

infeasible, much less its redefinition. As was demonstrated in the previous chapter, even 
the slightest aberrations from the standard course arouse suspicion. For instance, Francis 
Lieber excluded his speculations about the historical foundations of institutional self-
government from the lecture course. The college’s ideology distinguished between areas of 
knowledge and was not equally “constraining” to all. Apparently, it was more observant of 
innovations that could potentially compromise its moral authority and institutional 
resilience.  
 At this point, the “retrogression” thesis can be adjusted for the case of political 
knowledge. Although various intellectual domains encountered rigidity and indifference of 
college administrators, “insubordinate” subfields of moral philosophy confronted both 
intellectual and institutional obstructionism because innovations in these fields challenged 
the very collegiate authority grounded in theories of moral government, mental faculties, 
and deductive pious psychologism. Far from being more antagonistic than their colleagues 
in the natural sciences, students of politics and history were impelled to oppose the entire 
collegiate structure if they advocated for intellectual innovations. No surprise, the 
centrifugal reformist movement that destroyed both an old-time college and its moral 
philosophy was led forward by political scientists, historians, statistics, and psychologists. 
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Reforms of infrastructure should have come into being first, and new scholarship in the 
subfield of moral philosophy second. 
 A durable period of turbulence that followed the Civil War, also known as the 
academic revolution, had probably been more thoroughly scrutinized than any other 
episode in American education history. One of the leitmotifs in a vast body of literature 
dedicated to the emergence of a modern American university is that reformist projects 
proliferating in the 1860s were either of an immediate German origin or were vaguely 
inspired by the German university experience. Many studies on the history of American 
education mention the crucial role of a German educational model in the emergence of an 
American university, however authors sparsely focus on the episode in much detail. In 
different studies, authors associate “German influence” with the introduction of graduate 
education; the PhD degree; a focus on research or scientific research methods; the 
implementation of seminars as a teaching method; the transformation of academic 
freedom; the introduction of electives; the spread of scholarly societies and associations; 
and the specialization or even disciplinarization of studies. Allegedly, university reforms 
that were attributed to Humboldt served as an exemplar of novel establishments in the US. 
In a more superficial and sketchy manner than their colleagues, historians of political 
science also examined their subject’s German roots. It was maintained that German 
influence made its way to American political science either through the fundamental 
concept of the state, or through the individual efforts of Franz Lieber, a German émigré. 
One can only wonder why the relationship between two historiographical Germanies — 
one researched by historians of American education and the other by historians of 
American political science — was never closely considered. The following chapter 
addresses this relationship. It concedes that Lieber’s academic scholarship was 
successfully institutionalized in conformity with an old-time college, that any theory of the 
state that was different from the doctrine of moral government faced difficulties in 
collegiate system, and that German-oriented reformers of American education were at the 
same time pioneering political scholars. 
 In the following chapter, I aim to contextualize the disciplinary formation of 
political science by investigating the university reform movement, exploring the 
interrelation between two historiographical Germanies, and establishing a link between 
the academic revolution and the emergence of political science as a modern university 
discipline. In other words, this research proceeds with the exploration of the German-
American transfers, both the “intellectual” transfer in political science and the German-
American “institutional” transfer in academic education.  Following the previously 308

articulated logic, according to which disciplines are both intellectual and institutional 
creations, the nexus between moral philosophy and an old-time college from the previous 
chapter transforms into a nexus between political science and a modern university in the 
current chapter. The proposed transfer of study has a tripartite structure. First, the chapter 
proceeds with the study of American student migration to determine motivations, views, 
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and attitudes of migrant students toward both educational systems. That is, it will 
reconstruct demands and expectations that were the very basis of such transfers. Second, it 
inquires into the transfer’s body, or in other words, concepts and practices that migrant 
students discovered in Germany and attempted to bring back across the Atlantic. Third, it 
proceeds with examining how the migrants’ findings in Germany were installed into the 
domestic system.  

3.1 Educational reform and the American student migration 

 To understand how an imaginary German university became the American 
educational utopia, one should return to the very beginnings of the nineteenth century. 
Although the German-American academic exchange reached its highest intensity in the 
1870–80s, the lure of the German university occurred every time that the American 
intellectual public became discouraged with their educational facilities. In her recent 
study, Anja Werner, a researcher of German-American academic networks, defined five 
phases in US student migration and linked them to stages in the American education 
reforms.  The link was bilateral. Steadier streams of educational pilgrims to Germany 309

occurred due to the general dissatisfaction with the American academia, whilst at the same 
American student exposure to education abroad caused the public to open up towards new 
concepts that prompted further reform activities. 
 Undoubtedly, students from America had traveled abroad before the nineteenth 
century. During the colonial period, the local elite’s offsprings received education in 
Oxford, Cambridge, and Edinburgh. It was only natural to continue studies in a British 
university since teaching methods, the order of instruction, and general tone of education 
were similar in the metropole and its colony. For elites, an American college was 
preparatory to a British one. However, for the same reason, the number of matriculants to 
British universities significantly decreased after the Revolutionary War. Estrangement 
from Britain after the generation change in the independent republic led to an increasing 
distance from the British educational system. 
 Fascination with “all things British” was soon replaced by “all things French” not 
least because of an outstanding francophile Thomas Jefferson, a student of French 
literature, a member of the French Academy of Sciences, and an admirer of French 
democracy. The brief period of educational Francophilia ended already in the second 
decade of the nineteenth century, and it was Napoleon who sentenced it to vanish: 
“Waterloo was almost as conclusive of the ending of the French era, as the Massachusetts 
Concord was of the English.”  In the 1810–20s, Americans showed no particular interest 310

in foreign academic advantages. Occasionally, children from migrant families spent time in 
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Halle, but these crossings were not deliberately academic and occurred due to family 
connections.  Large German-speaking communities in America, like the ones flourishing 311

in Pennsylvania, exerted little cultural influence. American Germans did not follow the 
intellectual currents of their homeland and made little effort to become “mediators 
between the intellectual life of Germany and that of the US.”  The only type of academic 312

migration that existed during this period was relatively scant, elite-centered, and aimed at 
the reproduction of the social status more than educational advancement. The preferred 
reason to travel was the recreation of a romantic grand-tour experience which a young 
man could not fully enjoy in the US.  313

 In 1810, Friedrich Wilhelm University in Berlin was established, and the first cohort 
of students began their studies under the supervision of scholarly masterminds. The 
institutional model comprised in Berlin — the combination of teaching and research — 
would later be labeled the Humboldtian model or Humboldtsches Bildungsideal.  This 314

label is, in many ways, misleading. First, Wilhelm von Humboldt did not author, elaborate, 
or install the model named after him. Second, Friedrich Wilhelm University was not the 
first to introduce innovative academic practices. The modernization of higher education in 
German states gained momentum already in the 1780–90s when seminars were 
introduced in Universities of Halle and Göttingen. Third, as Sylvia Paletschek proved, the 
Humboldtian model by no means dominated the German academic field in the nineteenth 
century.  Nonetheless, The University of Berlin — or a “Prussian university” — was in a 315

way destined to embody the array of educational and research innovations in an American 
imagination, for its spontaneous canonization was already underway even before the first 
cohort graduated.  
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 The same year, when the university opened its doors in Berlin, in Château Coppet, 
Madame de Staël was finishing her work on the book  De l’Allemagne. Even though 
Madame did not write a single word about the University of Berlin, her book introduced 
Americans to the image of a utopian Bildungsideal. The first English translation of de 
Staël’s On Germany appeared three years later, and in 1814 newspapers reported that the 
reprint of the book was available to the American public.  Unexpectedly, the book written 316

amid the European political polemics became popular among readers detached from 
continental politics and provoked the first wave of academic tourism. Aaron Burke 
Hinsdale, an educational reformer from Michigan, admitted that “it would not be easy to 
measure the immediate influence of this book upon the American mind; suffice is to say, 
the disclosure that it made of the schools, and particularly the universities, of Germany, 
was the principal cause that sent George Ticknor to the to the University of Göttingen to 
study.”  Some clarification is needed to appreciate Hinsdale’s statement. George Ticknor 317

was a prominent Harvard academician and Hispanist, one of “the first quartette of 
students” who matriculated at Göttingen in 1815. Another three in the quartette were 
Edvard Everett, future prominent politician, reformer of higher education and diplomat, 
George Bancroft, one of the leading American historians of the nineteenth century, and 
Joseph Green Cogswell, librarian, bibliographer, and educator. By the time of their 
departure, the four men had brilliant career opportunities at home but chose Göttingen to 
gain access to outstanding secret German scholarship.  318

 Apart from a meticulous description of German mores and manners, the social 
etiquette and literary movements, language particularities, army structure, and the status 
of women, the book contained a chapter “Of the German Universities,” which began with a 
bold claim: “All the North of Germany is filled with the most learned universities in Europe 
<…> In Germany, a man who is not occupied with the universe has really nothing to do.”  319

The very first academic migrants reminisced how reading On Germany  impressed them. 
Everett kept a copy on the desk while planning his journey to Göttingen; George Bancroft 
took his copy as a travel guide.  Young people, whose academic ambitions could not be 320

satisfied by an American university, read that in Germany “the strangers, who came from 
all parts of the world, submitted themselves with pleasure to an equality” and that “the 
education of the German universities <…> begins where that of most nations in Europe 
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ends.”  What environment made American students so susceptible to the influence of 321

Romanic advertisement? 
 In 1817, Cogswell, in a letter from Göttingen, described the migration motives of his 
friend Everett. Scholarship, he wrote, could never be formed in America because “in the 
first place, there is no one who knows how it is to be done; secondly, there are no books, 
and then, by the habits of desultory study practices there, are wholly incompatible with 
it.”  Following the same reasoning, George Ticknor, while at Göttingen in 1816, noted 322

that at Harvard, there were twenty professors and fewer than 20,000 volumes, while the 
university he was staying in had a more impressive ratio: 200,000 volumes per forty 
professors. Ticknor believed that even a taste of a German intellectual life “would be 
enough to arouse the Cambridge professors to permanent discontent with their lot.”  323

After visiting Halle, Heidelberg, and Berlin, Americans concluded that “no government 
knows so well how to create universities and high schools as the Prussians.”  324

 “What fired the imagination of the men who began to advocate graduate 
education?” asked Richard Storr in the very opening of his pioneering study of the 
American academic revolution. By the 1820s, college studies had become entirely 
undergraduate: the older master’s degree tracks completely deteriorated, and the PhD had 
yet to be introduced. At that date, the prescribed courses of study did not provide sufficient 
knowledge, and the deficiencies of the program were further accentuated by the “humble 
and simple, old-school, tedious business of recitation”  as the dominant method of 325

instruction: “any American desiring this mark of learning or the systematic guidance with 
which it was associated was obliged to expatriate himself temporarily.”  The American 326

colleges were examined in their ability to provide advanced education by men acquainted 
with Continental accomplishments either through direct contact or through published 
materials. An insulted American patriotism could not bear this comparison in which 
America always conceded. The disapproval of America’s dependence upon European 
education resulted in some sort of academic nationalism according to which the US should 
have “schools, in short, for all the sciences, arts, languages and professions. So that no 
youth need ever cross the ocean to study and learn what ought to be taught much more 
safely and advantageously at home.”  327

 Members of “the first quartette” did not intend to reside in Germany. Their purpose 
was the opposite: after graduation, they planned to sail back and preach the gospel of 
German scholarship in American colleges. While still a student at Göttingen, Ticknor grew 
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 Richard J. Storr, The Beginnings of Graduate Education in America (Chicago: The University of Chicago 326

Press, 1953), 2.
 Philip Lindsley, Speech in Behalf of the University of Nashville, Delivered on the Day of the University 327
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anxious to transplant the fruit of German scholarship “of pursuing all literary studies 
philosophically — of making scholarship as little of drudgery & mechanism as possible”  328

into the American soil. However, the foreign experience made German graduates 
irrelevant for an old-time college. Joseph Cogswell’s educational ideas did not meet 
appreciation, and he was compelled to shelter in library work. After much disagreement 
with college colleagues, Edvard Everett resigned his professorship at Harvard in 1824 and 
left for a political career. Inclined to judge American college by Continental criteria, 
Everett found it narrow, poorly supported, and crudely organized: “content with a vulgar 
happiness, and an inglorious freedom, we leave it to despots, to build universities as the 
toys and playthings of their slaves.”  He returned to academia only in 1845 to become a 329

President of Harvard. Everett occupied the position for a short term of three unhappy 
years, and after establishing “a school of theoretical and practical science” known as the 
Lawrence Scientific School, he ceased academic activities for the rest of his life. American 
academia rejected George Ticknor’s advocacy for reforms,  and he retired after almost 330

fifteen years in service and the unsuccessful struggle for elective courses: 

I have been an active professor these fifteen years, and for thirteen years of the 
time I have been contending, against a constant opposition, to procure certain 
changes which should make the large means of the College more effectual for the 
education of the community. In my own department I have succeeded entirely, 
but I can get these changes carried no further. As long as I hoped to advance 
them, I continued attached to the College; when I gave up all hope, I determined 
to resign.  331

 During the 1820s, no serious effort was made to reform an old-time college and the 
imaginary Göttingen and Berlin served rather as a yardstick to measure an adequacy of 
American education as opposed to a blueprint for desired ameliorations.  Nonetheless, 332

the personal authority, reminiscences, diaries, and efforts of the first few German 

 George Ticknor to Thomas Jefferson, 23 April 1816, as reprinted in Thomas Jefferson, The Papers of 328
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133.
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 Ticknor, Life, Letters and Journals, 1:400.331

 There were also Germans, for whom university learning was not imaginary but rather practical. Charles 332

Beck, a German Turner and classicist from Tübingen, who was briefly mentioned in the previous chapter, 
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graduates to promote an appreciation of German scholarship shattered  American 333

intellectual isolation. It preconditioned later academic networks that “encouraged US 
students to follow the example of their mentors by traveling to Germany.”  The first two 334

“preparatory” migration waves that lasted roughly from the 1760s to the 1810s and from 
the 1810s to the 1830s correspondingly witnessed a few reform initiatives in the US. 
Ticknor’s unsuccessful reform attempts at Harvard were discussed above. Other attempts 
included Thomas Jefferson’s opening of the University of Virginia and Theodore Dwight 
Woolsey’s redesign of Yale.  Reform activity increased in the 1840s; it was mainly 335

manifested in the creation of scientific schools (Lawrence Scientific School at Harvard, est. 
1846; Sheffield Scientific School at Yale, est. 1847) and the spread of mechanical and 
agricultural education after the passing of the first Morrill Land-Grant Act in 1862. 
Nonetheless, sporadic and disjointed reforms failed to meet the expectations of their 
youthful clientele. 
 With few exceptions, a myriad of small colleges throughout the country were still 
aiming to produce a man of refined taste and Christian morals while neglecting public’s 
demand for professional and graduate education. Two simultaneous movements gathered 
strength on the eve of the Civil War: the voices of spokesmen for the reform of the college 
system were becoming louder, and at the same time, Germany established itself as a role 
model for American higher education. Some intramural intellectuals desperately called 
their colleagues’ attention to the growing contrariety between the college course, the 
aspiration for learning, and the modernizing society. Colleges were also accused of failing 
to accommodate themselves with the business character of the age. 
 In the 1830–40s, public disputants constantly referred to the German university 
experience. The Yale corporation, for instance, argued that an American college should not 
“make a ludicrous attempt”  to imitate it. A Convention of Literary and Scientific 336

Gentlemen discussed the necessity of raising admission requirements to the level of an 
American college with a German gymnasia, and at the same meeting William H. Keating, a 
chemistry professor, stated that  

Our colleges afford no facilities to those young men who, either from the 
affluence of their circumstances, or from their thirst after knowledge, are 
disposed to devote a few additional years to the acquisition of a thorough 
knowledge of any one department of science or literature. The number of these 

 The generation born in the 1860s was familiar with German education methods and the statement “that 333

Germany possessed the sole secret of scholarship was no more doubted by us young fellows in the eighteen-
eighties than it had been doubted by George Ticknor and Edward Everett when they sailed from Boston, 
bound for Göttingen, in 1814. When my classmate Starr Cutting and I sailed of the Pennland, New York to 
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something in their sense of the boundless intellectual horizons awaiting young Americans in Germany.” 
From Bliss Perry, And Gladly Teach: Reminiscences (Boston, New York: Houghton Mifflin, 1935), 88–89.
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young man is already great; it is daily increasing, and it is certainly desirable 
that they should find, at home, those facilities which they are now obliged to seek 
abroad.  337

 Echoing him, another speaker, Henry E. Dwight, overtly acknowledged that “the 
feeling is very general in the United States, that we need a University like those of 
Germany.”  Although educators were pondering the difference between American and 338

German institutions of learning, European university life continued to stand as an 
inspiration and norm, if not a model, for American reform. Meanwhile, patriotism showed 
itself in a recurrent demand for a Great American University. President of Brown 
University Francis Wayland and president of the University of Michigan Henry Tappan, 
“the older Titans of reform”  as a student of American graduate education Richard Storr 339

had deservedly called them, advocated for the urgent need of reform.  
 Francis Wayland presented his Report to the Corporation of Brown University, on 
Changes in the System of Collegiate Education in 1850, after the college board persuaded 
him to reconsider the earlier decision about his resignation from the presidency. 
Frustrated with his inability to pursue urgent reforms, Wayland once again spelled out his 
understanding of the inconsistencies of a college education. In the report, he indicated two 
dominant tendencies that were pressing for change: the emergence of new sciences and the 
broadening demand for higher education. 

The course of study was <…> limited to the branches of knowledge taught in the 
English colleges. But, with the present century, a new era dawned upon the world 
<…> In a word, all the means which science has provided to aid the progress of 
civilization, must be employed, if this youthful republic would place itself abreast 
of the empires of Europe. But it was at once apparent that this work could not be 
accomplished by the system of instruction which we inherited from out English 
ancestors.  340

 In this context, he argued that an American college became unacceptably 
superficial, and its course of study made no sense in an ambitious republic aspiring to gain 
social and economic independence. To reconcile campus life with reality, Wayland 
proposed introducing into the traditional curriculum “as many departments of learning as 
the public may demand,” and extending the time of a college study because “this work 
cannot be done in four years.” Wayland scolded the faltering attempts of other colleges to 
respond to a “general and imperative demand” of new era. Educators, he claimed, had 
been trying to introduce new branches of science into the fixed period of four years “by 
curtailing every other that may have been previously taught, thus increasing the number, 
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and teaching every one less perfectly.”  He also campaigned for the abolition of 341

prescribed courses leaving students to select studies of their choice and as many as they 
find reasonable. In addition, he advocated for the implementation of new programs in 
applied sciences, engineering, law, teaching, agriculture, and mechanics. Alas, none of his 
ideas found realization at Brown. Wayland’s sentiment, ironically, was summarized in a 
passage from George Ticknor, produced a quarter-century earlier: 

Consider only that as many years are given here to the great work of education 
as are given in Europe, and that it costs more money with us, to be very 
imperfectly educated, than it does to enjoy the great advantages of the best 
Universities on the continent. And yet who, in this country, by the means offered 
him, has been enabled to make himself a good Greek scholar? It is a shame to be 
obliged to ask such questions, and yet there is but one answer to them, and those 
who have visited and examine the great schools of Europe, have bitterly felt there 
what that answer is, and why it must be given.  342

 Just a year later, in 1851, Henry P. Tappan issued his uncompromising pro-
Germanic pamphlet  University Education.  Tappan’s consideration opened with an 343

overview of four educational forms: the primitive or practical, the artistic or aesthetic, the 
professional (in law, medicine, and theology), and the ideal or philosophical. The latter 
cultivates the capacities of the mind, and the system of education is shaped to lead forth, 
“unfolding these capacities.”  The only proper education is the cultivation of soul toward 344

the divine absolute. Although total and comprehensive, this process is internally structured 
and can be therefore formally organized: “school should rise on school to form a pyramid 
with its base in mundane affairs and its summit in the clear air of disinterested 
thought.”   345

 Tappan drew his conception upon the philosophy of mental faculties but criticized 
related pedagogy and supervision practices. Overall, he was concerned with the lack of 
dynamism, with the finitude of college learning as opposed to the endless cumulation of 
knowledge: “by the universities we mean <…> where study may we extended without a 
limit, where the mind might be cultivated according to its wants.” Tappan explicitly 
pointed to the German university an adequate embodiment of his grand ideal. He asked 
“can the German Universities be accepted in full, as models for our own Universities?” and 
the answer was “As literal Cyclopædias, supplying all the means of the higher education — 
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l’instruction supérieure — they undoubtedly can be thus accepted.”  In practical terms, 346

Tappan pleaded for new and better-equipped libraries, professorships in new departments 
of knowledge, and the acceptance of student’s maturity. He also suggested that the number 
of college courses be reduced thus making it functionally similar to a German gymnasium. 
In his view, professional education and advanced, research-oriented studies should have 
been left for universities. If colleges struggled to digest his proposals, Tappan continued, it 
was because American institutions were not genuine universities regardless of their name.  
 In his plan, Tappan demanded immediate action. American academics have delayed 
“this great work of founding universities for too long,”  so he took the offensive. The 347

university catalogs repeatedly stated that “the State of Michigan has copied from Prussia 
what is acknowledged to be the most perfect educational system in the world.”  Tappan 348

launched program tracks leading to Master of Arts and Master of Science degrees, 
introduced advanced scientific courses and electives, encouraged his graduates to take up 
employment in public schools around the state, and finally secured the University of 
Michigan the status of a powerful national player. Nevertheless, despite much success, 
Tappan’s ambitions and “his Germanic pretensions rubbed Michigan the wrong way.”  In 349

the early 1860s, he got involved in an exhausting conflict with the regents, and in 1863 he 
was dismissed from his presidency. 
 However, what was considered a radical step for an academic bureaucrat made little 
impression on matriculants for whom, by the end of the Civil War, stagnation of collegiate 
education became almost palpable. There were at least two reasons why students opted for 
migration: to receive graduate education — either professional or scholarly — and to evade 
omnipresent supervision. Germany had been already on the horizon of the American 
imagination by the 1870’s. This was owed to earlier generations of migrants and 
reminiscences of the first quartette, as well as to college reformers who explicitly addressed 
German universities as a paragon of modern education, and to the overall sentiment of 
discouragement with both French and British educational systems. Various actors involved 
in each particular case of academic migration had their reason for choosing Germany. 
Parents saw it as innovative and rigorous when compared with “stagnating Britain” and 
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“libertine France,”  while their offspring had more pragmatic reasons (even though they 350

might sound a bit cliché to a modern scholar).  
 First, French scholars’ fame faded in the eyes of the American public after the first 
quarter of the nineteenth century. Second, professionally oriented Americans found 
“German thoroughness” more impressive than the “French lucidity.” Third, in the highly 
centralized France, all academic potential was pulled to Paris. Paris was considered 
“unsafe for a young man” and an American parent deemed the French capital 
inappropriate “as a home for his son in the critical third decade of his son’s life.” This 
attitude was further aggravated by the impression that Americans had after the French 
Revolution of a lack of respect for Christian faith and moral canons. French people were 
regarded “of course falsely, as disciples and apostles of atheism.” Education was not a 
pleasure either as Paris University prescribed nine years of stay and annual examinations, 
which once passed provided students with a diploma that guaranteed him employment 
perspectives in France only. This order did not change until 1896.  351

 Americans knew Oxbridge professors as detached from campus life, overlooking 
pedagogical and research responsibilities and meeting students only for the sake of 
examination. Since American migrant students most commonly came from a middle-class 
background, they did not seek elitist leisure education but merely wanted to secure their 
professional perspectives and had no time for two excessive years of liberal-arts-styled 
promenades. Although English programs made provisions for advanced studies, scholarly 
achievements at Oxbridge were “rather individual than collegiate, or collective, rather 
personal that institutional.”  Sophisticated conversations did not meet the American 352

image of professionalism.  Furthermore, matriculants were diverted from England for 353

religious reasons: confessional tests were a part of the admission requirements in the most 
prestigious places where students were required to subscribe to the Thirty-Nine Articles of 
Religion of the Anglican Church. Americans were not ready to pass this test.  354

 Nevertheless, institutional causes and cultural stereotypes cannot fully grasp and 
sufficiently describe the inner motivation that pushed thousands of students away from 
home. At least four motives can be identified, and only one of them might be called 
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academic. The first reason to opt for education in Germany was its relative cheapness. 
Compared to the US, student life in Germany was considerably more affordable: “what 
first impressed me was the low const of living in Germany <…> the cheapest thing man can 
do here is to live!”  In the 1870–80s, one year of study in Leipzig, Halle, or Freiburg with 355

transportation expenses was two to three times less expensive than a year at a prestigious 
American college, while expenditures in Berlin and Vienna (“the only universities that can 
be called expensive”) were one and a half times less than in Harvard. As James Morgan 
Hart calculated in his guide for American matriculants, “whoever has at his command 
$500 per annum, in gold, will be able to live in comfort, to have good rooms and excellent 
fare, to add twenty or thirty volumes each semester to his library, and to travel for a 
fortnight each vacation.”  To compare, the average yearly expenditure at Yale was stated 356

to be at over $1000,  at Harvard it would cost $2000,  and for $500 per annum an 357 358

American student could only afford residence in some third-rate denominational college at 
Illinois.   359

 Secondly, for foreigners, matriculation to and graduation from a German university 
was a mere formality. While a German matriculant was required to provide a certificate of 
attendance from gymnasium or  Realschule  supplied with final examination results 
(Abiturientenexamen), his American counterpart merely had to prove “the adequate level” 
of his qualification without certificates, exams, or tests. An American philologist James 
Morgan Hart recalled the admission requirements as follows: “while Göttingen was a 
Hanoverian university, the only document required of a foreigner was his passport. It is 
the same to this day in Heidelberg and the South German universities. The Prussian 
universities are a trifle stricter; in the case of Americans, they generally expect a diploma of 
Bachelor of Arts or the like, but they can scarcely be said to exact it.” German universities 
readily accepted anyone who could prove they were adult enough, and even Prussian 
requirements could have been easily deceived “by first entering a non-Prussian university, 
say Leipsic, and after remaining there a semester or two, procuring an honorable dismissal 
(Abgangszeugniss) and then removing to Berlin or Bonn.”  360

 Graduation consisted of two parts: first, a candidate submitted his thesis to 
professors who reviewed it; second, should it prove satisfactory, a board proceeded with an 
oral examination. If the candidate’s thesis did not meet his board’s high standards, he 
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spent a few more semesters on lectures. The oral examination was held in a professor’s 
home, where members of the board alternately questioned a candidate about the courses 
he had attended and the books he had read. Several universities would excuse the PhD 
candidate from the oral examination (in absentia) if he submitted an elaborative 
dissertation containing a good deal of original matter. The ease with which Americans 
passed German examinations later became a subject of mere ridicule. In personal 
correspondence, economist Samuel Edwin Sparling wrote to his fellow Richard T. Ely 
about Halle, where “many Americans go to take their degrees. Especially from Cornell and 
Penns. It is greatly due to the ease in which one can be obtained there by an American. I 
know of students who are coming up [for their PhD] at the end of two semesters.”  No 361

later than in 1910, the Association of American Universities claimed that examinations 
held in American universities were considerably more stringent than those in German 
Universities.  362

 The third benefit of German education, which graduates gained upon return, was 
the easiness of career promotion in the American labor market. Freshly graduated German 
doctors had to pass through habilitation to become Privat-Dozent  and struggle to get a 
professorship in highly competitive academia. Meanwhile, their American fellow graduates 
might have obtained a professorship even before crossing the Atlantic. The new generation 
of college administrators, engaged in university education promotion, desperately needed 
well-trained professionals that were lacking among American graduates. Returnees were in 
high demand after the Civil War and, for that reason, could negotiate higher salaries or 
new offices, request for change in course requirements, or reorganize programs.  363

 The fourth reason to choose Germany was not related to future professionals’ 
pragmatic calculations. It was somewhat elusive and imaginary — the possibility to feel 
free and mature. This motive, commonly undervalued, repeatedly appears in 
reminiscences and reports of the time. In an old-time college, pedagogues regarded their 
students to be mere schoolboys in need of discipline and control. Therefore, campus life 
was clocked and monitored, and an elaborate codification of rules and regulations became 
the colleges’ hallmark. College disciplinarians designed a system for the production of 
religiosity and moral uprightness, which comprised everything from the prescribed 
curricula to the timing of extramural walks. 
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Hopkins University Press, 1938), 28–32.
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 In Germany, university life was limited to a library and a lecture-room; there were 
no chapel-services, “no marks, no tutorial supervision.”  Students’ life outside of campus 364

was entirely at their discretion so they could leave whenever they pleased, and their 
movements were unfettered. What impressed American students the most, was the fact 
that German professors had nothing to do with the university discipline “unless he 
happens to be a member of the university court, and this he cannot be unless he is a jurist, 
or the rector for a time being, he is not called upon to pass sentence upon a student’s 
conduct.” Consequently, German professors had sufficient time for scholarly work, for 
unlike their American colleagues they were not involved in deciding “whether Smith was 
really suffering from the measles or only shamming.” At the same time, a German student 
had one fundamental privilege that an American one did not: he could manifest his wishes 
by scraping his feet on the floor; “if he does not like a particular professor, he can hear 
another, if he does not like a particular university, he can go elsewhere, if he does not feel 
disposed to attend on a particular day, he can stay away.”  Richard T. Ely, future 365

president of the American Economic Association and one of the core-faculty professors at 
Johns Hopkins, briefly summarized his experience in Germany as follows: 

The development of science also depends very largely on an atmosphere of 
freedom of thought and expression, upon what the Germans call Lehrfreiheit and 
Lernfreiheit — freedom to think and freedom to express one’s thoughts to one’s 
fellows. When I first went to Germany, I seemed to breathe a new and 
exhilarating atmosphere of freedom. There was a free and large spirit to which I 
had not been accustomed. I felt that in the German universities there was room 
for growth and the development of individuality. I asked myself a question, “Was 
the atmosphere of Columbia College as I knew it favorable to freedom of thought 
and expression? Did it stimulate and encourage the research which results in 
significant thought?” Although I was happy to have had three years at Columbia 
as an undergraduate, the only honest answer I could give myself was “no.”  366

 For Germans, Lernfreiheit or the freedom of learning, among other things, denoted 
the emancipation of the student from Schulzwang, or compulsory drill by recitation. While 
inside the German academic trajectory,  Schulzwang  was an integral part of the 
gymnasium education; for Americans, this term signified everything they left behind at 
colleges. From the American students’ point of view, the German system perceived them as 
mature and reliable persons, free to rent a separate room, eat in a canteen, and even carry 
out their research. As G. Stanley Hall, a future president of Clark University put it, 
American students felt themselves in the freest spot on Earth.  Although not all motives 367

for migration were academic, German graduates gained particular experiences during the 
term of their study that framed the academic claims that they would later advance at home. 

 Hart, German Universities, 63.364

 Hart, German Universities, 273–274, 63.365

 Ely, Ground Under Our Feet, 124.366

 G. Stanley Hall, “Contemporary University Problems,” Science, New Series 40, no. 1038 (November 20, 367

1914), 734.
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A note on numbers 
 In her recent research, Anja Werner provided the most thorough and 
comprehensive calculation of US student numbers in Germany. She meticulously extracted 
student registers from the university archives of Halle and Leipzig, and for Göttingen and 
Heidelberg’s Universities, Werner revisited and completed the register information 
previously published by other researchers.  Nonetheless, exact numbers of the US 368

student body in German-speaking universities are hard to estimate. First, three categories 
of students are unevenly represented in registers: regularly registered, hearers, and 
visitors.  The last two categories comprise students who studied without having officially 369

enrolled, but it does not mean they did not graduate, since, for American students, it was 
possible to earn a PhD while also bypassing registration.  Secondly, students tended to 370

change their status when preparing а dissertation (usually from “regular” to “hearer”). 
Thirdly, students also changed universities either to get more experience or to enjoy 
spending a spring term in the Southern German countryside. Whatever the causes of the 
frequent transfers in the German system, it remains almost impossible to check individual 
trajectories before registers are entirely digitalized. 
 Werner manually counted 319 registered students at Halle (1769–1914), 974 at 
Göttingen (1782–1910), and 1,530 at Leipzig (1781–1914), the overwhelming majority of 
whom enrolled between circa 1866 and 1898. The only data available for Heidelberg 
recorded 320 students registered between 1830–1870. In the 1870s, the numbers of 
students registered at Leipzig fluctuated between 15 in the spring term and from 21 to 40 
in the fall terms (students favored Leipzig in the fall). The 1890s witnessed registration 
numbers from 10 in the spring term to 40 in the fall terms. In Halle, fluctuations were less 
pronounced, ranging from 1 to 11 per term in the 1890s. At the same time, Göttingen 
experienced around 20 fall enrolments and 5 spring enrolments. Concerning subject 
choices, Werner ascertained that American students preferred to register in the 
philosophical faculty: 206 students at Halle registered for philosophy compared to 13 
registered in medical school and 6 pursuing law. At Leipzig, circa 1100 US students opted 
for the philosophical faculty, around 165 each for theology and medicine, and 100 for 
law.  371

 Daniel Bussey Shumway, “The American Students of the University of Göttingen,” Americana Germanica 368

8, no. 5–6 (December 1910); John T. Krumpelmann, “The American Students of Heidelberg University 
1830–1870,” in Jahrbuch für Americastudien 14, ed. Ernst Fraenkel, Hans Galinsky, Eberhard Kessel, 
Ursula Brumm, and H.-J. Lang (Heidelberg: Carl Winter Universitätsverlag, 1969).

 Unrecognized hearers, mostly female, compose a significant part in total numbers of American students 369

abroad; on their history see Sandra L. Singer, Adventures Abroad: North American Women at German-
speaking Universities, 1868–1915 (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 2003). The numbers of the 
unmatriculated students and the general description of this institute can be found in Chapter XI of Johannes 
E. Conrad, The German Universities for the Last Fifty Years (Glasgow: David Bryce & Son, 1885), 182–185.

 Even the most illustrious American pilgrims, such as Julius Hawley Seelye (a future president of Amherst 370

college, studied at Halle in 1852–53) omitted the registration; Werner also mentioned an example of Caspar 
René Gregory, a prominent German biblical scholar of American origin, who travelled to Europe in 1873; his 
name was not mentioned in the Leipzig directories, although he successfully defended his PhD thesis in 1876.

 For a dedicated study of medical education, see Thomas Neville Bonner, American Doctors and German 371

Universities: A Chapter in International Intellectual Relations, 1870–1914 (Lincoln: University of Nebraska 
Press, 1987).
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 Werner also corrected Laurence Veysey’s assertion that the 1880s represented “the 
high point of American interest in the German university” which he evidenced through the 
analysis of publications of the time that “commonly voiced enthusiastic, uncritical 
approval.”  In Werner’s analysis, enrolments peaked in the 1870s and the 1890s. She 372

explained that the authors of reports that were analyzed by Veysey “might have talked 
about German universities” but apparently did not study there “with the same fervor as in 
the previous decade.”  Werner’s numbers accompanied with biographical studies reveal 373

that not German graduates did not only consist of a cohort of East Coast and Midwestern 
university reformers, but that there were also a great number of Southern and Western 
Administrators and Educators.  
 My inquiry into registration lists of the University of Berlin reaffirmed the general 
tendencies identified in Werner’s study. First, Americans began to appear in significant 
numbers only in the late 1860s. Second, American students’ ratio to the total number of 
students remained stable during the 1870–90s (from 55 Americans among 3051 registered 
students in 1873 to 153 Americans per 7792 students total in 1893) and began decreasing 
in the mid-1890s. Third, the number of students fluctuated, peaking to 140–160 in the 
spring term and dropping to 90–100 in the fall terms (fluctuations between Halle/Leipzig 
and Berlin appear to be complementary). Fourth, philosophical faculty in Berlin also 
(predictably) leads with a significant margin. Berlin’s registers specify the disciplinary 
choice to be among “philosophers” and that the lion’s share of them opted for “philosophy, 
philology, and history” (in the 1880s, around 60 students in humanities compared to 20 in 
mathematics and natural sciences). It is only in the mid-1890s that medics formed a 
majority.  374

 My superficial study of Berlin enrolments is obviously incomparable to Werner’s 
comprehensive analysis. Furthermore, I cannot provide an exact total number of 
matriculants or graduates that Friedrich-Wilhelm University produced in the nineteenth 
century. However, it is possible to obtain a rough estimation on a pro-rata basis. It is better 
to compare Berlin with Leipzig since the general trends of US student migration found 
similar expression there. In both institutions, Americans constituted nearly 1,5 percent of 
the student population in any given period from the 1870s to the 1900s. Furthermore, the 
student population in Berlin was around two and a half times bigger than in Leipzig (3000 
in Berlin in early 1873 compared to 1,500 in Leipzig; 7,000 in Berlin in the early 1890s 
compared to 3,000 in Leipzig; by the Great War, Berlin had around 14,000 students 
compared to 5,300 in Leipzig). Consequently, I believe it can be roughly estimated that 
around 3,000 to 3,500 Americans studied at Berlin from its opening to 1914. Therefore, it 
is sound to approximate that ten thousand Americans graduated from the major German 
universities in the nineteenth century. In comparison, thirty-seven leading colleges and 
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Universität zu Berlin (Berlin: Buchdruckerei yon Gustav Schade, 1831–1913).
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universities in the US averaged 759 graduates per year in the 1840s, 928 in the 1860s, and 
1437 in the 1880s.  375

3.2 Staatswissenschaften in the nineteenth century: organized research and 
charisma 

 Establishing preconditions, motives, and progression for student migration is 
essential for further examining the German-American academic transfer. Collective 
expectations that American matriculants shared upon their arrival on the continent framed 
their receptivity to certain features of a new academic environment. They sought to escape 
authoritative supervision, and they were particularly impressed by rampant personal 
freedom of German university students. They were disenchanted with college professors’ 
intellectual austerity and they were easily fascinated by charismatic German mentors. 
Furthermore, they were lured by the myth of German scholarship, that were many times 
reproduced by American educators, that they took German university life at face value and 
attributed the practices they encountered to this mythos creation. Furthermore, the 
institutional conditions that furnished Americans’ academic sojourn allowed them to 
observe the German educational system only partially. With rare exceptions, students 
spent two years between beer gardens and university halls, and their learning was 
indispensably superficial, aimed at perceiving general tendencies and categories, rather 
than at a thorough apprenticeship.  
 Consequently, German graduates closely associated notions of “thorough 
scholarship” and “graduate education” thus establishing a new institutional-intellectual 
link in place of an older one between scholastic dogmatism and pious pedagogy. 
Disciplinary differences among Americans in German universities were insignificant 
against their collective experience. Chemists, theologians, and political economists 
cultivated a similar image of professional, advanced scholarship as related to particular 
research practices (deductive empiricism); methods (historical and comparative); and 
categories (organism, mechanism, or causal relationship) which they anticipated to 
introduce in American intellectual circles upon return.  
 Nevertheless, in this last regard, one group of students stood apart, namely students 
of “moral sciences” whose sense of inappropriateness for an American college deepened 
with every day spent in Germany. While graduates in natural sciences could potentially 
(although with some adjustments) accommodate themselves into their native system upon 
return, revised “moral scientists” faced a need to transform American academia if they 
were to pursue superior scholarship in their preferred area. The following part inquires 
into an intellectual aspect of the American students’ educational adventure. It supposes to 
reconstruct how an arrangement of study conditioned the future reformist agenda that 
graduates championed upon returning home; what properties of German political and 
historical scholarship Americans singled out for themselves; and what challenges they 

 Burritt, Professional Distribution, 91, 85, 81, 96, 107, 113, 93, 143; as quoted in Bledstein, The Culture of 375

Professionalism, 241.
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encountered while trying to implement “Germanness” during the American academic 
revolution. 
 In their reminiscences, American pilgrims frankly admitted that, upon leaving for 
Germany, they had only the haziest idea of the academic advantages awaiting them. 
Richard T. Ely, a leading political economist mentioned above, won a fellowship in 
philosophy at Columbia College in 1876, and it was considered only a matter of course that 
he should continue his studies in Germany. Before departure, Ely had to establish who the 
leading German philosophers were and in which universities they taught. Remarkably, Ely 
could not find “on the Columbia faculty a single man who could tell <him> anything 
definite about German universities.” He was suggested to ask a Yale President, Noah 
Porter, who recommended Ely to contact a certain professor Hermann Ulrici from the 
University of Halle. In 1877, with this “meager information,” Ely sailed to Germany “in 
quest for the truth.” After spending two months in Hamburg and Kiel (he was learning 
German), Ely already had misgivings about Porter’s advice because during this period, he 
“had not found anyone who had even heard of Ulrici.”  376

 The student and professor finally met in Halle only to figure out that the professor 
had already retired. Although this mishap put Ely’s entire trip at risk, help came from 
fellow Americans already accustomed to German academia. Northwesterners from Halle 
introduced Ely to Johannes Ernst Conrad, a Professor of Economics, “chiefly interested in 
problems of agricultural policy and agrarian statistics.”  By pure chance, Ely abandoned 377

the idea “to be a great philosopher” and engaged in the economy and political science. 
Trusting enthusiastic reports about the work done in Heidelberg, Ely transferred from 
Halle after one semester to find his masters — political economist Karl Knies and political 
scholar Johann K. Bluntschli — and to learn “how nice these German professors are to the 
students <…> very different from American professors in this respect.”  378

 The story of Ely’s adventures is abundantly illustrative of various aspects of the 
students’ experience in Germany. Neither Ely nor his American mentors had a clear 
understanding of German academia, yet they shared an image of its superiority and sought 
advanced training without knowing the field that they would study, or under whose 
supervision. Consequently, students spent considerable time upon arrival getting their 
bearings: they became accustomed to local culture and language,  and with university 379

opportunities and tendencies with the help of student networks or through word of mouth 
from experienced comrades. Finally, fascinated with their new intellectual milieu’s 
manners, Americans quickly became involved in a different learning style, enjoyed 

 Ely, Ground under Our Feet, 36–39; see also Benjamin G. Rader, The Academic Mind and Reform: The 376

Influence of Richard T. Ely in American Life (Lexington: The University Press of Kentucky, 2014).
 Ely, Ground under Our Feet, 40. Conrad authored a brief statistical-historical study of the German 377

universities’ development which gained popularity among the American university reformers; see Conrad, 
The German Universities.

 Ely, Ground under Our Feet, 43.378

 John W. Burgess told an amusing anecdote about his struggle with German language just upon arrival: 379

“Just before pulling into the station, I put together a German sentence and addressed it to the conductor: 
“Welches ist das beste Hotel in Göttingen?” He shrugged his shoulders and replied, “Ich verstehe kein 
English.” This was a stunner.” John W. Burgess, Reminiscences of an American Scholar (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1934), 93–94.
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institutional assistance and the intellectual support of professors and fellows. They became 
committed to a new empirically obtained image of Germany. For these reasons, the 
knowledge that American graduates had in the sciences of state, history, and political 
economy was somewhat impressionistic. They captured intonation and style but hardly 
comprehended advanced discussions. I proceed with a concise description of the 
development of German moral sciences throughout the first half of the nineteenth century 
and focus on the content of classroom work in the 1870s and 1880s when the highest 
numbers of future American political scientists were enrolled. In a certain sense, to 
understand the body of intellectual transfer, it is necessary to look at German knowledge 
“tangentially,” imitating a young American’s view. 
 In their dual nature, the nineteenth-century German sciences of state, 
or Staatswissenschaften, considered the state an object and a subject of their study. In the 
seventeenth century, they originated as a curricular offering to train civil servants and state 
administrators, and in the course of centuries developed a corpus of knowledge about the 
state necessary for well-qualified bureaucrats. The sciences of state inherited their 
principal characteristics from an earlier curriculum, known as cameralism, 
or  Kameralismus, that emerged as a science of administration following the Peace of 
Westphalia in 1648.  The constellation of sciences comprised in the cameralism 380

curriculum were partly rooted in late medieval ethics, politics, and economy and were 
closely connected to the early modern state’s bureaucratic development. Early theorists of 
cameralism promoted an ethical doctrine founded on the analogy between the prince and 
the head of the household and mused about governing the country in the same way a lord 
manages his estate. Early cameralists grounded their notions of “social discipline” in 
university knowledge: Halle and Göttingen became “the seats of enlightened reform 
movements,”  which aimed to educate a competent class of rulers. 381

 As a new branch of scholarship, cameralism adopted contemporaneous traits of 
“science,” including comprehensiveness and commitment to systematic knowledge.  382

David Lindenfeld determined that by the mid-eighteenth century, the term cameral science 
acquired two senses: in a narrow sense, it meant the management of public finances 
(control of taxation, of princes’ lands and governmental privileges). Cameralism was 

 Wilhelm Roscher, a German political economist, insisted that Cameralism was a German native version of 380

a broader mercantilistic teaching (named so by Adam Smith in 1776); Roscher called the period from 1668 to 
the end of the eighteenth century the “politico-cameralist epoch.” See Wilhelm Roscher, Geschichte der 
National-Ökonomik in Deutschland (München: R. Oldenbourg Verlag, 1874), 219. This view was criticized by 
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claimed that cameralism was “an administrative technology <…> not an inquiry into the abstract principles 
of wealth, in the Smithian sense.” Albion W. Small, The Cameralists: The Pioneers of German Social Polity 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1909), 591.

 Lindenfeld, The Practical Imagination, 13. The following description of Staatswissenschaften relies 381

heavily upon the analytical work conducted by David Lindenfeld. About the sciences of state in Halle, see the 
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Halle im 18. Jahrhundert (Tübingen: Max Niemeyer Verlag, 2005).
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in Practice,” in Cameralism in Practice: State Administration and Economy in Early Modern Europe, ed. 
Marten Seppel and Keith Tribe (Woodbridge: The Boydell Press, 2017); and Chapter 4 in Andre Wakefield, 
The Disordered Police State: German Cameralism as Science and Practice (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 2009), 81–111.
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nothing more than “the science of filling the Kammer with as much money and cash value 
as the needs of the lord demand.”  In a broader sense, when the word was used in the 383

plural, it refereed to the sciences that were useful for training administrators 
(like Oeconomie, focused on the practice of resource allocation; Polizei that dealt with the 
governmental management;  Statistik, or empirical description of individual states; 
and Staatsrecht, a combination of natural law with positive state law). Cameral science, 
or Kameralwissenschaft, thereby was a “science of praxis.” 
 The second half of the eighteenth century saw the proliferation of cameral science, 
the establishment of a dozen university chairs, and almost sixty textbooks published for 
the use of students.  During this phase of intensive growth, cameralism started drifting 384

into two divergent directions. The first branch focused on describing the public and private 
economic sectors as connected to natural science; consequently, it abstained from public 
policy.  The second branch continued to see the state as a unifying point of reference and 385

progressively enlarged the scope of its expertise to include other departments of knowledge 
such as law, politics, and history.  It was the second branch that generated the sciences of 386

state in two university centers: Vienna, where Joseph von Sonnenfels elaborated a 
“deductive” system anchored in ethics and natural law, and Göttingen, where August 
Ludwig von Schlözer developed a more empirical-historical approach based on statistical 
analysis.  387

 The proliferation of Buidlung and a growing emphasis on self-cultivation, although 
contravening the practical orientation of the aggregate sciences of state, did not supplant 
nor significantly alter them. By the time Jena and Berlin started to set novel romantic 
trends in education, the field had already acquired both sufficient institutional stability 
and intellectual flexibility. It was able to accommodate new learning and pedagogy without 
losing departmental strongholds.  Staatswissenschaftler, like Schlözer, broadened the 

 [Maria Machiavel], Der volkommene Kameraliste: Entworfen von Maria Machiavel aus der 383
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Forschungsgeschichte,” in Die Institutionalisierung der Nationalökonomie an deutschen Universitäten, ed. 
Norbert Waszek (München, Scripta Mercaturae Verlag, 1988).
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naturalist Carl Linnaeus. Drawing upon the Linnaean approach to economics, they established a 
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see Chapter 5 in Lisbet Koerner, Linnaeus: Nature and Nation (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1999), 
95–113.
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through the constitutional law of the Holy Roman Empire; thus an alternative curriculum of the science of 
state — one that did not merge cameralism with legal studies but with portions of history and statistics — 
came out of Protestant Göttingen. Lindenfeld, The Practical Imagination, 38, 33–45.

 For a comprehensive study of Sonnenfels see Karl-Heinz Osterloh, Joseph von Sonnenfels und die 387

Österreichische Reformbewegung im Zeitalter des Aufgeklärten Absolutismus (Lübeck: Matthiesen Verlag, 
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scope of Buidlung  to cover public cultivation or political education proper. In a way, the 
sciences of state became associated with a need for sound reform as an alternative to 
revolution. In contrast to older cameralists, scientists of state formulated a broader 
mission for enlightened reformers. They aspired to mobilize society as a political force 
instead of merely classifying or describing it. 
 In 1810, Wilhelm von Humboldt asked Johann Gottfried Hoffmann, a Professor of 
Practical Philosophy and Kameralwissenschaften  from Königsberg, to provide him with 
recommendations for teaching the sciences of state at the new university. Hoffman’s 
proposal embodied the enlightened reformers’ idealism and paved the way for broader 
political education in order to awaken the nation via the cultivation of public opinion. Full 
of distrust to overly rigid systems, Hoffman divided the sciences of state into three 
divisions: the publicist (historical and statistical treatment of the state), the economic (the 
wealth of nations), and  Polizei.  Hoffman did not include positive state law into the 388

proposed curriculum because, according to Lindenfeld’s analysis, of the Prussian 
authorities’ juristic thinking against centralization which contrasted with the Southern 
rulers’ territory gain after the Napoleonic wars. Northerners drifted toward considering 
law as a part of the national history and thus emphasized the discrepancy between any 
particular state and nation. As a result, by the 1830s, in Northern Germany, “state law 
receded from the canon of the sciences of state.”  In their attitude toward public officials’ 389

education and a narrow understanding of cameralism, Prussians remained in legalistic and 
bureaucratic positions. 
 In terms of their ideological predilections, professors of the sciences of state held 
vaguely liberal views: they believed in the rule of law and shared a Kantian perspective 
on  Rechtsstaat, spoke favorably of the free press, limited representation, and public 
opinion. At the same time, they were preoccupied with harmonizing guarantees of 
individual autonomy with a strong government. As a historian of constitutional law, Karl 
Theodor Welcker put it, “The final goal of the state is: the greatest possible attainment of 
the virtue and humanity and thus of the happiness [Glückseligkeit] of all, in the form of 
objective law.”  To help the state achieve its perfect condition, professors returned to 390

creating more comprehensive classificatory systems than ever before. Unlike the case of 
American academic moralists, who equally consisted of all-encompassing listings and 
enumerations, German systems still served the purpose of “practical politics.” By ordering 
spheres of human and governmental activities — from agriculture and fishery to natural 
law and political economy — students of state aimed to establish continuity between theory 
and practice, that is, between different levels of an entire political organism. As David 
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 Carl von Rotteck and Karl Theodor Welcker, eds., Staats-lexikon oder Encyklopädie der 390

Staatswissenschaften (Altona: Hammerich, 1831–1843), 1:xxx. 
 131



Lindenfeld put it, “classificatory schemes matured from being mere catalogs toward being 
frameworks for arguments over specific policies.”  Rapid amplification 391

of Staatswissenschaften and practical imagination in the second quarter of the nineteenth 
century, represented in works of Friedrich Dahlmann, Friedrich Hermann, Johann von 
Thunen, was facilitated by a new, deliberative style of reasoning that went beyond earlier 
systematization. 
 In South Germany, a need for administrative consolidation persisted from the 
Napoleonic era and provided fertile ground for innovations in the sciences of state. In 
1824, Robert von Mohl, then a young jurist, joined a faculty of political 
economy  (Staatswirtschaft) at Tübingen.  The faculty lead a miserable life with low 392

enrollment, and its curricular guidelines encompassed old-style cameral sciences such as 
agriculture, technology, and economics supplemented with zoology, botany, and 
chemistry, rather than philosophy or law. Under the influence of Mohl, his enthusiastic 
mind, and personal engagement with the issues of public policy, the Tübingen faculty, and 
later faculties in other German-speaking universities, reoriented from vaguely 
conceptualized natural sciences to the study of history and law. Although Mohl’s approach 
was congruent with traditional classificatory schemata, his writings were free of dogmatic 
pedantry and provided extensive deliberations instead of causal explanations. 
Simultaneously, while reconstructing the history of the term, Mohl advanced the idea of 
the Rechtsstaat from a descriptive ethical category into a theoretical doctrine.  In terms 393

of bureaucratic training, Mohl insisted on a need to provide officials with a general legal 
and historical understanding instead of technical education. To secure his plan, Mohl 
oversaw the creation of new chairs: one in political history and statistics, the other 
in Polizei and finance, while the agriculture and forestry chairs were combined into one. 
Nonetheless, Mohl’s innovations faced opposition from officials who were not content with 
his approach to administrative training. Frustrated at the continued narrowness of vision, 
Mohl left Tübingen in 1845 and transferred to Heidelberg. 
 In Saxony, the sciences of state were represented by a Leipzig professor in political 
economy and politics, Karl Heinrich Ludwig Pölitz, a well-known systematizer and popular 
lecturer. He was best known for the general work on a history of the European state 
system. His work was superficial and sketchy, yet suitable to meet a need in the systematic 
comparative treatment of new constitutional states that arose since 1789.  Furthermore, 394

Pölitz was concerned with establishing the boundaries between various sciences of state 
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(Erlangen: F. Enke, 1855), 1:227–251. How Mohl crafted the term is discussed in Chapter 4 of Jens 
Meierhenrich, The Remnants of the Rechtsstaat: An Ethnography of Nazi Law (Oxford: Oxford University 
Press, 2018): 75–95.

 See Karl Heinrich Ludwig Pölitz, Die europäischen Verfassungen seit dem Jahre 1789 bis auf die neueste 394
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and ordering them into a coherent system. He also grouped sciences in ascending order of 
complexity. The “simplest” was based on the ideal notion of  Rechtstaat; next came 
normative sciences, which took into account the empirical forces; then the sciences which 
served the purpose of material welfare; and finally, those which added historical 
knowledge.  395

 By contrast, no single vision of the sciences of state prevailed in Northern Germany. 
After 1818, state regulations required bureaucrats to pass legal examinations and 
practicum at a court. Predictably, students opted for a less burdensome career track of a 
jurist because that of an administrator required additional study and financial sacrifice. As 
a result, enrolments in the sciences of state decreased significantly.  In 1846, a new set of 396

regulations in Prussia required formal juristic examination for administrators and 
eliminated the exam in the sciences of state. Simultaneously, students, who were rather 
interested in Bildung-styled scholarship, preferred the historical school of law to dull and 
excessively practical cameralism. The transition from the advocacy of educated public 
opinion to the education of legal experts as mediators within society was mirrored in the 
work of Hoffmann in Berlin: “the jurist appears as defender of the right of each class 
against unjust claims of the others <…> the jurist, like the cleric and the doctor, knows the 
needs and attitudes of the middle and lower classes, but stands more generally than they 
closer to the higher and highest classes.”  As a statistician, Hoffmann never wrote general 397

work on Prussia (although as the head of the statistical bureau, he long aspired to do so), 
and he finally abandoned theoretical examination of the sciences of state and reintroduced 
police science as the “principles of the laws.” 
 Students in Berlin, who were skeptical of an overly technical administrative 
curriculum and sought the systematic treatment of the sciences of state, found their 
mentor in Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel and his natural law and state lectures. In the 
opening years of the 1820s, Hegel’s understanding of the state led him to believe that 
general education is necessary for the functioning of civil society, where needs are satisfied 
through mutual interdependence. On a more general level, Hegel subordinated the 
sciences of state to his philosophical frame; it “took cognizance of the new political 
principles clustered around the idea of freedom and yet marked out the path through 
which they could lead back to a rejuvenated system of traditional authority.”  Other 398

members of philosophical faculty were inclined toward preserving a connection 
between  Staatswissenschaften  and history established by Schlözer. Nonetheless, Hegel 
soon turned away from lecturing on politics and focused on religion partly because of low 

 For the comparison of Pölitz’s system of sciences with the one developed by Karl von Rotteck, see 395
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enrolments compared with his other courses, and partly because of the growing suspicion 
of state authorities and colleagues.  By the 1830s, the growing popularity of Friedrich 399

von Raumer, a professor in Staatswissenschaften, outshined Hegel’s musings on state and 
law. Raumer was a sharp critic of reaction and a vocal defender of civil voting rights. 
However, his interests soon turned to history, and he remained the principal Lecturer in 
Berlin on European history before Leopold von Ranke’s arrival. Nonetheless, through his 
efforts, the tie between history and the sciences of state was re-established and 
strengthened. 
 During the 1820–1850s, state law was an “interdisciplinary” field in which jurists, 
philosophers, historians, and the students of state worked on reconciling actual legislative 
and administrative practices with the ideal notion of Rechtstaat. Theorists of the time still 
believed that the state practice should be based on the theory of the state’s purpose, as 
expressed in the norms of natural law. Yet, individuals like Mohl and Pölitz found the 
Kantian definition too restrictive and unable to accommodate German states’ various 
historical experiences. A new generation of theorists acknowledged a set of universal 
ethical norms but, unlike American college moralists, denied that the sciences of state 
should be deduced from them. Karl von Rotteck, a liberal professor from Freiburg, 
principal Editor of  Encyklopaedie der Staatswissenschaften  and an author of four-400

volume Lehrbuch der Staatswissenschaften und des Vernunftrechts, proposed to divide 
state law into the “state metaphysics” which treated the origin and the purposes of the 
state, and “state physics” which dealt with state’s material basis and needs.  401

 Friedrich Christoph Dahlmann, philologist of romantic origin, was the most 
representative of the Northern historical sciences of state. He turned to politics in his 
thirties, and also stressed the permanent tension between things that were ethically good 
and legally correct. Dahlmann transferred to Göttingen in 1828, and in 1835 published 
materials from his lectures under the title Die Politik, auf den Grund und das Mass der 
gegebenen Zustände zurückgeführt. Far from trying to conceal his normative orientation, 
Dahlmann placed issues of “good order,” “good constitution,” and “good state” in the 
center of speculations. In fact, he claimed that politics should always be judged according 
to moral convictions for it never exists as “separate from morality.”  At the same time, he 402

refused systematizations in favor of historical survey. Dahlmann drew his material from 
archives and newspapers, discussed regulations of municipal governments in various 
German states, dealt with the formal and political education of the bourgeoisie, discussed 

 Terry Pinkard, the most recent Hegel’s biographer, commented on this episode as follows: “After the 399

publication of the Philosophy of Right, he came under attack from two different factions: The liberals 
attacked him for what they took to be his servility to the ruling powers in that work; and at the same time the 
conservative factions at the university attacked him for what they took to be his baleful influence on the 
students (in other words, their belief that Hegel was teaching them too many “reform” ideas);” in Terry 
Pinkard, Hegel: A Biography (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2000), 495.

 Also known as Rotteck-Welckersches Staatslexikon; about this project, see Part II “Rotteck und Welcker 400

als liberale Publizisten” in Hans-Peter Becht and Ewald Grothe, eds., Karl von Rotteck und Karl Theodor 
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Grimm-Gesellschaft 3 (1993), 18.
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British parliamentary practices, and advocated popular participation and academic 
freedom. In sum, Dahlmann built upon Schlözer’s project for he used statistical and 
historical data to “morally” judge present political practice. Students of state interested in 
statistics, and statisticians themselves distanced themselves from compilations and the 
classificatory approach. For instance, Berlin’s leading statistician, Karl Friedrich Wilhelm 
Dietrici, lamented that his study became “limited to the mere stringing of facts and 
figures”  and ignorant of the historical pre-conditions of the affairs statistics aimed to 403

describe. Dahlmann’s Die Politik became the most influential book of the sciences of state 
in the pre-1848 period. After the Göttinger Sieben affair, Dahlmann was expelled from the 
state, and in 1842, he became a Prussian professor at the University of Bonn. By the time 
of his transfer, Dahlmann came to believe that the rule of law is neither state’s ultimate 
goal, nor its primary concern.  404

 Discussing the proper state purpose, Mohl went even further in his 
“anthropological” approach stating on the pages of famous  Das Staatsrecht des 
Königreiches Württemberg in 1846 that “human nature is much too rich and diverse <…> 
thus there exist different purposes of states. They are perhaps not all equally noble or 
equally lofty, but they are <…> equally true.”  The political relativism was buttressed by 405

historical intuition: to translate theoretically established norms of natural law into the 
actual legislation, students of state turned to the investigation of previous norms, customs, 
and constitutions, mashed with a comprehensive elaboration of positive law in individual 
states. Another branch of scholars, represented by Johann Heinrich Klüber, developed an 
interest in the history of German law as a whole, either understood as a law of the German 
Confederation or as a set of juristic similarities between the laws of individual states. By 
the 1840s, it became impossible to draw the difference between state law and  Politik, 
which treated the proper means for achieving normative goals. Both  Allgemeine 
Staatslehre (general theory of the state) and politics increasingly referred to the 
arrangement of individual governments understood historically, not as derivatives of 
natural law. However, Mohl argued for a more precise separation between state law, the 
comparative study of individual constitutions, and politics. He claimed that not all states 
were based on the rule of law, hence, the type of politics depended on the state’s character 
and purposes. How were alternative politics to be compared, and if rigorous experiments 
were not possible to conduct, how reliable were the findings? Looking for an inner logic of 
politics based on historical probabilities that philosophical speculations, Mohl stated that 

Politics is an empirical science, for it can only draws its teachings from a correct 
knowledge of real people and only from a precise observation of the phenomena 
of social and state life. In doing so, however, it must proceed logically in two 
ways: on the one hand, by induction, it has to infer backwards from the same 

 Lindenfeld, The Practical Imagination, 132.403
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properties of different facts about their common causes, and so must try to arrive 
at laws; Second, it has to generalize historical events and their course and 
thereby also to establish historical rules.  406

 Before 1848, the development of Staatswissenschaften’s various branches 
overshadowed older, more general cameralism. In northern States, the term “cameral 
science” came to signify agriculture or necessary bureaucratic training with particular 
attention to natural sciences.  The definition, scope, and purposes of Polizei still varied: 407

it was either approached as a science of attaining security for individuals and the state or 
as a positive contribution to social welfare. Unlike state officials, for whom Polizei was 
limited to the campaigns against dissidents, academics conceded it as a part of the 
reformist movement that promoted social and economic amelioration. Mohl, in his Die 
deutsche Polizeiwissenschaft nach den Grundsätzen des Rechtsstaats, attempted to bring 
police science in accordance with the standards of individual liberty. Whatever individuals 
or groups could do independently was beyond the due interference of state and, vice versa, 
anything which individuals could not do for themselves became a legitimate sphere of state 
action. Economic science also experienced creeping “historicization.” In 1843, Wilhelm 
Roscher published Grundriß zu Vorlesungen über die Staatswirthschaft, and proposed his 
project of the historically grounded economy. Roscher stated that his goal was “to depict 
what peoples have thought, willed, and sensed in economic matters, what they have sought 
and attained, why they have sought it and why they have attained it.”  By the end of a 408

period, agriculture, chemistry, and technology began to converge with natural sciences in 
university curricula. Despite much inner turbulence and growing popularity of “scientific” 
research in neighboring disciplines, no coherent alternative to the classificatory approach 
emerged in the sciences of state. 
 A f t e r t h e f a i l u r e o f t h e F r a n k f u r t P a r l i a m e n t , t h e r o l e o f 
university Staatswissenschaftler as harbingers of liberal ideas significantly decreased for 
the social basis of the sciences of state. The liberal bureaucrats that were committed to 
reforms eroded after 1848. Many new voices came from journalism, cooperative 
associations, parties, or other scholarly fields, the most prominent being history with its 
vociferous savants, including Johann Gustav Droysen and Heinrich von Treitschke. An 
outstanding exception to an overall retreat from political activism was Johann Caspar 
Bluntschli, a legal scholar who taught in Zurich and Munich before becoming Mohl’s 
successor at Heidelberg. In 1857, Bluntschli published an influential  Deutsches 
Staatswörterbuch modeled after an already outdated Rotteck-Welcker Staatslexikon. In 
1864, while professor of law, Bluntschli joined forces with Karl Knies, the new economic 
professor, in establishing a seminar in the sciences of state. Both professors were 
passionate supporters of the revolution, held liberal anticlerical views, and approached 
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politics and political economy from the standpoint of historical method. Other ardent 
minds came from legal studies, like Rudolf von Gneist, professor of administrative law 
from Berlin, or statistics, like Ernst Engel, who replaced Dieterici in the Prussian Statistical 
Bureau after 1859. 
 From 1848, Wilhelm Roscher transferred to Leipzig, and in a few years, expanded 
his System der Volkswirthschaft into a five-volume series that discussed theoretical 
economics, agriculture, commerce and manufacturing, welfare policy, and comparative 
statistics. Roscher’s teaching embodied the continuity of an earlier cameralist tradition. In 
lectures, he covered practical politics and history of political theory, combined with 
economics and finance. However, there was a significant shift of emphasis, for if earlier 
economics-cum-cameralism aimed to convey techniques with concrete implications, a new 
economics-cum-history sought to base practical implications on a contemplative 
foundation. “The doctrine,” Roscher wrote, “should generally not make praxis easier, like a 
pony, but rather make it difficult, insofar as it calls attention to thousands of 
considerations that are to be taken into account with every step of the legislator or state 
administrator.”  In almost a half-century, the cameral sciences, in both the narrow and 409

broader sense, approximated the ideal of Wissenschaftlichkeit which was associated with 
university reforms. Furthermore, the traditional connection between knowledge and state 
administration dissolved in a new ideal of disinterested research. Undetached from 
practical affairs in their extramural life, professors nonetheless acknowledged the 
difference between academic researchers and “politicians.” 
 In his study of the  Staatwissenschaft’s transition from the science of praxis to 
organized research in the 1860s, David Lindenfeld defined several themes and variations 
that occurred throughout the intellectual field despite its growing compartmentalization. 
First, it was organicism, which was indiscriminately used as an analogy between nature 
and political society. It was a notion of an organism, which had been a hallmark of 
conservative thinking for a long time, and was not commonly used by liberals like 
Bluntschli.  However, the convergence of the sciences of state with academic norms and 410

practices encouraged the cross-borrowing of metaphors between various fields. 
Organicism played a central role in natural sciences, metaphysical, and religious thought. 
It is no surprise that the closer integration of  Staatwissenschaftler  into the research 
community stimulated further adoption of shared notions. Referring to an organism, 
scholars in various fields from economics to thermodynamics pointed toward a desirable 
holism of their explanations.  Lorenz von Stein, a liberal economist and public 411

administrator, characterized the trend in the introduction to his  System der 
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staatswissenschaft  (1852–57) stating “we begin to move from the knowledge of abstract 
principles and concrete facts to the understanding of laws which dominate reality. In all 
points the mass of facts, exploited through serious and persistent experiments and 
experiences, is ordered into a unity in variety, into an organism.”  The organic metaphor 412

was also employed to emphasize the natural foundations of the state, or the state-as-
organism. Roscher, Bluntschli, and Treitschke believed that the form of the state 
corresponds to the stage of development of the people who live in it. Bluntschli went even 
further and was among the first theorists to discuss the influence of race on political order. 
 The second theme was the elaboration of earlier historical intuitions into a distinct 
research method. In 1853, Karl Knies published Die politische Ökonomie vom Standpunkt 
der geschichtlichen Methode, a volume composed of a series of context-bound meditation 
on economic concepts. Knies insisted that economic facts should be interpreted from the 
perspective of their time and place, society, and people in question. He thus rejected 
traditional developmentalism and deductive analysis based on timeless causal laws.  413

Oddly enough, historicism in the sciences of state contradicted the tendency embodied in 
naturalistic analogies and framed political and social sciences as different from the natural 
and human ones. The interest in scientific history blurred the demarcated line between 
history and theory in economics during this period (the label of an “older German 
historical school” had done much to obscure this fact.)  In the 1860s, the students of 414

state, following economists, invoked and pursued historical method: as Lindenfeld 
calculated, 14 articles published on the pages of  Zeitschrift für die gesamte 
Staatswissenschaft in 1860–1864 were based on the examination of primary sources.  415

 The trend of merging politics with history was especially pronounced in Northern 
Germany. Whereas Dahlmann taught on these subjects along with the other sciences of 
state, such individuals like Heinrich von Sybel, Max Duncker, and especially Heinrich von 
Treitschke tied politics more and more closely with history alone. It was partly due to the 
influence of Ranke, for whom history was primarily political, and partly due to the 
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conviction that practical politics presupposed the knowledge of history for its 
generalizations. This theme appeared in another variation in Johann Droysen’s words 
about politics, which was “nothing other than the present of history, but not from the 
standpoint of static conditions like statistics, rather from that of the moving forces, the 
prevailing conditions, the indicated trends.”  Paradoxically, the state was no longer a 416

subject exclusive to Staatswissenschaft. The word state assumed some holistic significance 
and became the center of multitude of associations, rational and irrational. If the science of 
society studied the sphere of individual and group autonomy and thus signified plurality 
and self-interest, the science of state explored the nation’s role. They were about unity and 
patriotism. As Treitschke formulated the idea in his Die Gesellschaftswissenschaft: Ein 
kritischer Versuch (1859) “the entire science of state is socio-political; its task is to show 
how the idea of unity of the people realizes itself in the multitude of their special 
endeavours.”  These theoretical developments — such as alliance with history and 417

nascent social sciences — even further distanced the sciences of state from administrative 
and legal matters. On their part, jurisprudence and administration no longer needed the 
ethical and philosophical foundations embraced in the sciences of state. 
 Around the same time, statistics shifted from Achenwall-Schlözer’s type of 
historical-geographical analysis to an increasing acceptance of mathematical techniques 
elaborated by Belgian astronomer Adolphe Quetelet. He was also concerned with 
revolutionary unrest and developed a science of physique sociale (the term he pirated from 
Auguste Comte) to alleviate it. Quetelet was almost unique in combining “the characteristic 
concerns of the statistical movement with the technical tools of astronomers and 
probabilists” in a project based on the idea that mathematics was the way to bring order to 
the apparent social chaos.   418

 Karl Knies started a discussion about the discrepancy between historical and 
mathematical statistics and conceptualized the distinction between the two. According to 
Knies, the historical approach aimed to paint a picture of a particular state, while the 
mathematical approach sought a demonstration of causal relationships. Knies claimed that 
only numerical statistics deserved the name of rigorous science, while the historical 
approach merely transmitted knowledge.  Nonetheless, he insisted, that quantitative 419

history and economics had to be different from statistics. What occurred as a result was a 
synthesis of the new quantitative techniques and the correctness of idiographic 
perspective. There were two trends which brought about the actual practice of the state’s 
statistical bureaus and a lively controversy over statistics and free will during the time of 
Quetelet’s introduction. 
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 Quetelet’s determinism was not met without opposition: Alexander von Oettingen, a 
German Lutheran theologian and statistician, was concerned with the alleged 
inconsistency between the totality of statistical laws and free will. He produced a volume 
dedicated to “moral statistics,” where he denied that regularities “were so undeviating, that 
we can infer from it the existence of a necessary law of nature” . Overall, German 420

academicized statisticians found Quetelet’s numerical approach “at once inspiring and 
deeply flawed.”  The main objection took note that regularities uncovered by 421

mathematical analysis were not causal and thus could not be qualified by the term “law.”
There was no certainty that the same regularities would persist in the future, and there was 
no evidence that they could be applied to individuals. The controversy over numerical laws 
and free will once again loosened the ties between natural and social sciences, 
strengthening the autonomous status of the latter. While laws of nature were indifferent to 
individual humans’ nature, the “moral statistics” or statistical methods that were applied 
to the realm of politics encompassed comprehensible free choice.  
 From the 1850s, German numerical statisticians, like the founder of Berlin 
statistical seminar Ernst Engel, stressed the search for systematic covariation instead of 
mere regularity. The number of operating statistical bureaus increased dramatically (10 
new centers began operating between 1841–1864), and new techniques that guaranteed 
reliability of results were introduced, such as questioning people directly, not through 
intermediaries. The prime mover of this trend was Engel, who wrote that the purpose of 
statistics is “to observe and analytically comprehend the life of peoples and states <…> and 
analytically set forth the causal connection between cause and effect.”  He thus stressed 422

that academic statistics should deal with the specifically human realm. However, when it 
came to writing, Engel adhered to the older classificatory design. 
 By the time of the unification of Germany in 1871, the aggregate field of the sciences 
of state bifurcated dramatically. Two parallel processes gradually molded parts of an older 
field into a new coherent system: the elaboration of social and political science, which drew 
upon the methods and materials from economics, history, statistics; and the elaboration of 
legal positivism, which extended the methods of civil law to state and administrative law. 
The growth of universities and a rapid professionalization of scholars in a new Germany 
created a need for clearly spelled-out criteria of professionalism for the students of state: 
“if specialization was not always defined in terms of a strictly delimited subject area, it was 
at least becoming defined by specialized and testable techniques.” The research emerged as 
a recognizable purpose of the sciences of state during the Bismarckian era. At the time, 
research meant the systematic acquisition of new, original knowledge as essentially 
different from the systematization and ordering that characterized the earlier sciences of 
state, and the application of existing knowledge that characterized cameralism or the 
science of practice: 

 Alexander von Oettingen, Ueber akuten und chronischen Selbstmord, as quoted in Porter, The Rise of 420

Statistical Thinking, 178.
 Porter, The Rise of Statistical Thinking, 179.421

 Ernst Engel, “Das Statistische Seminar und Studium der Statistik überhaupt,” quoted in Lindenfeld, The 422

Practical Imagination, 194.
 140



It was no longer based on claims of comprehensiveness but of fruitfulness, its 
goals were that of causal explanation and understanding rather than 
classification. The increase in knowledge which it produced has generally 
presupposed esoteric skills, a higher degree of methodological self-consciousness, 
and hence more rigorous and extended training, all of which enhanced the sense 
of professional identity among the practitioners.  423

 American students, interested in studying the political, encountered the German 
sciences of state at this dramatic moment of their history. In the late 1860s and throughout 
the 1870s, the sciences of state lost all hopes of restoring their traditional source of 
authority based on involvement in practical politics. Chancellor Bismarck’s personal 
vigilance toward educated administrators moved even the most engaged scholars outside 
of expertise and administrative training.  Seeking to establish their status as a university 424

enterprise,  Staatswissenschaftler  adopted tactics that had already been developed in 
neighboring disciplines like political economy, social sciences, history, and philology. 
 The response of American college graduates to the German gospel of science was 
enthusiastic. The prestige of  Wissenschaft, an authority of professors who were 
researchers first and teachers second, the superior training of not only venerable scholars 
but of their fellow students, the specialized university apparatus and source collections 
amazed disenchanted Americans. For instance, statistics, the “history put in motion” in 
Schlözer’s words, in the most general terms, at the time meant the careful assembly of facts 
whether about particular nations, social groups, peoples, or events and processes. In this 
sense, statistics became an auxiliary discipline for scientific history. To prove his 
competency, a young historian was expected to demonstrate superior skills of obtaining 
historical facts. Students learned to work with coins and seals, objects of art, and 
archaeological artifacts. To furnish the application of sophisticated techniques, a seminar 
room should have been equipped with “scales, magnifying glass, yardstick, slide rule, and 
spectroscope” so that a student could weigh, measure, and assign the historical “facts” he 
discovered. During meetings in such seminars, the apprentice historian carried out his 
work “in exactly the same manner as the chemist among the test tubes of his 
laboratory.”  Predictably, historians not only thought of themselves as “scientists,” but 425

carried the analogy between their discipline and biology, between their thinking about 
history and the laboratory work of a physicist. 
 The sincere belief in the possibility of attaining genuine historical knowledge 
mesmerized young American students attracted by the works of Leopold von Ranke and 
lectures of Gustav Droysen. The idealistic conception of history that under the guise of 
historical method transfused various intellectual fields from the sciences of state to 
political economy was based on a claim that historical thought was distinct from those of 
natural sciences and speculative philosophy. For example, Savigny and Mommsen inspired 
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historical jurisprudence, and Roscher applied historical tools to study economic and social 
history. Whereas natural sciences dealt with measurable nonhuman phenomena, and 
speculative thought encompassing the realm of ideas, and the epistemic domain of history 
covered a world constructed by men and infused with ideas.  Thus, history investigated 426

the interim sphere between the world of ideas and the world of nature, and it was the 
human world driven by will, morality, choices, individual and collective aspirations. 
History provided the most comprehensive knowledge of humanity past and present, and 
historians attained it by understanding human actions and moral choices: “the first task 
called for the apparatus of research, the second for what was called imaginative 
understanding.”  427

 Young American political and historical scholars preferred Prussian-styled political 
history taught first by Ranke and later by Droysen and Treitschke. They absorbed the 
principal idea of historico-political epistemic continuum embedded in the Droysen’s 
famous quote that “politics is the history of the present, and history the politics of the past 
— at least in so far as history is concentrated in the realm of the state.” From this 
continuum emanated the fundamental role of the state that mediated things past and 
things present, that converted statistical data and newspaper headlines into historical 
phenomena. As Treitschke formulated this idea, “the further a human activity is removed 
from the state, the less it belongs to history.”  To an American ear, history became a new 428

science of state. 
 It is critically important to understand the level of Americans’ engagement in 
German academic life: for the most part, their interaction with the research world was 
limited to lectures and personal conversations with professors and colleagues. Ordinary 
American migrant students were not engaged in the routine work on seminars or in 
bureaus. They were not taking part in archival studies, they were not collecting historical 
or statistical data.  Furthermore, they were excluded from the debates surrounding 429

bureaucracy and remained unobservant toward older layers of German political 
knowledge. Finally, the frequent change of scholarly fields, so common among Americans 
in Germany, allowed them to uncover only the most general features of different 
intellectual fields and almost technically obstructed a more profound and thorough 
understanding of ongoing discussions. Consequently, three perspectives were 
superimposed to shape the viewpoint of American outsiders who entered the German 
lecture rooms. First, the sciences of state were intensely reorienting toward novel research 
trends and engaged in building an infrastructure to maintain their authority. Second, 
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college graduates comprehended a need to revise their domestic educational system and 
sailed to Germany full of hopes to encounter  
 “true scholarship.” Third, when enrolled in German universities, Americans were involved 
in the most superficial level of research work and remained detached from ongoing debates 
surrounding the working movement, bureaucracy, legal regulations, and constitutional 
reforms. 

3.3 The German utopia and the American academic revolution 

 American students were coming to Germany to find academic knowledge and its 
social embodiment, to master advanced sciences and practice the new learning style, to 
absorb “Germanness” but to the level that allowed them to remain American. In the 
migrants’ imagination, Germany was not even a country but a point of view that provided 
perspective on America and its problems. As Walter Metzger put it, “Germany seen 
through American eyes was in part a figment of American preconception,”  and it was 430

this very cultural disposition that shaped the character of German-American academic 
transfer. American students were not merely learning sciences but absorbed everything 
that they deemed different and found amusing. While joining a seminar group or lecture 
class, they were not conducting research but observed intonations, postures, and the 
charismatic style of scholarship. When staying in Berlin, the future founders of political 
science were not learning the German sciences of state but were learning about university 
and university men, and they captured general tone more than any concrete details, terms, 
or methodological tricks. 
 Therefore, after discussing how the crisis of old-time American collegiate learning 
frustrated attempts to introduce graduate education preconditioned migrant students’ 
causes and motives, and after reviewing the content of the German sciences of state as they 
appeared to American students, this chapter proceeds with sketching what elements of the 
German system permeated into American imagination and how they did it. At the 
beginning of the chapter, I spoke of two imaginary Germanies — the one in the 
historiography of an American research university, and the one in the historiography of 
political science as a university discipline. Despite the historiographical dissimilarity, these 
two Germanies — Germany with advanced universities and Germany with superior 
university scholarship — were essentially the same in the individual experience of 
American students who became German graduates. Furthermore, the identical perceptions 
generated the imaginary Germany that later surfaced in the programs of university reforms 
and historico-political publications. The following part considers these mechanisms and 
scrutinizes the traces they left in the system of American graduate education and, 
particularly, the American understanding of academic freedom. While crossing the 
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Atlantic on the way back home, American students brought with them a sense of manhood, 
the German doctorate, a more profound disenchantment with American education, and 
several intellectual possessions that Charles Thwing once called “intellectual habit, 
intellectual method, intellectual and ethical conviction.”  In this inventory, the first title 431

signified a sense of scholarly independence and maturity. The second represented a vague 
concept of “thoroughness” as an essential quality of genuine research. The third stood for a 
passionate commitment to ameliorate American education through reforms in advanced 
learning. 
 Considering the sense of scholarly independence, for German Protestant scholars, 
this notion was deeply rooted in the period of Reformation. In the seventeenth century, the 
quest for truth became not a mere professional obligation but destiny. Initially, in theology 
and later in other fields of knowledge, a scholar’s ethos consisted in his holy quest for “the 
unfolding of truth, grave, solid truth.”  Closely linked to the structure of a German 432

university corporation, scholarly freedom was not personal, for it did not emancipate an 
individual scholar. On the contrary, in this tradition, independence was a phenomenon 
possessed by a corporate, not an individual body. For Americans, who proved insensitive 
to historical nuances and sought ways to escape authoritative collegiate supervision, 
scholarly independence became indistinguishable from personal freedom, negatively 
understood as the non-interference of an administrative apparatus. 
 The other path to the genuine truth was laid through the practice of “thoroughness,” 
a tacit, spontaneously formed and commonly shared concept that arose from American 
students’ personal experience in German lecture rooms. The understanding of 
“thoroughness” was not based upon theoretical speculations but rather upon rationalized 
sentiment and was composed of three poorly articulated subdomains. Firstly, it implied a 
pledge to know everything that can be known about the subject under investigation. 
Secondly, it implied the necessity of broad interpretations and historical 
contextualizations. Thirdly, it implied empiricism, inductive reasoning, and the 
importance of adhering to facts. Considering that the musings of German professors were 
not easy to absorb in two years of intermittent study, that fresh graduates had limited 
opportunities to advance their knowledge in insufficiently staffed college libraries, and that 
they could not proliferate it from being detached from a network of scholars, Americans 
referred to “thoroughness” as an incorruptible embodiment of their encounter with the 
German universities. In the narrative of his educational experience, James Morgan Hart 
assumed that the new scientific schools founded in the US owe their success to an overall 
German “tone”:  

I have no personal knowledge of the Sheffield Scientific but <…> I infer that a 
certain degree of freedom exists there between the instructors and pupils. Herein 
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probably lies the secret of success, of the rapid growth of scientific schools as 
distinguished from colleges. The teachers, at least very many of them, have been 
trained under the German system, and have caught its tone. They work more 
with students and seek to guide and stimulate them, rather than to play the 
pedagogue.  433

 After a short stay in German universities, American students believed that graduate 
studies required a specific university apparatus, while advanced research presumed the 
application of sophisticated methods and the practice of critical reading. An apparent 
discrepancy between the old-time college and the growing demand for graduate training 
found its resolution in both Wissenschaft as an intransigent quest for truth. Later, this was 
transformed in American imagination into investigation that was prominently connected 
with the effort toward careful minuteness in a method which was free of an underlying 
c o n c e p t o f s p i r i t u a l u n i t y . T h i s a l s o e n c o m p a s s e d t h e c o m b i n a t i o n 
of  Lehrfreiheit  and  Lernfreiheit which also drastically changed its meaning. Observing 
Germany from a relatively privileged position, students constituted their image of the 
master model of a research university, which they later utilized to support domestic 
educational reforms. 
 Two essential concepts were indicative of various pro-German reformist projects: 
the “thorough” scientific quest for truth and academic freedom which was understood as a 
necessary precondition to practice “thoroughness.” The first concept was used to argue for 
the status of research as a professional enterprise in contrast to the utilitarian idea of 
applied studies. The second concept pushed the professional aspect further: since 
researchers were a professional community, they shall possess the same rights as any other 
professionals and, therefore, be liberated from the requirements of outside pressure 
groups. Returnees envisioned the university as a scientific institution dedicated to the 
enlargement of knowledge through graduate education and research. Rather quickly, this 
image lost the national labeling, and already in the 1880s, reformers claimed that there 
was nothing specifically German about German universities since they merely perfected 
what was essential to the university as such.  434

American educational ideologies after the Civil War 
 Criticism of the existing educational system and claims about the necessity of 
reforms in college learning had occurred in America long before the Civil War. However, 
until 1865 these claims remained quite unpopular and were heard mainly on the margins 
of public debate from people who remained outside the university campus. The situation 
changed dramatically in the aftermath of the Civil War when reformist views spread 
among college faculty and university officials. In pamphlets, articles, and speeches, the 
chorus of trustees, clergymen, educators, teachers, and politicians implored the revision of 
curricula and finances, the reorganization of professorship and faculty, and the 
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reestablishment of administration and offices. As Yale President Noah Porter commented 
upon the rapid flow of events,  

the remark is not infrequently made that college and university education are not 
merely agitated by reforms; they are rather convulsed by a revolution, — so 
unsettled are the minds of many who control public opinion, so sharp is the 
criticism of real and imagined defects of the old methods and studies, and so 
determined is the demand for sweeping and fundamental changes.  435

 The decades following 1865 saw a university’s metamorphosis from gentlemanly 
amateurism to a complex and highly professionalized enterprise — the process also known 
as the academic revolution. Ever since the 1840s, college enrolments remained static 
despite the population growth. During the 1870s, attendance at the twenty leading colleges 
grew by only 3.5 percent against the background of 23 percent population growth. In fact, 
by the 1860s the American college found itself in trouble. When considering gentlemanly 
education, the younger brothers of college graduates became convinced that greater 
success could be achieved through immediate efforts in business. The same applies to 
professional education, for the number of lawyers and doctors with college degrees 
declined in the 1870s. The college lost the kind of prospective student who would become a 
village clergyman or physician. It also forgot how to persuade its clients, passionate about 
railroads and telegraph, on the necessity of a cultivated outlook. 
 Testimony throughout the 1850s and 1860s echoed that collegiate prestige was 
sinking. G. Stanley Hall, America’s future leading psychologist and the first president of 
Clark University, was admitted to the Williams College in 1863. Then a Massachusetts 
farm boy, he tried to conceal this fact from his rural fellows, but “it was found out and I 
was unmercifully jibed.”  The learned men formed a minority not honored by the nation 436

in large, and the learned men were well aware of this fact; in his inaugural address, 
Harvard’s president Charles W. Eliot complained that  

It is very hard to find competent professors for the university. Very few 
Americans of eminent ability are attached to this profession. The pay has been 
too low, and there has been no gradual rise out of drudgery, such as may 
reasonably be expected in other learned callings.  437

 Down into the sixties, proposals for academic reform had been regarded too vague 
by their proponents and opponents alike. Although the word “university” was already in 
use, it signified nothing more specific than an expanded college equipped with a more 
extensive library. It was only in the 1870–80s that more specific conceptions of 
“university” crystallized from this primordial understanding. In his fundamental study The 
Emergence of American University, Laurence Veysey identified three conceptions of 
university education and three corresponding groups that were competing for a right to 
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lead the reformist movement in American higher education.  These three camps were 
focused on practical public service, on the goal of abstract research, or what was believed 
to be a “pure German model,” and on the attempt to defuse standards of a cultivated 
taste.  438

 During the first decade after the Civil War, several utility-minded reformers 
achieved respectable academic positions in both private and state universities.  The 439

utility advocates were frequently either professors in the new applied sciences such as 
agriculture, mining, or engineering, or administrative leaders engaged in relations with the 
legislature or non-academic interest groups. The combined academic weight of all these 
men assured that the belief in the primary importance of utility received adequate 
treatment in reformists’ programmatic statements. Utilitarians promoted pedagogical 
realism; they argued that life outside of the campus was fundamentally “real” and an old-
time college failed to meet its needs and concerns. The new universities’ mission was to 
restore harmony between institutions of higher learning and everyday life which was 
imbued with a democratic spirit and vocational ambitions. David Starr Jordan, president 
of Stanford University, declared that the whole university movement was “toward reality 
and practicality.”  440

 Utilitarians pictured a novel university to serve as a well-run bureau that took 
orders from the public and completed them via educational tools. They supported the 
introduction of the elective system instead of the prescribed curriculum, supported the 
elevation of younger professions such as engineering, moved away from paternalism in 
terms of internal discipline, and praised students’ equality and unobstructed admissions. 
From the very beginning, the movement had two leaders — Andrew D. White, President of 
Cornell University from its opening in 1868, and Charles W. Eliot, President of Harvard 
starting in 1869. 
 Cornell University was the first American university created on a reformed basis. At 
the same time, it was the first considerable achievement of the Morrill Act. The university 
was founded under an unofficial slogan “an institution where any person can find 
instruction in any study.”  Andrew D. White, was the handpicked president nominated by 441

a Quaker philanthropist Ezra Cornell. He was rationalist, liberal, and aesthete, who sought 
to establish at Cornell “a union of the scientific and the aesthetic with the practical in order 
to produce results worthy of such enterprise.”  White’s university was co-educational, 442

welcomed the poor, and lifted racial barriers. In terms of educational ideology, it stood 
upon three pillars or “guiding ideas”: non-sectarianism, freedom of choice among courses 
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of study (although White adopted the “group system” according to which students chose 
among groups of courses each possessing a certain level of internal coherence) and 
equality “in position and privilege” among courses.  At the very beginning, Cornell’s 443

students were prescribed to wear uniforms, march to chapel, and follow a rigid schedule. 
In this way, president White aimed to address the “inappropriate” manners of the 
university’s rural clientele. Despite much investment in technical and industrial training, 
White’s favorite project was the University’s development as a platform for politically 
engaged public service with graduates of “History, Political and Social Science and General 
Jurisprudence” filling the legislatures and municipal boards.  Andrew D. White was a 444

self-proclaimed prophet of democratic higher education, which stood for “basing universal 
instruction in the feelings[,] needs & aspirations of the whole body of citizens — instead of 
making it an exotic — a choice delicate plant, outside the thought of nine tenth of the whole 
population.”  445

 Harvard’s version of academic utilitarianism was different from the Cornell’s. 
President Charles W. Eliot was “utilitarian without being humanitarian.” He was ignorant 
of the social reform movement and an emerging social sciences. Nevertheless, he was a 
true liberal who deemed freedom (and especially freedom of choice) as essential for the 
development of human character. By teaching diverse men to express their differences in 
an atmosphere of dignity, the university served as the paradigm of the noble society. Eliot 
suspected everything irrational that appealed to unreason and thus objected to labor 
strikes and football competitions alike. At the time, Harvard admitted different races as 
well as boys from different social backgrounds. Eliot wanted his college to equally 
accommodate men “with much money, little money, or no money, provided they all have 
brains.”  Eliot’s “realism” and his mugwump intolerance to any paternalistic regulations 446

resulted in a policy of non-interference when it came to the abandonment of attendance 
regulations and compulsory chapel, or in cases of students’ excessive wealth and poverty. 
This belief in the education of rational individualism and utility-mindedness underlay 
Eliot’s advocacy of the elective system. Unlike Cornell’s “group system,” Harvard’s free 
elective system embodied trust in the rational will of an individual raised in freedom. 
 Both White’s Cornell and Eliot’s Harvard were representatives of the utilitarian type 
of academic reforms aimed at the transformation of American undergraduate education 
rather than the establishment of a graduate school. Although friendly to science, both 
Presidents remained ignorant to research work and placed no emphasis upon advanced 
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investigation.  Despite Eliot’s achievement of relative student’s diversity, the clientele of 447

the two universities varied dramatically. This fact affected what the elective system 
brought to the curriculum: at Cornell, it was the expansion of technical subjects; at 
Harvard, it broadened the range of liberal arts. 
 The highest stake in the utilitarian debate was the definition of public interest to be 
served. Social scientists and social reformers, who joined the camp in the 1880s, 
emphasized utility in a social sense of the term, rather than a vocational one. They tended 
to identify public service in terms of ethical and political vocabulary rather than an 
intellectual one.  Historian, Charles Kendall Adams, who succeeded White as a president 448

of Cornell, claimed in 1881 in his address The Relation of Political Science to National 
Prosperity that “the necessity of superior education in political affairs is nowhere so great 
as in a republic, and nowhere among republics is greater than in our own.”  As an 449

institutional leader and academic utilitarian, Adams stressed the need for moral 
regeneration rather than intellectual advancement of a nation, and finally came to marry 
educational realism with state interest in his speech from 1896: 

The University is not a party separate from the State. It is a part of the State — as 
much a part of the State and the Capitol itself — as much as the brain and the 
hand are parts of the body <…> The University cannot in any strict sense be 
called even the child of the State. Its relations to the State are far more intimate 
and organic that those of a child to a parent; for a child has an individuality and 
rights apart from the will of the parent, while the University has no individuality 
and no rights apart from the will of the State. There can be no denying these 
facts, and no escape from the conclusions to which they lead.  450

 By the turn of the nineteenth century, the serviceable university succeeded in firmly 
establishing many new departments of learning, such as pedagogy and business 
administration, engineering and sanitary science, as regular curricular offerings. With 
these diverse subjects, the idea of a common educational standard appeared highly 
doubtful. Although utility-minded educators could justify the newer subjects in terms of 
democratic and vocational training, they failed to argue why new offerings should have 
existed side by side with established disciplines. In their apologies, utilitarians found 
reasonable justification for their efforts in relativism and the renouncement of any single 
measure of educational value except meeting, as Michigan economist Henry Carter Adams 
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put it, “the changing needs of the community.”  Yet, “practical” educators often mistook 451

their formal success for substantial dominance that they by no means gained, nor did they 
realize “what had happened when utility silently evaporated as an ideal, leaving bare a 
large institutional structure that functioned as its own end.”  452

 The second ideological camp of reformers that came into being after the Civil War 
united professors that were antagonistic to practicality, the dominance of “mercantile” 
learning, and German-styled scientific radicalism. The advocates of liberal culture, who 
constituted a clear minority among American educators, were nonetheless vociferous and 
productive in their writings. By the turn of the century, they wrote considerably more 
pamphlets and articles than champions of utility and research combined. In terms of their 
institutional background, proponents of liberal culture were representative of smaller 
reformed, “updated” colleges. Sometimes, they made successful alliances within academic 
departments in leading universities. In their disciplinary identity, literary men came from 
the fields of idealistic philosophy, modern literature, and novel English language 
departments.  
 The educational convictions of this academic minority centered around the word 
“culture” and thus should not be confused with older collegiate pietism and pedagogical 
theories of mental discipline. In this discourse, “culture” acquired meaning in several 
connotations: aesthetic, moral, emotional, and social. Hiram Corson, professor of English 
at Cornell University, argued that the true aim of culture was to induce “soul states or 
conditions, soul attitudes, to attune the inward forces to the idealized forms of nature and 
of human life produced by art, and not to make the head a cockloft for storing away the 
trumpery of barren knowledge.”  In the moral context, culture took the shape of the 453

individual character formed through the deliberate choice of whatever was noble. 
According to Charles Eliot Norton of Harvard, “the highest end of education is not 
anything which can be directly taught, but is the consummation of all studies <…> the 
development of the breadth, serenity, and solidity of mind.”  “Liberals” opposed the very 454

idea of collegiate discipline and favored more subtle, indirect pedagogical influence to 
shape an “intelligent gentleman of leisure.”  They also rejected Eliot’s redefinition of a 455

gentleman as a cultivated professional and saw a cultured gentleman as “he who graciously 
bestowed privileges.”  456

 Philosophers and men of letters saw the breadth of character and understanding, 
interpreted as acquaintance with literary, moral, and aesthetic advances of past 
civilizations, as a desirable aim of higher education. They opposed the modern disciplinary 
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specialization of studies since it contradicted the intellectual breadth and resisted “serious 
evil, associated with the present tendency in education to special departments.” It was also 
believed to make the human mind “microscopic in vision and minute in method, rather 
than truly comprehensive and penetrating.”  Instead, they promoted deliberately 457

“unspecific” training embodied in the idealism prescribed in the curriculum. Partisans of 
liberal culture spoke emotionally about practical education and attacked graduate 
instruction and scientific research. Conservative educator and literary critic Irving Babbitt 
implied that the PhD degree led to the “loss of mental balance.” He also avowed that 
German doctoral dissertations gave him “a sort of intellectual nausea.”  The other 458

difference between “liberals” and older pietists was the tendency of the former to reject 
Christian dogmatism and the interpretation of religion in ethical and moral terms. In 1881, 
John Bascom, president of the University of Wisconsin, was radical enough to announce 
that “religion is not so much a foundation of morals as morals the foundation of 
religion.”  Thus, liberals introduced their educational agenda as the middle way between 459

an old-time dogmatism and a modern narrow-mindedness “forming another 
understanding of the world, different both from science and Christianity.”  460

Pro-German advocates and the establishment of graduate instruction 
 There was a third educational ideology, that was not concerned with the 
improvement of humankind or American wellbeing, did not serve religious or moral ideals, 
and was not attached to maintaining the prestige of educated classes. The group of 
academic men, who viewed the advancement of knowledge through research, were not 
usually hostile toward numerous university’s purposes but were rather indifferent to them. 
Unlike champions of real-life utilitarianism and gentlemanly liberal culture, this group, for 
the most part, was composed of German-trained professors, who advocated for research as 
the primary or even the only goal of the university’s existence. Research-oriented academic 
professionals did not aspire to expand enrollment but rather believed that universities had 
already become overcrowded. They ridiculed the very idea of “equality” among the various 
departments of knowledge and believed, as a founding father of political science John W. 
Burgess put it, that universities for the benefit of the greatest number were “not 
universities at all.”  Not willing to evict students and administrative personnel 461

completely, they were eager to minimize the importance of groups other than professors 
and their graduate companions in principal decision-making. Taking inspiration from 
Germany, alongside the founding of such institutions as Johns Hopkins and Clark 
University, the cause of abstract learning became the driving force behind the American 
university’s institutional transformation. 
 The most pronounced “German” tendency, which began to appear in America in the 
1870s, was the tendency toward “pure” research which was understood as disinterested 
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and empirical. Upon return, German-American graduates had an image of the desired 
university based on several loosely connected ideas. First, they promoted non-utilitarian 
learning, pursued freely without regard to society’s immediate needs under the protection 
of Lehrfreiheit. Second, they shared a value of Wissenschaft, or investigation and writing 
as opposed to teaching. Third, in their epistemological convictions, pro-German reformers 
run toward the scrupulous examination of particulars, which found expression in such 
different endeavors as botany, history, or experimental psychology. In American eyes, the 
impulse toward “pure science” became prominently connected with the careful minuteness 
of method. 
 Besides extreme adherents of “scientific truth,” Germany appealed to different sorts 
of American academic reformers in one way or another. The classical gymnasium inspired 
defenders of the old-time collegiate discipline who believed that the American college 
should come in place of the German gymnasia in relation to the future graduate university. 
The advocates of liberal culture spoke favorably of German philosophical idealism 
and  Bildung  as an educational pathway to refined personality. Another Germany had 
something for utilitarians: Richard T. Ely, Edward A. Ross, and other partisan political 
economists reminisced that Germany taught them “the importance of linking book 
knowledge and practical experience.”  However, these views were more pronounced 462

among Americans who never left their homeland, and the mainstream orientation among 
German graduates was towards scientific investigation. In their eyes, the great American 
university was a graduate school essentially centered around a body of research-oriented 
professors unsurprisingly considering that they had crossed the Atlantic already 
predisposed to seek the truth.  
 The credo of the pro-German camp of educators was manifested in the official 
catalog of Johns Hopkins University, the exemplar research institution of the time: 
“University provides advanced instruction, not professional, to properly qualified students, 
in various departments of literature and science.”  The founders of John Hopkins 463

University did not think of themselves as yet another type of academic professionals. 
Instead, research was their calling, and the new university provided a peculiar opportunity 
“for study and research, eagerly seized by men who had been hungering and thirsting for 
such a possibility.”  Considering the routine education, this group of reformers promoted 464

three types of instruction: the lecture (necessary for charismatic professors to explicate 
their original views), the seminar and the laboratory (both necessary for graduate students 
to carry out research work indispensable for novel graduate education). At the same time, 
professors and graduate researchers worked on the institutionalization of graduate 
research in new universities. In 1875, Daniel Coit Gilman, the future president of Johns 
Hopkins University, ruminated over his desired institution in the following manner: 

I incline more & more to the belief that what is wanted in Baltimore is not a 
scientific school, nor a classical college, nor both combined; but a faculty of 
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medicine, and a faculty of philosophy: that the usual college machinery of 
classes, commencements etc. may be dispensed with: that each head of a great 
department, with his associates in that department, — say of mathematics, or of 
Language or of Chemistry or of History, etc. shall be as far as possible free from 
the interference of other heads of departments, & shall determine what scholars 
will receive & how he will teach them; that advanced special students be first 
provided for; that degrees be given when scholars are ready to be graduated, in 
one year or in ten years after their admission.  465

 Although “the long-awaited establishment of graduate education and research” 
dramatically transformed American higher education, the old collegiate structure in many 
ways limited the innovations which reformers could introduce.  Many German-oriented 466

reformers refused to transform the college and insisted on a separation of undergraduate 
and graduate levels of study in different institutions. In the two first experimental graduate 
universities, this separation was carried out with different success. Daniel Coit Gilman of 
Johns Hopkins designed the institution with a pronounced emphasis on graduate 
instruction in the form of seminars and research.  Johns Hopkins University was created 467

following German blueprints, as Gilman reminisced, “it was, of course, in the main, the 
adoption of German university standards and methods that characterized the new 
University at Baltimore, and differentiated it from anything that had theretofore existed in 
America.”  468

 Only Clark University aspired to be “purer” than Johns Hopkins in its devotion to 
advanced study and investigation. Initially, Jonas G. Clark, a retired businessman and 
philanthropist, conceived to establish a utilitarian-styled university similar to Cornell but 
later got excited about the European educational methods. He offered the presidency to a 
scientific psychologist and a recent German graduate G. Stanley Hall, who accepted the 
offer on the condition that the graduate work would be emphasized in the future 
institution. In 1889, Clark University opened as the first all-graduate institution in the US. 
By 1892, the confrontation between the President and the Founder over the undergraduate 
college grew to the point that Clark decided to withdraw from the enterprise (the same 
might have happened with JHU, but Johns Hopkins passed away before the institution’s 
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contours became definite). From this time until the mid-1900s, Clark University led an 
almost utopian life; as psychologist Lewis M. Terman recollected: 

The Clark of my day was a university different in important respects from any 
other that has ever existed in America, if not in the world — in spirit much akin to 
the German University yet differing from it because of the small student body <…
> The informality and freedom from administrative red tape were unequalled. 
The student registered by merely giving his name and address to President’s Hall 
secretary. He was not required to select formally a major or a minor subject. 
There was no appraisal of credentials for the purpose of deciding what courses he 
should take. Lernfreiheit was utterly unrestricted. There were professors who 
proposed to lecture and there were students who proposed to study; what more 
was necessary? <…> No professor, so far as I could see, kept a class list. 
Attendance records were, of course, unheard of. No marks or grades of any kind 
were awarded <…> The student was allowed to take his doctor’s examination 
whenever the professor in charge of his thesis thought he was ready for it.  469

 Johns Hopkins and Clark University were the only educational institutions 
dominated by the ideal of scientific research. Both schools had merit-based graduate 
fellowships that included state-of-the-art research training, and both faced difficulties in 
finding necessary financial support. The more usual and, undoubtedly, more successful 
pattern for researchers was to form an enclave inside a larger university that encompassed 
a broader purpose, thus “building up” graduate training upon undergraduate instruction. 
This model even found support among some German graduates, who envisioned 
undergraduate programs that corresponded with a gymnasium and graduated to a 
university.  470

 Since the 1870s, graduate schools either emerged as parts of newly created 
universities (Chicago, Stanford) or were added to the older established private colleges 
(Harvard and Columbia) and land-grant institutions (Wisconsin, Michigan, Illinois). 
Another stimulus toward the establishment of graduate education came from generational 
change among college and university presidents and the development of the shared 
governance system that allowed the faculty body to participate in decision-making on 
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matters of educational policy.  In the mid-1880s, the university’s appearance strikingly 471

changed, and well-rounded college fathers were replaced by young, ambitious 
administrators who saw the President’s role from the mid-nineteenth century as an 
outdated farce. Timothy Dwight replaced extremely conservative moralist Noah Porter at 
Yale, and the elderly and almost deaf president of Columbia College, Frederick Barnard, 
was replaced by the future Mayor of New York City Seth Low. In the same period, Daniel 
Coit Gilman was active at Johns Hopkins and G. Stanley Hall at Clark (both of them did 
not seem to be educational outcasts anymore). At the Cornell University mugwump 
Republican, Andrew Dickson White, was replaced by the audacious German-trained 
historian Charles Kendall Adams, who was the first to launch a permanent seminar in the 
US and later became president of the University of Wisconsin. 
Academic freedom: a case-study in transfer of practices 
 To understand the nature of German-American transfer and better comprehend 
how particular elements of German origin were selected, revised, and installed in 
American academic life, it is particularly instructive to look at the case of academic 
freedom. Academic freedom is considered the most significant achievement of the half-
century academic revolution. Two principal elements constituted the idealistic German 
notion of academic freedom. These were Lehrfreiheit, freedom of teaching and the right of 
professors to decide what to teach and in which form, and Lernfreiheit which included the 
freedom of studying and the right of students to choose subjects and supervisors according 
to their interests.  However, a more precise interpretation possesses less romantic 472

charm.  
 Initially, Lehrfreiheit regulated the rights of the professorial corporate body, not of 
the individual professor. Unlike in southern Catholic universities, the academic politics in 
Northern Germany implied protection of the university corporation from external interest 
groups (such as church and local authorities, political and economic elites). The state 
guaranteed professorial freedom in the form of patronage as university corporation was 
directly subordinated to the highest legal authority.  Personal subordination to legal 473

authority allowed professors to alternate the content of their lectures and the order of 
courses while pursuing their “quest for truth” by means that they found appropriate. 
Staying inside the limits set by the ministry, professors could disregard claims and 
criticism coming from the “third parties.” Corporate autonomy was also ensured by 
professorial self-government and the absence of administrative personnel inside the 
university corporation. Furthermore, German professors had other reasons to renounce 
the extramural world besides unwanted pretensions of interest groups. In the second half 
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of the nineteenth century, an honorable German professor was akin to a missionary who 
brought the light of reason to the decaying world of utilitarianism and corrupted morals.  474

The system of state patronage, which embraced professors as enlightened bureaucrats, was 
therefore characterized by a hostile attitude to the outside world with its self-interested 
requests and requirements. Still, an alliance with the state did not mean the gratuitous 
emancipation of scholars, and the prohibition of any political discussions was 
accompanied with declared freedom of research. However, for a long time, professors did 
not find any political problems deserving of their respectable attention. 
 American allies of “emancipated” German professors, who sought to introduce the 
idea of Lehrfreiheit in their domestic institutions, found themselves in an entirely different 
setting. Firstly, the patchwork American academy knew neither ministry of education nor 
national academic politics. Secondly, universities were fundamentally dependent on 
external interest groups either financially (as in the case of private-funded institutions) or 
both economically and ideologically (as in state-funded institutions) and thus could not 
afford to neglect their claims. Typically, there was a direct dependence on churches and 
local elites, which was maintained by funding and representation in boards, and backed by 
the impossibility of the intervention of federal authorities. Thirdly, as was already 
mentioned, the external board of trustees stimulated the development of an administrative 
sector, which in the very beginning was represented only by a president but soon expanded 
to the fully fledged bureau.  475

 For these reasons, the raised flag of Lehrfreiheit  in America became a symbol of 
professorial liberation from the administrative apparatus and old-school pietism. 
Professors could not seek protection from federal authorities (there just were no such 
mechanisms), trustees (seen as administration’s allies), or students (who still had no 
voice), so they were compelled to appeal to the people. This was the same “people” for the 
benefit of whom the American educational system was designed and whom German 
professors were trying to avoid.  On November 12, 1900, Professor Edward Ross from 476

Stanford was informed about the decision on his dismissal due to his unacceptable political 
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views.  On November 13, 1900, he organized a press conference and pleaded for public 477

support against administrative violations of academic freedom.  478

 As for freedom of studying, in Germany, the notion of  Lernfreiheit  designated 
merely the right of students to travel freely inside the country, change universities, and 
take courses. Students enrolled in different universities, participated in various seminars, 
attended lectures, and received certificates until they decided to terminate nomadic life 
and defend doctoral dissertations. An absence of prescribed curriculum and no 
requirement to live on campus for years were accompanied by the complete freedom of 
students outside lecture halls, laboratories, and libraries. Students enjoyed their 
independence from educational and pedagogical supervision, their mores and manners 
were supervised only by their conscience and general law.  
 The foreword to the American edition of Friedrich Paulsen’s book Geschichte des 
gelehrten Unterrichts auf den deutschen Schulen und Universitäten  contains a curious 
comment on the translation of basic categories which perfectly illustrate the fate 
of Lernfreiheit on the other side of Atlantic. The translator suggested interpreting the term 
as “elective courses.”  The claim to abolish prescribed curricula had been a major 479

hindrance since the time of the Yale Report. Back then, in 1828, extramural intellectuals 
were deeply disturbed with mandatory courses in Ancient languages and argued for the 
revision of the classic program. In the history of American academia, the issue of the 
freedom of learning was linked to the struggle for elective courses. In 1907, when the battle 
for elective courses seemed to have been won, Charles Eliot put on par the right of students 
to refuse attending prayers and the right to choose between general biology and botany.  480

However, even Eliot with his progressive views could not imagine that a student from a 
provincial second-rate college might have been able to take several courses at Harvard. As 
already noted, there was no national regulating authority that could guarantee equivalent 
transfers inside the educational system, and there were no federal standards to measure 
students’ progress made during their studies, no homogeneity in admission and 
graduation requirement. The lack of evaluating instruments and America’s particular 
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institutional diversity did not leave room for a nomadic student body to emerge. Instead, 
students remained sedentary and modestly enjoyed the benefits of elective courses.  481

 Speaking of students’ mores, it would not be an exaggeration to say that what was 
sound for a young German, was seen by professors as potentially harmful for American 
boys. Young men during their stay in Germany took pleasure in adult life but could not 
even dream of transferring this part of student culture back home. Returnees were inclined 
to see college students as too “unready and immature” to fully accept the freedom of 
learning. John Burgess, one of the founders of American political science and a Heidelberg 
graduate, lamented in his reminiscences that he could not “find a single man in a class who 
seemed to me to have any aptitude <…> I did not consider a single one of them worthy of 
the degree of A. B.” Burgess described the college as an “outdated and second-rate 
institution” and blamed the lack of entrance examinations.  The ultimate separation of 482

colleges and university never happened. Even newly created universities that initially 
insisted on the all-graduate education were later forced to launch undergraduate 
programs.  
 In the German system, gymnasiums — institutionally and ideologically separated 
from universities — served as a bulwark for strict discipline. In America, on the contrary, 
collegiate paternal care infused further educational levels.  The fact that college was 483

never equivalent to gymnasium set the limits for the compatibility of German and 
American practices of student freedom. In Germany, the track began with Volksschule, the 
state-regulated system of public schools, which were followed by the gymnasium and later 
by the university. Successful gymnasium graduates passed through a set of final exams 
(Abitur) that served as universal measure of educational level. The connection between 
three levels was maintained by the only ultimate regulator — the state authority and its 
ramified institutional oversight. However, in America, as James M. Hart pessimistically 
observed, “colleges started with nothing and ended in nothing,”  meaning that no 484

obligatory instruction proceeded the enrolment and no clear criteria was defined to 
estimate the educational level of graduates.   
 In the US, the discussion about academic freedom shifted from scholarly and 
research issues to institutional and organizational ones. The new interpretation of 
academic freedom became a powerful weapon against pietism since it promised to liberate 
students from disciplinary control and emancipate professors from the obligation to follow 
the rules external to their research interests. Furthermore, it reinforced resistance to the 
authoritative administration by appealing to the professional community and the public. 
In other words, in America, academic freedom came to signify the freedom of the modern 
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university from an old-time college. Since the early years of American academic 
migrations, students departed abroad for two primary reasons: to get advanced scholarly 
education and evade omnipresent authoritative supervision. In the early nineteenth 
century, only a handful of young intellectuals met these needs, but in the processes of the 
college’s gradual stagnation, undergraduate instruction became apparently inadequate, 
and campus discipline turned unbearably stringent. Consequently, the number of students 
willing to migrate rose significantly, peaking in the 1870s, when most American 
matriculants entered German universities. Again, specific features of their native academia 
predetermined an uneven distribution of American students among departments of 
knowledge in German universities. 
 Because moral philosophy grounded the entire collegiate pedagogy and proved the 
most rigid and conservative study, moral scholars — namely students of history, politics, 
society, economy, and psychology — found themselves in a more disadvantageous 
condition than students of natural sciences or humanities. This is because progress in 
these fields did not contradict the collegiate spirit and, consequently, was not remarkably 
suppressed. In his study, Veysey found no correspondence between disciplinary or 
professional identity and a preferred educational ideology. He argued that the individual 
persuasions of reformers did not neatly coincide with specific fields, campuses, or 
departments, for “nearly every major American university was too diverse a place to be 
identified with any one academic philosophy <…> many academic disciplines housed 
professors of strongly clashing educational views.”  However, as I aimed to show in this 485

chapter, due to the fundamental nexus between old-time collegiate dogmatism and 
traditional moral philosophy, moral scholars constituted the most sizable group among 
American academic migrants and the most enthusiastic group of future university 
reformers.  Recent German graduates were compelled to return home, but to advance 486
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their knowledge upon arrival they had to reform the entire structure which initially forced 
them to leave. In this way, two groups intersected: those engaged in studying moral objects 
and those engaged in the reformist movement. Young, ambitious scholars could not 
establish and practice new knowledge in the old-time college’s infrastructural and 
pedagogical dragnet. Consequently, in the eyes of young scholars who appeared on the 
educational scene in the 1870s, the emergence of new knowledge in American academia 
became inseparable from the emergence of a graduate university. This inseparability of 
institutional and intellectual aspects was the essence of disciplinary knowledge: this type of 
knowledge could be practiced only by exploiting the university infrastructure, and the 
university was defined as the place where disciplinary knowledge was practiced. 
 German-American academic transfer stemmed not only from the same intersecting 
groups of people, but also the exact same selection mechanisms which mediated such 
transfer in both fields of moral knowledge and university reforms. These selection 
mechanisms were conditioned by the American cultural imagination (like the image of 
German scholarship as particularly rigorous and superior), the structural and legal 
position of foreign students in the German educational system (for example, the ease of 
matriculation and graduation, lower expenses, exclusion from the work of seminar groups, 
the ease of career promotion after return), the growing disenchantment of educated public 
in collegiate system, and the failure of this system to accommodate new scholarly, 
pedagogical, and institutional tendencies (like professorial self-government, elective 
courses, or protection of academic freedom). The same selection mechanism framed 
American students’ perception of German academic life and produced an image of an 
advanced research university, no matter how far from German reality, which they later 
promoted at home.  
 After considering how these mechanisms conditioned the transfer of academic 
practices between Germany and the US, and after reviewing the German sciences of state 
in the nineteenth century, we shall examine how these mechanisms operated in the case of 
political knowledge yet to be placed in the context of the reform movement. At this point, 
we shall bid farewell to moral philosophy for it will not reappear in the narrative: it 
vanished together with the old-time college. Although it took time for modern political 
science to appear, it was not a new knowledge that sentenced moral philosophy to death 
but institutional reforms that made its dogmas inappropriate as the pedagogical ground of 
higher learning. Thus, it was the dissolution of collegiate learning that opened the way for 
modern political science. At the same time, the German experience of American students 
framed the disciplinary qualities of this new knowledge — both institutional as a part of 
new graduate education and intellectual as historical, inductive, and based on “facts.” 
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Chapter 4. The birth of a discipline from the spirit of reform 

4.1 Burgess and Adams as graduate students 

 During the summer of 1867, John William Burgess, a twenty-three-year-old Civil 
War veteran and a recent Amherst College graduate, pondered his future education.  He 487

contemplated this ordinary topic from an unusual standpoint, going “back to the night of 
terror in February of 1863.” Burgess was a staunch unionist, despite being a slaveholder 
from Giles County, Tennessee. He served for the Union army and, after observing 
massacres of the war in the Battle of Shiloh, he registered a vow “with the Providence 
which directs the world’s events that, in case I should be spared, I would devote my life to 
the ascertainment and teaching of such methods of dealing with the world’s great problems 
as would, in some degree at least, forestall the resort of physical force and decision by 
bloodshed and destruction.” Burgess believed that the implied “methods” were adequately 
covered in the fields of history, political science, and public law. However, instruction in 
these fields “did not exist, at that time, anywhere in our country.”  Upon reflection, 488

Burgess reasoned that among the courses available to him in America, the study of private 
law was the closest to the desired areas. 
 At the time, only two routes to study law were open to an aspiring student: either 
pouring over legal files in a lawyer’s office and attending courts under his guidance, or 
entering one of the very few law schools. In the 1860s, the most celebrated legal scholar 
was Theodore William Dwight, the founder of a Law School nominally attached to 
Columbia College, which was substantially his private affair.  Dwight’s closest associate 489

was Francis Lieber “the world-renowned publicist” as Burgess called him. Despite the 
success of his writings, through which “professor Lieber instructed the United States and 
the world” he was “a distinct failure” as a teacher. It was, however, Lieber rather than 
Dwight who attracted Burgess to Columbia. Burgess judged that Lieber’s subjects were 

 In the further description of Burgess’s biography, I rely on the following sources: his own revealing 487

autobiographical Reminiscences; Munroe Smith, “John William Burgess,” Internationale Wochenschrift für 
Wissenschaft, Kunst, und Technik VII (November 1908); William R. Shepherd, “John William Burgess” in 
American Masters of Social Science: An Approach to the Study of the Social Sciences Through a Neglected 
Field of Biography, ed. Howard W. Odum (New York: Henry Holt & Co., 1927); Bernard E. Brown, American 
Conservatives: The Political Thought of Francis Lieber and John W. Burgess (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1951); scattered biographical details can be found in R. Gordon Hoxie, A History of the 
Faculty of Political Science, Columbia University (New York: Columbia University Press, 1955). For the 
Burgess’s full bibliography, see Howard Lee McBain, ed., A Bibliography of the Faculty of Political Science of 
Columbia University, 1880–1930 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1931), 3–7.

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 69. Burgess also spoke rather eloquently about his war experience in the very 488

beginning of an address delivered on the celebration of Columbia School of Political Science 50th 
anniversary; see John W. Burgess, “The Founding of the School of Political Science,” Columbia University 
Quaterly XXII, no. 4 (December 1930).

 On Theodore W. Dwight and the method of instruction in his Law School see Theodore W. Dwight, 489

“Columbia College Law School, New York,” The Green Bag I (1889), and George Chase, “The Dwight Method 
of Legal Instruction,” The American Lawyer XV, no. 9 (September 1907).
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more congruent with what he proposed to himself as his true life’s purpose. That same 
summer, Burgess found no difficulty in entering the Columbia Law School, because 
“nothing more than a high-school education, in fact hardly that, was required for 
enrollment in the student body.”  Unfortunately, after returning to Amherst to remove 490

his belongings, Burgess was stricken with a severe attack of typhoid fever that disabled him 
for more than three months. The term in Columbia had since passed so far that it became 
impossible for Burgess to join other students in pursuing the courses of instruction. He 
was, therefore, forced by such circumstances to take up the study of law in a lawyer’s office. 
 When Burgess was ready to resume his university studies, Lieber’s fame almost 
faded away, and instead of striving for a place in Columbia, he started his educational 
quest from scratch. After looking through all of the catalogue of American colleges “and 
finding no adequate provisions for the study of history, public law, and political science 
anywhere” Burgess’ closest friend and relative, Rev. Christopher Toppan Thayer, suggested 
that he contacted historian George Bancroft. Bancroft was one of the first quartette of 
students who graduated from Göttingen in 1820 and, at the time, served as a Minister of 
the United States to Prussia.  In a reply, Bancroft offered to guide Burgess’s studies and 491

urged him to “come immediately to Germany and repair at first to the University of 
Göttingen” and begin his work with the philosopher Rudolph Hermann Lotze, the 
historian Georg Waitz, and the publicist Zachariä. In the early summer of 1871, Burgess 
and his ally, Elihu Root, a theology student who later converted to physics, steamed away 
from Boston to reach Göttingen, “hoping there and in other German universities to acquire 
the education which would fit us for the life-work which each of us had chosen for 
himself.”  492

 The story of Burgess’s wanderings is rather typical of an educational experience 
shared by American graduates in the 1860–70s. To begin with, an ambitious student 
recognized that domestic institutions of higher learning were lagging behind the progress 
made by contemporaneous knowledge. Colleges could not offer him decent instruction in 
those very fields that the younger generation was almost intuitively leaning towards. Later, 
a student had to contend with limited studying opportunities, superficial teaching, or 
inadequate learning infrastructures, like poorly equipped libraries or laboratories. Finally, 
if he did not cease striving for advanced instruction, he became convinced that the desired 
scholarship can only be found in Germany. As Burgess wrote on another occasion “there is 
nothing which more excites the admiration of a true scholar than the courage and zeal with 
which the great German savants undertake the most gigantic tasks in science and letters, 

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 70.490

 About Bancroft’s service in Prussia see Henry Blumenthal, “George Bancroft in Berlin, 1867–1874,” The 491

New England Quarterly 37, no. 2 (June 1964). One of the American students whom Bancroft befriended in 
Berlin has told that “when he presented notes of introduction from the American minister and historian to 
Mommsen and Ranke, each of these men exclaimed in turn, ‘He is one of us.’” See Chapter VIII in Howe, Life 
and Letters of George Bancroft, 2:166–278; 272.

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 85–86.492

 162



as there is nothing more satisfactory than the manner and success with which they master 
and complete them.”  493

 This conviction was especially justified in the case of undivided “things political” for 
the collegiate educational ideology, which was founded upon moral pietism and 
embodying the administrative, pedagogical, and curricular hierarchies, was not equally 
constraining to all intellectual innovations. On the contrary, it discriminated between 
various domains of institutionalized knowledge and tended to treat with suspicion only 
those deviations from the endorsed curriculum that could potentially compromise the 
college’s institutional resilience. In John Burgess’ exact wording “as long as it was confined 
to the competition between natural science and theology and before natural science had 
become biological, an accommodation could be maintained, but when research undertook 
to account for life and morality, then its hostility to revelation was recognized and its 
advance combated.”  Academic moralists, who usually chaired all three principal college 494

hierarchies, became defensive when they encountered any theory of the state that was 
different from the doctrine of moral government. Yet these theories were ample because 
the very tendency of political knowledge at the time was to evolve toward greater 
historicization, moral relativism, and inductive reasoning. 
 This state of affairs had two implications. First, pioneering political scholars were 
bound to disturb the dominant educational ideology even if they deliberately abstained 
from engaging in educational disputes. Second, since the college was so aggressively 
unwilling to incorporate their knowledge, pioneering political scholars were destined to 
confront the entire educational system if they were to pursue superior scholarship in their 
preferred area. By the 1860s, the logic of conflict between intellectual innovations and 
institutional infrastructure presupposed that infrastructure reforms should have come into 
being first, and new scholarship in the subfield of moral philosophy should have been 
second. As was established in the previous chapter, both processes were mediated by the 
German academic utopia that simultaneously provided a blueprint for institutional 
transformation and equipped reformers with cutting-edge, advanced scholarship criteria. 
Several developments, which were discussed above under the aggregate name of the 
German-American academic transfer, contributed to the formation of the German 
university’s figment in the American cultural imagination. 
 When arriving to the continent in the mid-nineteenth century, American 
matriculants shared collective expectations previously constructed by the proclamations of 
educational reformers, reminiscences of earlier migrant generations, and scattered 
evidence available through romantic travelogues. Hence, Americans were particularly 
fascinated with the charismatic style of scholarship evinced by their German mentors and 
with the personal freedom of German university students. These were two ideological 
clichés that metamorphosed into immediate experience. In his reminiscences, Burgess 
barely mentioned any scholarly achievements of his German teachers but abundantly 

 John W. Burgess, “Von Holst’s Public Law of the United States,” Political Science Quarterly 1, no. 4 493

(December 1886), 614.
 Burgess, Reminiscences, 148.494
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described their charm, oratory skills, and high social status. In Göttingen, Burgess was 
most closely allied with Professor Georg Waitz, a disciple of Leopold von Ranke and 
Friedrich Christoph Dahlmann, who taught German constitutional law. According to 
Burgess, although Waitz was “the most thorough master” he had ever met, and his style 
was rather “loose and involved,” it was hard to follow him “especially for a foreigner.” 
Insufficient knowledge of German repeatedly hampered Burgess’ studies. When studying 
under the prominent historian Heinrich Wuttke at Leipzig, Burgess did not learn much 
from his professor. “This was not his fault so much as mine” Burgess later explained 
“although I think his indistinct pronunciation aggravated my faulty hearing.” On the other 
hand, Heinrich Albert Zachariä, who was Burgess’s teacher of European civil law at 
Göttingen, was easy to understand and follow, but since the American student “knew 
absolutely nothing about the subjects he taught,” he was therefore poorly prepared to 
profit fully by instruction.  495

 Following Bancroft’s advice, after studying one semester at Göttingen, Burgess 
transferred to Leipzig in April 1872 to learn Pandektenrecht with Bernhard Windscheid, 
Roman history with Moritz Voigt, and political economy with Wilhelm Roscher. In 
Germany, as he later wrote with ill-concealed envy, transfers among universities “was and 
still is quite a usual thing, as the universities are more closely connected than in this 
country and work done at one counts without question in every other.” Burgess’ favorite 
teacher at Leipzig was Roscher, but the only thing he could tell about his master was that 
“his lecture room was the best attended in the whole university, and his books were the 
most widely read.”  496

 Burgess left the most exquisite praises for his professors at Berlin, where he moved 
for two semesters in the 1872–1873 academic year. Although the youngest of the German 
institutions, Friedrich Wilhelm University was “the first great school of the world for 
science, philosophy, and letters.” George Bancroft, who personally knew the Berlin 
teachers, mapped out a course of study for his protégé. He prescribed Greek history with 
Ernst Curtius, Roman history with Theodore Mommsen, German and Prussian history 
with Gustav Droysen, and later with Heinrich von Treitschke, philosophy with Eduard 
Zeller, logic with Hermann Helmholtz, and public law with Rudolf von Gneist. As Burgess 
remembered, Mommsen “was Nietzsche’s conception of a superhuman” but Curtius did 
not quite fit in that class. He also reminisced of Droysen as “the most prodigious worker I 
have ever known among men of letters” and of Treitschke as an “exceedingly brilliant” 
orator. The teacher, however, who made the most impact on later Burgess’ professorial life 
was Gneist, “the chief professor of public law and the counsel of Bismarck on all legal 
matters.” Burgess admitted that through his close alliance with Gneist, he “practically saw 
the German Empire constructed, both militarily and civilly” and if asked to name the 
architects of its civil side, Burgess “would say unhesitatingly Bismarck and Gneist.”  497

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 102–109.495

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 105, 109.496

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 121–122, 127, 130, 131.497
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 In 1872, just a year after Burgess’ departure, another Amherst graduate considered 
leaving for Germany, which was “a goal for most Amherst students.”  It was Herbert 498

Baxter Adams, twenty-two-year-old son of a prosperous merchant and manufacturer from 
Shutesbury, Massachusetts.  Just like Burgess, Adams had to spend a year after 499

graduation on practical training. He taught Latin, Greek, mathematics, and classical 
history at Williston Seminary.  Later that year, Adams’s elder brother encouraged him to 500

go abroad for higher studies in history. The young man’s historical bent of mind was first 
discovered by Julius Hawley Seelye of Amherst, who issued for Adams (then a sub-
freshmen) written permission to use the historical section of the College library, and later 
gave decisive impulse to Adams’s historical learning:  

I remember in the philosophical course by the President of the College one 
remarkable lecture on the Philosophy of History. After rapidly reviewing the 
course of civilization, Dr. Seelye said that history was the grandest study in the 
world. That sentence decided my fate. I determined to devote myself to that 
grand subject. Up to that time I had no career in mind except journalism. I had 
written more or less for the “Amherst Record” and for the New York and Boston 
papers when I found a chance to do any reporting. But now my mind was quickly 
made up to pursue the “grandest study in the world,” the recorded experience of 
mankind.  501

 Following his brother’s advice, in July 1873, Adams departed to Lausanne, 
Switzerland, where he studied French for several months. A brief trip to Italy then followed 
and a sojourn in Paris, where Adams met his older brother, who dissuaded him from 
pursuing study in France. In January 1874, he came to Heidelberg. In Germany, his major 
(Hauptfach) was, in his own words “Science of State and of Politics” with additional 
specialization (Nebenfächer) in “Constitutional History and International Law” and 
“Political History and History of Civilization.”  Despite not having an influential 502

benefactor like George Bancroft, Adams nevertheless arranged for himself a schedule just 
as sophisticated as Burgess’ timetable. 

 Adams added, that for beginners in science “Germany is not the place <…> it is only in the higher fields of 498

study and analysis that one can profit;” see [Herbert B. Adams], “Letters from Germany I. Heidelberg, April 
5, 1874,” Amherst Student (May 16, 1874), 66.

 In describing Herbert B. Adams’s biography, I rely chiefly upon John Martin Vincent, “Herbert B. Adams: 499

A Biographical Sketch,” in Herbert B. Adams: Tributes of Friends; with A Bibliography of the Department 
of History, Politics and Economics of the Johns Hopkins University, 1876–1901 (Baltimore: The Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 1902); Richard T. Ely, “The Life and Services of Herbert B. Adams,” in Herbert B. 
Adams: Tributes of Friends; with A Bibliography of the Department of History, Politics and Economics of 
the Johns Hopkins University, 1876–1901 (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1902): 27–53; 
John Spencer Bassett, “Adams, Herbert Baxter,” Dictionary of American Biography (New York: 
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 Burgess and Adams graduated from Amherst, both studied under Julius H. Seelye, both dedicated one 500

year after graduation to practical training, and although Burgess was six years older that Adams, they sailed 
to Germany almost simultaneously, because Burgess had spent four years at the Civil War front.

 From the Adams’s unpublished autobiographical sketch as reproduced in Vincent, “Herbert B. Adams,” 501
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 “Culturgeschichte” has claimed Adams’s “special attention,” that was further prompted by an art historian 502

Karl Stark. Adams described the formal side of his studies in the letter to the Trustees of the Johns Hopkins 
University (Heidelberg and Baden, April 16, 1876), reprinted in Holt, Historical Scholarship, 28.
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 During the winter and summer of his first academic year, Adams lived in the family 
of philologist Emil Otto who taught him German grammar. Together with John Bates 
Clark, a future famous neoclassical economist, Adams attended lectures of William Ihne on 
Roman history and of Kuno Fischer on German literature and philosophy. He registered 
for Bernhard Erdmannsdörffer’s courses on the French Revolution, Napoleon, and on 
English history.  An American historian Raymond J. Cunningham reconstructed a 503

remarkably complete picture of Adams’s early academic life. He indicated that a 
discernible pattern emerged from the courses that Adams attended during his first 
semester at Heidelberg. The principal criterion for enrolment to the lecture course was the 
professors’ reputation. Furthermore, it is no surprise that on par with Treitschke’s course 
on Protestant reformation, Adams attended Robert Wilhelm Bunsen’s and Gustav Robert 
Kirchhoff’s lectures on chemistry and physics.  504

 After a brief tour to Göttingen, where Adams met a large colony of Amherst 
graduates, he transferred to Berlin for the winter semester of 1874–75. At Berlin, he was 
most interested in Ernst Curtius, who taught Greek art and archeology, and Hermann 
Grimm, a lecturer on early Christian and Italian art history. Adams also attended 
Droysen’s course on the French Revolution, Treitschke’s course on politics, and Zeller’s 
course on the history of Greek philosophy. He returned to Heidelberg for the summer 
semester of 1876 and, under the guidance of Johann Kaspar Bluntschli, completed a course 
in history and political science. Finally, he was examined by Karl Knies and Johann 
Bluntschli, and awarded a PhD degree by the Staatswissenschaftliches faculty on July 14, 
1876.  505

 While Burgess left little comments on German studentship, focusing more on the 
professors, Adams authored several witty sketches on student mores and habits, published 
anonymously in  Amherst Student.  The contrast between “gymnasium strictness and 506

university licence” Adams wrote, was so great that German students were condemned to 
spend a year or more in dissipation before they could settle down for work, and even then 
they were “not so industrious as an average American student <…> they study less than 
Amherst men.” In his not-so-caricature description, Adams wrote that German students 
led an easy life until a few months before the examination. Then, once the deadline was 
coming, they cut all lectures and crammed books: “more work is done in this way than by 

 Herbert Baxter Adams’s class schedule (Stundenplan) appeared in Raymond J. Cunningham, “The 503
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during the student years; it included Leopold von Ranke, Jacob Burckhardt, Gustav Droysen, Heinrich 
Treitschke, Christoph Dahlmann, Georg Waitz, Wilhelm von Giesebrecht, Hermann Eduard von Holst, 
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Examination from 6–8 p.m. Summa cum laude! Knies, Bluntschli, Erdmannsdörfrer, Winkelmann, Stark, 
Ribbeck, Weil, and others present.” On the 15th of July, Adams bade farewell to his professors and entered in 
his diary: “Bluntschli a trump!” See Vincent, “Herbert B. Adams,” 13.
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composed his sketches just after matriculating at Heidelberg.
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the so-called German method.” During the lectures, German students were more 
inattentive than Americans, and whittling the benches seemed to be their favorite 
pastime.  However, there was no being in the world who lived a happier life than the 507

German student, Adams wrote: 

He is the creature of to-day and enjoys the present with all the gusto of an 
Epicurean. The toils of the past are over. He has escaped the dangers and 
anxieties of a gymnasium course and lands with joy in the country of the Lotus-
Eaters. For him now is only rest and enjoyment, at least, for many a day. He 
knows, indeed, that he must sometime resume his endeavors, and prepare to put 
forth upon a broader sea, but not yet, oh, not yet! Even the roar of that mighty 
surge seems but as music in his ears, so far is it away.  508

 Accusing German students of inattentiveness, Adams himself was anything but 
perfectly accurate. Though anecdotal, the following episode once again illustrates how 
confusing the German academic reality was for American students. In his second letter 
from Heidelberg, written in late spring 1874, Adams described a “torch-light” march 
accompanied by singing that students performed in honor of a certain  Treitschker “a 
friend of Bismarck and Professor of history, who is now called to Berlin.”  In the next 509

letter, he spoke of Heinrich von Freitschke, “our best professor in History and Political 
Science.” Freitschke  left for the capital and so Adams decided to follow him for a winter 
semester. This savant, Adams described, “now heads the list of Berlin professors <…> a 
student from that university told me yesterday that they were quite crazy over him up 
there.” Freitschke earlier lectured at Heidelberg on Reformation, attracting crowds in his 
auditorium. “No one ever received such storms of applause on entering as he,” Adams 
wrote and added that “it was necessary to wake things up a little, for Freitsche is very deaf 
and wouldn’t appreciate us if we did otherwise.”  Only in 1876 did Adams finally spell 510

Treitschke’s name correctly. 
 American students occupied a rather exceptional institutional position, and 
therefore they could only partially observe the bureaucratic machinery operating behind 
the magnificent German academia. With rare exceptions, their learning was indispensably 
superficial and somewhat impressionistic, aimed at perceiving general tendencies and 
categories, rather than at a thorough apprenticeship. They captured intonation and style 
but hardly comprehended advanced discussions. The exact same mechanisms that 
mediated an American students’ perception of graduate education explained their 
understanding of the very content of learning. Likewise, aspiring students of politics, while 
joining a seminar group or lecture class, were not conducting research but observed 
intonations, postures, and a charismatic style of scholarship. They were not learning the 
German sciences of state but were learning about university and university men. They 

 [Adams],“From Germany I,” 66–67.507
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captured general tone instead of exact details, terms, or methodological tricks. When 
trying to explain the concept of the state to his students, Burgess repeatedly referred to one 
episode that occurred immediately upon his arrival to Göttingen in May 1871. The war 
between Prussia and France was drawing to its close, the German troops were returning 
home, and Berlin was getting ready for a grand entrée of the victorious army. Burgess and 
his friend “greatly desired to go up and witness this world-historic event.” A trip to Berlin 
required several days of absence from Göttingen, thus making attempts to matriculate in 
May entirely pointless. Two comrades decided to skip the rest of the semester and never 
regretted their decision: 

It was more to us to see the power of the new Germany make its triumphal 
entrance into the new imperial capital than to have heard a few lectures which 
we would have only partially understood. It gave us a more correct conception of 
the new Germany that we could ever have obtained from the reading of books or 
the hearing of lectures and addresses.  511

 However, both Burgess and Adams had better luck than their fellows, for both were 
allowed to participate in seminars. Burgess participated in the historical seminar of Gustav 
Droysen at Berlin, and the Adams took part in the joint seminar of Karl Knies and Johann 
Kaspar Bluntschli at Heidelberg. When Burgess came to Berlin, Droysen was acting 
Director of the Prussian archives and worked on the monumental  Geschichte der 
preussischen Politik. Soon after meeting, Droysen invited Burgess into the seminar and 
assigned him some archival work. As Burgess recollected later “deciphering and editing of 
the Prussian archives was a stupendous labor” and thus he almost ruined “one of the 
strongest pairs of eyes given to men in only one year’s devotion to this work.” Despite 
much risk involved, Burgess actively participated in seminar work (“it was with Droysen, 
and from Droysen, that I learned the methods of historical research and construction” ) 512

although nothing is known of any advancement he made during these studies. Herbert 
Adams, for his turn, had a chance to report on his progress while writing to Daniel Coit 
Gilman, President of Johns Hopkins University and his potential employer: 

In regard to essays or disquisitions, I must confess that I have nothing on hand 
that is in condition to offer a committee as a specimen of my original work. 
Whatever I have done in the way of research has been in the Historical and 
Political Seminar. The work of the former consists in Quellenstudien, the 
comparison of original sources of history, under the direction of one of the 
Professors. We have held chiefly to Pertz’s Monumenta Germaniae Historica, and 
the only opportunity for display lies in the grouping of fresh points of fact in 
regard to some given subject. For example, I worked up last winter, from Latin 
sources, “Arnoldo da Brescia and his palace in Italian History.” I presented my 
points orally in connection with text from Otto of Freising and occupied thus two 
sessions of the Seminar.  513

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 96.511
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 In this fragment, Adams described his work on Bernhard Erdmannsdörffer’s 
seminar during the winter semester of 1875–76 which focused at the time on the history of 
the Holy Roman Empire in the time of Frederick Barbarossa. Six participants of the 
seminar took turns translating Gesta Friderici Imperatoris in relation to other sources.  514

Besides Quellenstudien, Erdmannsdörffer assigned Kleine Arbaiten to individual students, 
and the Adams’s one was on Arnold of Brecia. Furthermore, during the same winter 
semester, Adams entered Bluntschli’s political science seminar dedicated to “comparative 
constitutional history of modern European states, with special reference to the rise of 
Prussia and of the new German Empire.” During the meetings, Bluntschli led exercises in 
comparative textual analysis of the Belgian Constitution of 1830 and the Prussian 
Constitution of 1850. Adams and his fellow seminarists were assigned to prepare reports 
on church-state relations in European states; Bluntschli heavily drew upon these reports in 
his monograph on papacy and international law.  515

 In the context of the academic revolution, the transfer of German research 
practices, which reformers deemed essential for the development of new scholarship, 
preceded the transfer of concepts and theories and limited it. An idea of scientific research 
brought home from Germany by freshly graduated Americans was an erratic 
amalgamation made of either incomplete or partial elements, either mixed up or entirely 
flipped over. The notion of “disinterested learning” began to signify the proto-positivist 
sentiment of “pure science” interpreted in radically empiricist terms, while the practice of 
professional autonomy transformed into decades of enmity between “scholars” and 
“bureaucrats.” I imply nothing recondite while arguing that the logic of the American 
academic revolution presumed the primacy of institutional reforms over intellectual 
innovations, or, in other words, claiming that infrastructural transfer limited and framed 
the conceptual one. This means precisely that immediately after their return from 
Germany, numerous ambitious men, many of them in late twenties or early thirties, 
applied themselves to the establishment of graduate instruction. This was merely to make 
some room for themselves and the new discipline that they foresaw, thus putting 
intellectual labor aside. Hence, it took two generations to facilitate the transition from old-
time college moral philosophy to modern political science. 
 In 1878, Herbert Baxter Adams took charge of the Johns Hopkins seminar in 
historical and political sciences. In 1880, John W. Burgess established a School of Political 
Science at Columbia College. Despite different naming, these two principal strongholds of 
institutional innovations and intellectual revisions shared a common agenda. Their 
curricula included courses in modern history, politics, public law, economics, and 
constitutional development. They introduced new methods of study and research, 
including seminars; they used a comparative-historical method as a principal research 
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instrument; they claimed for objectivity as a distinct feature of purely scientific knowledge. 
They also developed research libraries and introduced tools for an investigation of primary 
materials. In the late 1890s, both graduate programs declined and were later radically 
transformed once the second generation of political scientists arrived. This chapter 
examines the development of two graduate programs in political science and the 
institutional and intellectual reformist accomplishments of the short-lived academic 
generation. 
 Such pioneers as John W. Burgess and Herbert B. Adams are not remembered 
because of their groundbreaking theories or avant-guard research. The array of research 
practices and standards that they implemented were more significant in impact than in 
their theoretical speculations. They introduced Americans to seminar as a fundamental 
part of higher education, instituted PhD degrees as proof of superior professional skills of a 
university scholar, contributed to the explosion of academic periodicals and monograph 
series, and facilitated the founding of professional associations. With their impressionistic 
view on German academia and in desperate need of academic reform, scholars who 
composed the first generation of political scientists were more engaged in “administrative” 
than “scholarly” activities. It was the second generation that dedicated itself to the 
advancement of knowledge, for they enjoyed a well-established infrastructure of journals, 
libraries, graduate tracks, and professional associations. It was the second generation that 
gradually abandoned a “German-inspired, comprehensive conception of social-scientific 
inquiry in favor of pragmatically and professionally defined, narrowly disciplinary 
discourses.”  516

 The founding fathers of American political science were preoccupied with university 
reforms and, whether knowingly or not, adjusted their studies to the redefined needs of 
higher education. The emergence of the modern university entailed reconfiguring the 
previously existing corpora of knowledge, redefining its relation to the public, and 
implementing novel research techniques. These developments pushed heterogeneous 
speculations about “moral” objects towards consolidation in modern American academia. 
University reforms stimulated the rapid growth of demand for borrowed, adopted, 
transformed, and entirely novel concepts, theories, methods, and approaches. The 
following chapter examines how specific educational mechanisms, research techniques, 
and infrastructural details framed the development of political knowledge, and directed or 
confined earlier tendencies. In other words, how modern political science as a university 
discipline emerged from the reformist university movement directed against an old-time 
college and its moral philosophy. 

4.2 Burgess and Adams as educational reformers 

 John William Burgess and Herbert Baxter Adams were two champions behind the 
disciplinary development of political science in the United States, and for them, as 
members of the pioneering generation, a road toward modern political knowledge led 

 Peter T. Manicas, “The Social Science Disciplines: The American Model,” in Discourses on Society: The 516

Shaping of the Social Science Disciplines, ed. Peter Wagner, Björn Wittrock, and Richard P. Whitley 
(London: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 1990), 59.
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through inevitable educational reforms. Therefore, upon graduation in Germany, both 
men joined the forces of the American academic revolution and tied their institutional 
careers and intellectual advancement to two leading-edge universities. Burgess joined the 
Columbia College faculty in 1876 and guided the institution’s substantial transformation 
from an outmoded day-time school with a library open only for an hour and a half a day 
into a much-awaited “grand university” in the City of New York. Earlier in 1876, Adams 
received a fellowship in history at Johns Hopkins, a whole new graduate school aimed at 
fashioning the novel American research university.  
 Both men had neither an explicit intention to establish political science as a 
separate field of studies, nor a deliberate goal to transplant the German political-cum-
historical knowledge into American soil. Instead, they sought to advance the body of 
knowledge they had already been practicing in the given institutional settings. This process 
was manifested in the promotion of research programs with an emphasis on original 
research and publications, in the use of historical and comparative research methods, and 
in the particular focus on the legal and political aspects of historical studies. Burgess called 
this body of knowledge “studies in law and history,” while for Adams, it was “institutional 
history and political economy.” Regardless of the labelling, they both worked in an interim 
field that emerged on the ruins of historicized moral philosophy and rapidly developed in 
institutional conditions laid down by the academic revolution. They later finally 
disintegrated into an array of subfields currently known under the aggregate name of 
“political science.” The principal intent of the following chapter is to examine how Burgess 
and Adams, while striving to establish a room for their German-style scholarship in a 
German-style modern research university, had attained a paragon graduate education and 
a blueprint for future political science that were both unconditionally “American.” 
Political science in reformed college: Burgess of Columbia 
 Columbia was not Burgess’ initial destination point. In the summer of 1873, while 
still in Berlin, Burgess received two inquiries. The first came from professor Theodore W. 
Dwight who wondered if a young graduate would consider a professorship of political 
science and public law in the Law School of Columbia College. After Francis Lieber’s death 
in October 1872, trustees were still looking for his successor. The other inquiry came from 
Julius Hawley Seelye of Amherst College, Burgess’ informal supervisor during his Amherst 
studies.  Professor Seelye informed Burgess that he was endeavoring to have a chair in 517

history and political science, and that position, when established, would be “undoubtedly” 
offered to him.  Because he was never a lover of metropolitan life, and because he 518

 Burgess described the decisive influence that Seelye’s supervision had upon him in much the same 517

manner as Herbert B. Adams: “In his course upon the History of Philosophy, he used a text book which first 
drew my attention to the European literature upon the History of Civilization. He had been a student at the 
University in Halle, and had learned there the world-philosophy of Kant and Hegel; and it was to him that I 
confined my hopes and ambitions and from him that I received the disheartening information that the 
instruction which I was seeking had no place in the curriculum of any institution of learning in this country, 
but only in the universities of Europe, especially of Germany.” Burgess, “The Founding of the School,” 355; 
about Seelye’s career as Amherst professor and president, see Chapters X and XI in William Seymour Tyler, 
A History of Amherst College During the Administrations of Its First Five Presidents: from 1821 to 1891 
(New York: F.H. Hitchcock, 1895), 198–252.

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 134–135.518
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reasoned that residence in Amherst would grant him larger impact on political education 
in the US, Burgess accepted Seelye’s invitation, and he repaired to Amherst. As Burgess 
later claimed, the “conscious object” of his work at Amherst was to “establish a school of 
political thought.”  519

 In 1873–74, Burgess taught the history of European political development to the 
senior year. From October to June, Burgess and his class covered a period from the 
downfall of the Roman Empire to the outbreak of the French Revolution. At this point, 
classes were suspended due to the final examination. Instead of taking advantage of 
cessation, students petitioned faculty requesting to continue work with Burgess up to the 
commencement week. In this way, the class covered the French Revolution. After 
graduation, seven members of the class asked Burgess to continue studies in the political 
history of Europe subsequent to the Revolution under his guidance. This request was 
“nothing more nor less than a proposition to establish a graduate school at Amherst 
College.”  Burgess hesitated to inform trustees and faculty about the students’ proposal, 520

and thus he started teaching privately. In fact, Burgess launched a graduate seminar, 
assigning to each student “a special field of investigation and bringing them together twice 
a week to hear the results of their researches and subject the same to discussion and 
inquiry” to Burgess himself and other members of the seminar:  

At the close of the academic year 1874–75, that is, at the summer of 1875, I 
advised them all to go to Germany and study further in Berlin University or in 
some other German university of the first class. They all followed that advice and 
in this way a group of scholars was created upon whom I could rely in the further 
development of my educational plans.  521

 Despite Burgess’s caution, the Amherst Faculty quickly learned about his seminar 
group and considered the young professor’s engagement in “extracurricular” activities 
detrimental to the proper needs of the college. Moreover, during the calendar years 1875 
and 1876, Burgess’s great supporter and patron, Julius H. Seelye, was absent from the 
college because of his election to Congress as the Representative of the central 
Massachusetts district. During this period the policy of the college was dominated by the 
classicists, especially the Hellenists, who were “bitterly opposed to opening the curriculum 

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 139.519

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 141; However, in his address delivered a few years earlier, Burgess affirmed that 520

it was him who had extended an invitation to students “to remain at Amherst for a year after graduation;” 
Burgess, “The Founding of the School,” 359.

 Burgess’s first unofficial graduate class at Amherst consisted of George H. Baker (politician in the state of 521

Washington), Alfred Ely (died young), Charles Sprague Smith (Germanic languages and comparative 
literature at Columbia, founder of The People’s Institute), Edmund Munroe Smith (later studied at Berlin 
and joined the Columbia’s core faculty in political science), Frederick W. Whitridge (president of the Third 
Avenue Railway Company, sponsored the Columbia’s core faculty in political science); those enrolled to the 
second class were Charles A. Buffum (businessman and politician, mayor of Long Beach, sponsored the 
Columbia’s core faculty in political science), Clifford R. Bateman and Richmond Mayo-Smith (later studied in 
Germany and joined the Columbia’s core faculty in political science), and George A. Plimpton (Ginn and 
Company publishing house, the principal publisher behind  Political Science Quaterly); among Burgess’s 
freshmen in the class of 1876 were John Franklin Jameson (later received doctorate under Herbert B. Adams 
at JHU, “the Dean” of American Historical Association) and Frank J. Goodnow (also received his doctorate 
under Adams at JHU, the first president of American Political Science Association). For the characteristics, 
see Burgess, Reminiscences, 146, 148.
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of the institution” and regarded the establishment of graduate instruction with unfeigned 
suspicion and distrust.  Aiming to put his skills to the college’s needs, faculty voted that 522

Burgess should teach Greek and Roman history to Freshmen, although for a long time, 
professors of ancient languages resisted a separation of linguistic and historical studies. 
From 1875, Burgess began to teach Greek and Roman political history to Freshmen, 
political history from the downfall of the Roman empire to the French Revolution to 
Seniors, and modern political history from the French Revolution to the establishment of 
the German Empire to the members of his private graduate seminar. Although faculty 
opposition seriously crippled Burgess’ attempts to establish a graduate school, he 
continued his private teaching. In the following months, opposition grew even stronger, 
and Burgess was forced to abandon his second graduate class.  523

 Originally, Amherst college was a small school dedicated to the study of orthodox 
theology with incidental education in law and medicine.  The development of Burgess’ 524

desired graduate department in history and political science would have been a turning 
point for the institution’s life. Such a development “would have grafted a German 
university faculty of philosophy on to the college faculty and have made the institution a 
combination of the last half of a German gymnasium and a philosophical faculty of a 
university.” Technically, the Trustees and Faculty declined Burgess’ initiatives because 
they did not possess enough funds for a new program. However, on a more fundamental 
level, as Burgess observed, “they regarded the college as a place for discipline, not as a 
place for research.”  For academic moralists, the truth had already been found. This truth 525

was contained in the Bible, and it was the business of the college to give preliminary 
training for acquiring and disseminating it. Research implied doubt, and implied that the 
truth was approximative and in continual need of revision and readjustment, and therefore 
“they regarded research as more or less heretical.”  526

 In the early autumn of 1875, Theodore W. Dwight once again contacted Burgess and 
invited him to deliver a course of lectures in political science to Columbia Law School 
students. Since Burgess had no graduate classes, he accepted the call, and in January 1876, 
he delivered the lectures before the large auditorium consisting of students, trustees, and 
faculty members. On this occasion, Burgess made acquaintance with Samuel B. Ruggles, 
who at the time chaired the Law School’s Committee of Trustees. Burgess recollected that 

 Burgess, “The Founding of the School,” 359.522

 As Burgess later humbly admitted, “I was a prophet ahead of my time, and I cannot now complain that I 523

met the fate of this unfortunate character;” John W. Burgess, Reminiscences of an American Scholar (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1934), 148.

 In 1875, Amherst was a “New England Puritan country college, where nothing was considered worth 524

except scholarship and character, where work began at 7 a.m. and ended at 10 p.m.; where academic rank 
was the one thing above all else which was coveted; where the Thursday evening prayer meeting was the chief 
recreation; where teachers and students were intimately acquainted; where the students, coming from all 
parts of the country, lived together in the community of the dormitory; were dress was simple, meals were 
frugal, society was natural and sport unknown; where physical and mental vigour of the bracing air of the 
country made for work and clean character, and the premium was placed upon the man who won the 
valedictory and yet worked his way through, as the phrase went,” from John W. Burgess, “Reminiscences of 
Columbia University in the Last Quarter of the Last Century,” Columbia University Quaterly XV, no. 4 
(September 1913), 322.

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 147–148.525

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 148.526
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Ruggles came to every lecture and, at the end of the course, said to him: “You are the man 
we have been looking for ever since Lieber’s death. You must come to Columbia.”  527

 After several months of negotiations, on Monday, May 1st, 1876, the Trustees of 
Columbia College unanimously elected Burgess Professor of History, Political Science, and 
International Law. However, even after the appointment was secured, Burgess hesitated 
about leaving Amherst, for events there had been evolving in his favor. After the death of 
Dr. Stearns “everybody knew instinctively” that his successor would be Professor Seelye. 
For sure, he could have provided all the aid necessary to establish a graduate program in 
Burgess’ subjects, and in 1876–77, and even a year after, when Burgess had already settled 
at Columbia, Seelye made numerous attempts to bring him back to Amherst College with a 
free hand to develop the graduate study. Despite many temptations, Burgess refused and 
stayed in New York. 
Burgess’ great American University 
 Before following Burgess to Columbia, it is instructive to learn about his stance in 
ideological debates that surrounded the academic revolution. Evidently, he was a 
prominent advocate of the pro-German project for an American research university, and 
he elaborated this view in The American University: When Shall it Be? Where Shall it Be? 
What Shall it Be? This essay might be considered Burgess’ educational manifesto.  
 In his answer to the first question — When shall it be? — Burgess mentioned three 
necessary conditions for a university to emerge. These were a national surplus of wealth to 
secure a university’s existence and support its development, the body of qualified scholars 
to form its faculties, and the body of students qualified enough by their previous training 
to profit from university work. Concerning the nation’s financial capacities, Burgess 
argued, “the home of the greatest Universities of the world, Germany, is poor in 
comparison with the United States.”  
 With regard to human resources, America left much to be desired. Although there 
were more than three hundred college faculties, a sufficient number of scholars could have 
been recruited from them to constitute no more than half-dozen faculties of a decent 
university level. An American college Professor was not a University Professor, and he 
“was not capable of becoming so by the mere change of position from the College to the 
University chair.”  Burgess continued by stating that an ordinary college professor knew 528

nothing of methods of investigation and instruction, for he was a peculiarly American 
product, a “hybrid between the drill-master of the Gymnasium and the University 
professor.” Too much of the former might become the latter, and just enough of the latter 
would spoil the former. An old-time college professor had no dedicated place in the 
scientific gradation of the modern educational system. Nonetheless, this miserable 
condition was gradually improving because a large number of America’s scholars had 
qualified themselves in Germany in the last quarter-century, and this young generation of 
American professors did not suffer in comparison to the German one’s. Consequently, the 
highlighted “staff” issue reduced itself to judicious selection: a University President who 

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 151.527

 Burgess, The American University, 2.528
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was capable of making sound decisions about the abilities of learned men could find 
enough advanced professionals to make up several faculties. 
 Burgess employed analogous reasoning to prove that America had enough qualified 
students to supply, although scarcely, a learning body of the true university. Nevertheless, 
he confessed, that one could hardly rely upon college graduates to make up a body of 
university students. Not only did they have insufficient knowledge to pursue a university 
education, but they had “no desire, as a rule, to become real University students <…> they 
will enter the Law department, or the Medical department, or the Theological department 
of a university, but they will limit their studies to what they call the practical side of their 
profession.”  In this sense, most college graduates were not university students but 529

undergraduates fit for technical schools, and Burgess placed responsibility for this 
frustrating state of affairs upon secondary education. 
 American high schools did not supply colleges with well-trained students, and thus 
college education became, for the most part, remedial. As a result, perverted American 
colleges occurred, the ones “which cannot become universities, and which will not be 
Gymnasia.” There was no identifiable reason for them to exist, Burgess insisted, for they 
were “a waste of capital to maintain them, and largely a waste of time to attend them.”  530

Only when the American public recognized its educational needs, would it meet the 
demand for a thorough reformation of its secondary education. Then, new high schools 
would emerge to comply with the needs of reformed institutions of higher learning: they 
would comprise a continuous curriculum of seven to nine years, and they would enable the 
student to reach university by his twentieth year. Yet, as flawed and miserable as they 
were, American colleges somehow equipped several hundreds of students annually to 
attend German universities, and the majority of them matriculated to the philosophical 
faculty, with many having successfully graduated with a Doctor’s degree. This meant that, 
as in the case of professors, America had plenty of cultivated students, and it was only the 
reorientation of their scholastic zeal and spirit that came from German universities to 
domestic ones. “We may claim” Burgess concluded, “without risk of being called vain or 
visionary, that the conditions necessary to the development of a true university 
do now exist in our country.”  531

 To the next question, where shall the American University be? Burgess 
uncompromisingly answered that the great American university should be placed in “a 
center of wealth and culture” where it would benefit from galleries and libraries, hospitals 
and theatres, and art and science museums. Furthermore, because an American university 
solely relies upon private capital, it should be located precisely where individuals reside 
who have the wealth to sponsor it. Burgess hinted that among the American cities, only 
Boston could satisfy all these requirements, but he also expressed a belief that “a few 
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devoted and cultivated spirits can do much in training a community to a proper application 
of its surplus wealth.”  532

 Finally, Burgess divided the essential question what shall the American university 
be? into three blocks, namely the questions of its organization, curricula, and method. 
Concerning the university organization, Burgess’ principal point was that it should never 
strive as the institution of the state. Rapidly shifting policies and rotating personnel, which 
were inherent of American political institutions, were unfit to direct higher education 
policies: “in a political system where nothing is done except with a partisan purpose,” 
higher education cannot be too far emancipated from governmental interference.  The 533

American university should be made up of private institutions supported by private 
donations and directed by a corporate body of private persons, a body vested with the 
powers of acquiring, holding, and using property, establishing faculties, and granting 
university degrees. 
 University corporation, the central point of the American university’s organization, 
should be a self-perpetuating body, preferably more controlling than initiating, and 
compact and simple in its structure. Burgess considered the permanent relationship 
between the corporation to the Government on the one side, and the faculty on the other 
debatable. However, he was inclined towards the separation of functions between 
corporation and faculties. The former should administer the property and finances, while 
the latter should control discipline and education.  

This is the solution to which the German universities have come <…> It is a 
solution, however, that contains nothing exclusively German about it, except that 
the government, represented by its minister of education, stands in the place of 
corporation; that is hardly exclusively German, — it is Continental European. 
The Germans have come to this solution of the question of the relations first, 
simply because they are further long in the development of the true University 
than any other nationality.  534

 Another principal difference between the state-funded German universities and 
privately funded American ones was the position of the institution’s supervisor. An 
annually elected rectorship was not applicable in the US, and it sprung out of the fact that 
the American university was (and should be) an institution rested on voluntary 
contribution. Consequently, it needed a permanent public representative, a man who 
should “not only be a great scholar and a sound pedagogue, but shall be possessed of social 
position, dignity of manner and business tact.” He should also be competent enough to 
“direct the surplus of great incomes into the university treasury and give wises counsel to 
the trustees in its expenditure.” These functions could never be accomplished by a rotating 
corporate body, for the successful accomplishment of these requires an experience, a 
reputation, and an influence “which permanency alone can lend.”  535

 Burgess, The American University, 10.532

 Burgess, The American University, 11.533
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 176



 What undoubtedly required change was the division of university corps — the 
natural division for university pursuits — which American universities lacked. Burgess 
proposed nothing inventive but to establish three professional faculties and unite all non-
professional branches under the head of philosophy. The philosophical faculty was to place 
the broad basis of history, logic, ethics, and philosophy “under the rules and judgements of 
courts before the law school is entitled to be called a faculty of jurisprudence.” The same 
was true with regard to other professional studies outside of the philosophical faculty 
which was considered the glory of any university. Professional education would become a 
mere technique, and a part of the bread-and-butter industry for “without it theology 
becomes a dreary dogmatism, law a withering letter, and medicine a dangerous 
empiricism.”  536

 After drawing the line between vocational education and university learning, 
Burgess distinguished the gymnasium and the university with regard to curricula. He 
defined three substantive elements. First, the university’s primary function was “the 
discovery of new truth, the increase of knowledge in every direction.” Therefore “the entire 
realm of the unknown,” he argued, belonged to the university.  Second, all professional 537

science, that is, theology, jurisprudence, and medicine, also naturally belonged to the 
university. Third, the gymnasium and the non-professional university curriculum were 
different not because of the subjects that they comprised but because of the purposes and 
method that were required to study these subjects. Hence, the gymnasium or high schools 
were requisite to supply the faculty of philosophy with students that were prepared to 
specialize “in any and every direction,” which meant they must have mastered all fields of 
science to the degree that allowed them “to pursue with intelligence and success any 
branch of philology, or literature, or history, or philosophy, or moral or political science, or 
enter with profit upon the work of the laboratories, observatories, and cabinets of the 
natural sciences.”  538

 If there was a sole quality that distinguished the true university instruction from any 
other, then it was the method that was based on three fundamental principles: the 
combination of studies at the student’s choice, instruction by original lectures, and the 
exercises during seminars. Although all three principles, as Burgess believed, were 
perfectly realized in the German university, there was nothing exclusively German in them: 
“the reasons for them are as general as humanity, and have the same force here as 
there.”  The first principle rested upon the idea that the student was the best judge of his 539

genius, and if gymnastic training has not brought him to this point, he merely was not fit to 
be a university student at all. The second principle stood on the ground that the university 
professor worked with the original material. During the lecture, he must “present to his 
students his own  view and arrangement, derived from  his own  investigation of the 
sources” and if he contented himself with merely repeating the views of others, then he was 
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a mere “drill-master for the gymnasium.”  The third principle rested upon the reason 540

that students who favoured a particular subject should also have the opportunity to 
strengthen their knowledge under the guidance of more experienced fellows. Manifestly 
these reasons were of a universal force,  

and likewise the principles of method which rest upon them. We can do no better, 
therefore, than follow, in the main, the German example in these respects again 
and should not be repelled from it by the indiscriminate charge of slavish 
imitation.  541

 With these reformist ambitions, or more vaguely formulated goals, Burgess came to 
Columbia’s campus in 1876. What he found there was an old-fashioned college, “or rather 
school, for teaching Latin, Greek, and mathematics and a little metaphysics, and a very 
little natural science.”  This institute had been called the School of Arts, and consisted of 542

about two and a half hundred students and a dozen instructors. A similar-sized School of 
Mines taught a little more natural science, provided vocational training for civil engineers, 
and Professor Dwight’s semi-proprietary, almost autonomous School of Law numbered 
around five hundred students. Schools were loosely connected with each other through a 
common president, and they did not even rely upon the common financial basis. The 
admission requirements for the first two schools were a mere formality, and for the School 
of Law, matriculants were expected nothing beyond reading and writing in the vernacular. 
Consequently, in the School of Law, about half of the students had no college education as 
this was not required for entrance.  543

 In his School, Dwight was the only professor who did all the teaching himself with 
the aid of one assistant instructor, George Chase of Yale College, and one lecturer in 
medical jurisprudence, Dr. John Ordronaux. Dwight’s teaching system was based on 
dividing two law classes into two large groups to whom he lectured for one hour a day, five 
days a week. He gave students one lesson from a textbook and later exercised with them 
“in question and comment from him and recitation and answer from them.” The teaching 
of professor Dwight was excellent preparation for the practice of a private lawyer, but for 
developing and improving the law “as a science based on history, ethics, sociology, 
economics, and philosophy” it left much to be desired.  After his defeat at Amherst, 544

Burgess came to Columbia with high hopes, but got almost immediately distressed with 
Columbia’s narrow curriculum and peace-meal teaching, inadequate facilities, overall 
professorial apathy, and opposition to educational changes. Having been educated “in the 
philosophical atmosphere of the German universities,” Burgess found that the School of 
Law had “little or no conception of the science of jurisprudence <…> but simply the idea of 
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law as a collection of positive statutes, superficial maxims, court decisions and elementary 
rules of procedure and practice.”  545

 Burgess later confessed that he could never forget “the deep discouragement which 
laid its iron grip” upon him when he undertook to form a conception of the Columbian 
condition and to fit his plans into its program.  Soon upon arrival, he also discovered that 546

the history and political science professorship in the College had been abolished when 
Lieber transferred to the School of Law in 1865. Furthermore, in Dwight’s school, there 
had “rarely been more than four students in regular attendance at the optional lectures on 
political science and public law” read by Lieber.  The situation in the School was so 547

discouraging that shortly before his death, Lieber submitted his resignation.  Indeed, 548

these findings did not meet Burgess’ expectations on academic life in his new institution. 
 Few men on campus had the imagination to perceive Columbia’s future as a great 
university. Frederick Paul Keppel, who served as Dean of Columbia College in 1910–18, in 
his study of the Alma Mater’s history concluded that of those men no longer living, only 
four had “the prophet’s vision.” These were Samuel Johnson, Hamilton Fish, Samuel 
Ruggles, and Frederick A. P. Barnard.  Except for Johnson, the first President of King’s 549

College who died in 1772, the three others were active when Burgess arrived on campus. 
Barnard served as Columbia’s President, Fish was a Chairman of the Trustees of Columbia 
College, and Ruggles supervised the Committee of Trustees of the Law School. As Burgess 
later recalled, Ruggles once jokingly asked him, soon after he came to the institution, if he 
knew why trustees had called him to Columbia: 

And upon my replying that I supposed to teach constitutional and international 
law, he said “more than that, to teach us how to spend all of our income and then 
how to beg more.” It was easy to see that many of the trustees and the president, 
Dr. Barnard, were not satisfied with the situation and were seriously considering 
how to better it. It was also evident that, at this time, the teaching body was, as a 
whole, more conservative that the trustees, in fact that most of its members were 
veritable standpatters.  550

 Burgess devoted the first four years of his service not only to the upgrade of 
instruction level or curriculum liberalization, but also to the transformation of Columbia 
College into Columbia University. There were years of heroic effort, as historian Gordon 
Hoxie christened them, spent in collaboration with Ruggles and the ageing but still 
vigorous Barnard.  551
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Columbia College School of Political Science 
 Since Lieber’s death in 1872, Trustee Ruggles, the “inveterate talent scout” was 
seeking a new companion to carry on his life-long struggle for the establishment of the 
great university in the City of New York.  Despite almost a half-century age difference, 552

Burgess had just turned into his thirties while Ruggles was approaching his eighties, after 
their first meeting, the two men “flew together like steel and magnet.”  Immediately in 553

the autumn of 1876, when Burgess joined the faculty, they started laying the groundwork 
for the establishment of graduate education in Columbia College. Two notable features of 
this initiative deserve closer examination. To begin with, Trustee Ruggles maintained that 
the launch of graduate programs was essential for the transformation of an old-time 
college (equivalent, as he deemed, to the German gymnasium) into a modern research 
university. He did not specify scholarly areas to be treated on the graduate level because 
what mattered was the method of graduate instruction, not a field of this method’s 
application. Since Burgess aspired to establish graduate instruction in law, history, and 
politics, in their auspicious alliance with Ruggles, historico-politics became instrumental 
for the transformation of Columbia College into Columbia University. During 1876–1880, 
Trustee Ruggles and President Barnard installed an institutional and regulatory network 
requisite for graduate education. Meanwhile, Burgess familiarized himself with the 
instruments of present-day university management and brought his academic confidants 
on to campus, who were mainly graduates he selected while at Amherst, to form a 
“university party” in faculty politics. 
 Ruggles’s views on higher education and his attitude towards the transformation of 
Columbia College were already discussed in the chapter dedicated to Francis Lieber. Yet, 
there is still a need to take a closer look at another academic giant who stood behind the 
College’s transformation, Frederik A.P. Barnard. Barnard was a natural scientist and 
Columbia’s tenth President elected to the office in 1864. Barnard was the first to establish a 
new pattern in Columbia Presidents — he was the first President to be born an outsider 
and the first career academic. Unfortunately, these features “set him on an inevitable path 
of conflict with the trustees, the outcome of which, while not a clear victory for either 
Barnard or the board, both marked and precipitated a decisive break in the governance of 
the university.”  554

 The first major undertaking of Barnard’s presidency was the foundation of the 
School of Mines that was supposed to resemble the Lawrence and Sheffield Scientific 
Schools. The immediate impetus for the establishment of the School came from Thomas 
Egleston Jr., a wealthy New Yorker and Yale graduate of 1855, who spent five years 
studying in the École des Mines in Paris. After returning home, Egleston expressed a wish 
to establish an equivalent institution in New York City. In 1863, he presented a plan to 
Columbia’s Board. After ensuring that “the school was to be established on a proprietary 

 Robert A. McCaughey, Stand, Columbia: A History of Columbia University, 1754–2004 (New York: 552
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basis similar to that of the Law School,” trustees approved the plan. Since that moment, 
the driving force behind the school became Charles Frederick Chandler, a chemist and a 
Göttingen graduate of 1856, who held the post of the School’s Dean from 1865 to 1897. The 
School of Mines offered three-year-long professional training, and already in the 1870s, it 
was annually graduating twice as many students as the College.  Frictions between the 555

School and the College occurred early and peaked in 1868 when trustees began to doubt 
the necessity of sustaining a professional school near the undergraduate college. The 
School’s students were older and had working experience, they abandoned a traditional 
four-hour schedule and operated for eight hours a day, setting a bad example with their 
“industriousness.” In defiance of the trustees’ preferences, Barnard took it upon himself to 
financially integrate the School as an outlet of professional training within what Barnard 
had been calling since 1865 “the University.”  556

 As Robert A. McCaughey observed, Barnard’s championing of the School of Mines 
revealed several of his programmatic dispositions: a willingness to spend the College’s 
money to advance academic objectives, a willingness to support entrepreneurial-minded 
faculty, and a willingness to promote the rapid growth of the university. He described this 
as best achieved by focusing energy on the university’s professional schools. His other 
innovative ideas included a critique of American colleges’ traditional curriculum and 
disciplinary arrangements. He favored providing students with more choice as they 
matured. In addition, Barnard proposed encouraging students to self-discipline; he 
insisted that professors stopped treating students as unruly adolescents but instead 
approached them as “serious” young men. In his Presidential Report for the year 1865, 
Barnard spoke of students’ discipline as follows: 

There is little of moral benefit in а system of government which constrains men, 
young or old, to follow the right and avoid the wrong, by means of a pressure 
operating upon them always from without. Such a system leaves them with no 
security for perseverance in rectitude after the pressure is withdrawn. The aim of 
the undersigned, on the contrary, to stir up the moral sense of the student in aid 
of his native institutions of propriety, in such a manner as to make him a law to 
himself.  557

These claims naturally run into conflict with the trustees’ paternalistic convictions but 
what curbed the animosity between President Barnard and the Board was the need to 
secure the faculty’s support, whose standing benefited from being viewed by both parties 
as essential allies. 

 McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 154.555

 McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 155; as Barnard anticipated in his report, “She [the College] is the nucleus 556

of what will one day be the great university of the city,” see Annual Report of the President of Columbia 
College, Made to the Board of Trustees, June 4, 1866 (New York: D. Van Nostrand, 1866), 29. The future 
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 From his very arrival on campus, Burgess established himself as a redoubtable 
critique of traditional undergraduate instruction. In his reminiscences, Burgess left 
devastating assessments of Columbia’s “college party” members, who were professors that 
founded the School of Arts. The School of Arts faculty consisted of Professors Drisler, 
Short, Nairne, Rood, Peck, Van Amring, Schmidt, and the President. Here are some 
excerpts from Burgess’ description of this company. Henry Drisler, Professor of Greek, was 
“a good teacher of an old school,” but rather dry and “commonplace in conversation and 
<…> seemed to have very few ideas upon the subject of education.” As Burgess explained, 
Drisler spent his whole life “as student, instructor, tutor, and professor in Columbia 
College, and the institution loomed so large in his perspective that it shut out everything 
else <…> and foreign universities counted for nothing to him.” Then, there was Charles 
Short, Professor of Latin, “a repetition of Drisler” who made it a point “always to agree 
with Drisler in every respect <…> He was Mr. Casaubon in the teacher’s chair.” William G. 
Peck, Professor of Physics, “could in no sense be termed a great scholar” and a German 
Professor Rev. H. I. Schmidt was “a queer old German Lutheran Preacher” who spoke 
German more like an American. Then there was John Howard Van Amringe, a 
mathematician and “the jolly-good-fellow of the group” who was “a veritable provincial <…
> a great smoker and a great frequenter of clubs.” Finally, there was Philosophy Professor 
Charles Murray Nairne, “the freak of the faculty” who talked more about “the good things 
of the table than about Plato, Aristotle, Leibnitz, or Kant, or even Dugald Stewart or Hume. 
As a teacher he was a joke.” The only man whom Burgess appreciated was Ogden Rood, 
“the genius of the faculty,” who overtly formulated his policy vis-à-vis undergraduates as 
follows: “I do as little as I can for these dunderheads and save my time for research.”  558

With regard to the School of Mines, Burgess’ tone was more forgiving because its faculty 
consisted of the men “of fine scientific training in the best universities of Europe.” Burgess 
recognized in Professor Chandler “a real force for progress,” while geologist John Strong 
Newberry was “a great scholar, a genuine scientist.”  559

 Rather quickly, Burgess and Barnard came to the understanding that in order to 
secure the professional faculty’s thriving, it was necessary to reduce the amount of 
undergraduate teaching expected from the professors. More so, both regarded that insofar 
as professors eschewed specialization and identified with the “rounded culture,” they stood 
against academic advancement. In this view, Barnard went so far as to advocate in his 
penultimate report “the expediency of abandoning the undergraduate School of Arts 
entirely and devoting the whole strength of the institution to its superior work.”  560

 Burgess’ professorship gave him a seat in the Faculty of Arts and the Faculty of Law. 
In the School of Arts, he was in charge of history and political science, while in the School 
of Law, his courses covered constitutional and international law. In fact, during Burgess’ 
academic year of 1877–78, the School of Arts course required him to instruct sophomores 
in the constitutional history of England and seniors in the constitutional history of the 

 For more caustic comments, see Burgess, Reminiscences, 164–171.558

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 172.559

 Annual Report of the President of Columbia College for the Year 1886–87, Made to the Board of 560

Trustees, May 2, 1877 (New York: Printed for the College, 1887), 47.
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United States. He also taught political economy to both classes (required for the first year 
and elective for the second).  In the School of Law, Burgess gave two lectures and one 561

recitation per week in general political and constitutional history (from Imperial Rome to 
the “realization of the Constitutional idea in the 19th century”), comparative constitutional 
law (of principal European states and the United States), the history of diplomacy and 
international law (from the Peace of Westphalia to the treaty of Berlin) and the course in 
“the fundamental principles of political science.”  Burgess explicitly stated his feelings as 562

to the undergraduates he encountered: 

I have never met so indifferent, ill prepared a set of students as those composing 
the class of 1877 in the School of Arts of Columbia College. There were some men 
of intelligence among them and one or two earnest students, but almost all of 
them regarded their college attendance as a joke <…> I did not find a single man 
in that class who seemed to me to have any aptitude for mu subject, and I 
reached the end of the year with a feeling not only of disappointment but also of 
disgust of my failure to make an impression upon this body of young men. I did 
not consider a single one of them worthy of the degree of A.B. in so far as my 
subject was concerned, and I told the president and faculty with all frankness, 
but they were simply horrified at the suggestion and voted every man the 
degree.  563

 Naturally, when joining Columbia, Burgess thought of placing his efforts not in the 
College among odious undergraduates but in the Law School, because he believed that he 
could accomplish more in his subject with the men who showed an aptitude for studying 
history and jurisprudence. Students he met in the School of Law were predictably more 
qualified and motivated. During the first year, his class of lawyers consisted of about fifty 
students, including Alfred Ely, Munroe Smith, and Frederick W. Whitridge, his “graduates” 
from Amherst. By the end of the year, Burgess reasoned that he could expand his work in 
the Law School if someone would carry his work with the undergraduates. He approached 
Trustees with the idea of hiring him an assistant, and the Trustees assented to the 
proposition. Being allowed to choose the candidate, Burgess nominated his former 
Amherst “graduate” from the class of 1875, Richmond Mayo-Smith (who had, in the 
meantime, spent two years studying political economy at the Universities of Heidelberg 
and Berlin). In October 1877, Mayo-Smith began teaching English history and economics 

 Both courses in constitutional history served the purpose of giving the student a knowledge of political 561

history through the study of institutions such as “the Kingship, the Three Estates, the Feudal System, 
Relation of Church and State.” The study of political economy covered labor and capital, money, banking, 
free trade and protection, with special attention to “statistical political economy;” the class also read J.S. 
Mill’s Principles of Political Economy; see Handbook of Information as to the Course of Instruction in 
Columbia College and its Several Schools (New York: Printed for the College, 1878), 42–44.

 The Handbook also mentioned Burgess’s “seminar” of chosen students “formed from volunteers in each 562

class, in which each individual student is assigned original work in some one of the above-mentioned 
subjects, and is expected to present the results of his investigations in the form of a thesis or monograph 
before the members of this association at their regular weekly meetings.” During the “seminar” meetings, 
Burgess also promised to instruct his disciples in “the method of investigation and reasoning in Political 
Science.” There is, however, no evidence that such a group was ever organized; see Handbook of Information 
as to the Course of Instruction 1878, 140–142.

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 180.563
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in the School of Arts, while Burgess, relieved by an able assistant, focused on teaching 
political science and constitutional law in the School of Law. To the class of 1877, he first 
presented his course in American constitutional history, which he taught for the next 
thirty-five years.  564

 During these years of collaborative teaching, Burgess’ initial plan was to install a 
third year to the curriculum of the School of Arts and expand the courses in political 
science and public law in the law curriculum. Like many Puritans, Burgess believed he had 
a “calling.” He felt that fate had brought him to Columbia to supplement lawyers with 
studies in political science and public law as based on history, economics, and philosophy. 
Unfortunately, as Burgess was soon to find out, Professor Dwight’s everyday 
understanding of professional legal training contradicted his ambitions of establishing 
compulsory third-year studies in political and legal philosophy. Professor Dwight opposed 
Burgess’ initiatives as impairing the practical nature of legal instruction, and since this 
school was his private property, his opposition proved fatal to the undertaking.  His law 565

school was professional, and he intended to keep it such.  
 In the School of Arts, all of the time was assigned to the courses in history and 
political economy, and the required inflexible program left no room for any of the change 
that Burgess desired. When Burgess proposed lengthening the academic day to introduce 
some electives in history and political economy, it was “promptly voted down by the 
Faculty of that School, with practical unanimity, as a dangerous invasion.”  The College 566

authorities made several attempts to satisfy Burgess’ ambitions. In 1878, at the suggestion 
of Samuel Ruggles, the Trustees prescribed to add designation cum laude to the degrees of 
those students who “shall pass approved examinations” to Burgess’ courses.  Although 567

these measures stimulated some men to pick his elective, it did not dissuade Burgess from 
his “calling,” which was becoming more consuming. Instead, Dwight’s professional 
stubbornness, the School of Art’s institutional rigidity, and Burgess’ determination not to 
engage with the undergraduates, spurred the founding of another graduate program — the 
one in political science: 

There was only one other way out of the cramping, unbearable situation, and 
that was to found a new faculty and a new school for the study, teaching, and 
development of the historical political, economic, and social sciences. This was so 
progressive an idea that I did not dare to broach it for a long time to anybody.  568

 In the School of Arts class of 1879, Burgess and Mayo-Smith met Edwin R. A. Seligman, who later became 564

one of the most influential American economist and undoubtedly one of the most renowned Columbian 
professors in the twentieth century; Burgess found nice words for Seligman and characterized him as “a 
scholar through and through.” Burgess, Reminiscences, 186.

 The story of “unfortunate misunderstanding” between Burgess and Dwight was discussed in Hoxie, The 565

History of the Faculty, 8–9.
 Burgess, “The Founding of the School,” 365.566

 The same year, Robert Noxon Toppan, a trustee Ruggles’s nephew, established a prize of $150 to be 567

awarded in “the department of constitutional law,” and the trustee Hamilton Fish obtained a large collection 
of sources in the constitutional history. See the description of degrees, certificates, and prizes in Handbook of 
Information as to the Course of Instruction 1878, 148.

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 187.568
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 During the meeting of the College Board in 1876, Burgess saw that “[Hamilton] 
Fish, [Samuel B.] Ruggles, [Stephen P.] Nash, and [Gouverneur M.] Ogden were the Big 
Four” with whom he must deal. Of these men, Burgess spoke very favorably, noticing their 
“superior intelligence and organising ability.” They were, as Burgess believed, “only 
waiting for someone to point the way wisely for the development of the institution.” 
Burgess was ready to serve, and after that, it was “plain sailing with the Board under the 
support of the Big Four” and President Barnard “who was also with us always.”  By the 569

time Burgess hit upon the idea of founding an independent school in political sciences, 
some trustees (mainly those whom he had singled out as potential allies) came to believe 
that the time had arrived for the introduction of a graduate program.  570

 On December 30, 1878, Burgess received a letter from Clifford Rush Bateman, his 
former “graduate” student from Amherst, who later continued studying under Burgess in 
the Law School.  After completing the course at Columbia in autumn 1878, Bateman left 571

for Berlin seeking advanced instruction in political science. With much disillusionment in 
his words, Bateman addressed his master: “I cannot find what I want in the men or work at 
Berlin. They do not seem to handle the subject in any shape as a comparative science <…> 
Do you know of the school of Political Science of the Paris University?”   572

 The school Bateman referred to was École libre des sciences politiques, a school 
independent from the Paris University, founded after the Franco-Prussian War and 
associated with the new spirit of efficiency of a French government.  Evidently, during 573

January 1879, Burgess pondered over the idea of modeling his desired school after the 
blueprint of the French undertaking. This is because already in February, he addressed 
President Barnard with a proposal of establishing a school for training the nations’ civil 
servants. Burgess wrote that the conditions in the history of the nation and of Columbia 
College (which he called “university”) were ripe for the development of political science. In 
the history of the nation, it was so “not only because the Republic has now reached those 
mighty proportions demanding the finest training” but also because the Government itself 
in its Civil Service reforms had recognized the need for “intelligence, skill, and fidelity” in 
the governmental service, as opposed to political influence or patronage. With regards to 
the “university” Burgess continued, it was its bounden duty to teach “all that has been 
gathered by the world’s experience in this as well as all other departments of superior 
knowledge, and to add continually thereto.” He also argued that because of its 

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 177.569
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metropolitan stance in the New York City, it was Columbia’s duty to place “its students in 
immediate connection with the Civil Service examinations, so far as they now exist, and to 
exert its influence with the greatest efficiency for the extension of the same throughout 
every branch of that service.” President Barnard endorsed Burgess’ preliminary plan and 
approached the Trustees with the idea of establishing “a School of Preparation for the Civil 
Service.” The President called the Board’s attention to the fact that a school of a similar 
character had already been operating successfully for several years in Paris. He also 
elaborated on Burgess’ plan that a prescribed curriculum of instruction in the proposed 
school should be designated “to prepare young men for public life whether in the Civil 
Service at home or abroad, or in the legislatures of the State or of the Nation; and also to fit 
young men for the duties and responsibilities of public journalists.”  574

 On the first Monday of May 1880, when Burgess was still on his way to Paris, 
Ruggles presented his preliminary plan to the Board. The plan was as follows: 

A faculty of Political Science should be created, composed of all professors and 
adjunct and associate professors already giving an instruction in history, 
economics, public law, and political science to the senior class in the School of 
Arts and the classes in the School of Law and of such other officers of these grades 
as might be called to chairs in the new faculty. 

The plan provided a program of studies in history, economics, public law, and 
political philosophy, extending over a period if three years, and for a degree of 
Ph.B. or A.B. to be conferred upon students completing successfully the 
curriculum of the first year and of Ph.D. to be conferred upon students 
completing successfully the curricula of the three years and presenting an 
approved thesis. 

The plan provided, further, that members of the senior class of the School of Arts 
of Columbia College might elect the curriculum of the first year in the School of 
Political Science and have it take the place of the senior curriculum in the School 
of Arts and that members of the School of Law who had advanced successfully the 
end of the junior year in any college of equal standing with Columbia might enter 
the School of Political Science as fully qualifies candidates for the degrees 
conferred by recommendation of the faculty of that school. 

It provided, finally, that all persons of the male sex, having successfully 
completed the curricula of the first three years of any American college having 
the same standing as the School of Arts of Columbia College, were qualified to 

 Burgess to Barnard on February 20, 1880, in Outline of a Plan for the instruction of Graduate Classes, for 574

the Extension of the Elective System of Study in the Undergraduate Department, and for the creation of a 
School for Preparation for the Civil Service (New York: Privately Printed for the Trustees, 1880). A 
preliminary curriculum for the proposed program, which Burgess annexed to the letter, contained nothing 
not already existing in both schools where he taught except the Roman and Administrative Law, and 
introductory courses like the History of Philosophy. Excerpts from the Outline were reprinted in Hoxie, The 
History of the Faculty, 11–12.
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enter the proposed School as candidates for the degrees conferred upon 
recommendation by the Faculty of the School.  575

 Although there was considerable support for his project among the trustees (despite 
Burgess’ later complaining), a source of hostility developed among the faculty on the 
premise that the interests of the School of Arts would be neglected in the interest of 
graduate instruction.  After almost a month of heated discussion bordering dispute, the 576

Committee on the Course and Statutes adopted the preliminary scheme for “the institution 
of the School of Political Science.” They also resolved that it would “go into the operation at 
the opening of the Academic year next ensuing, a school designed to prepare young men 
for the duties of public life, to be entitled a School of Political Science.”  The adopted 577

resolution was nowhere near the final decision. In the following weeks, while the report 
was being circulated, Ruggles and Burgess turned all of their persuasive powers to the 
Trustees who still had to cast their final vote. In a letter to Chairman Hamilton Fish, dated 
May 15, 1880, Burgess wrote: 

You will pardon me, I know, for troubling you again in reference to the 
establishment of the graduate courses now proposed to your Board. My earnest 
desire for the advancement of our institution compels me to say that, to my mind, 
the question before you next Monday is simply whether you will advance our 
College into the first rank or let it drop into the third.  578

 During the meeting held on May 17, 1880, the chief conflict, as Hoxie summarized 
it, was between “the old classical college as opposed to the new scientific university.” The 
“college” party opposed the introduction of elective courses for this measure, as they 
believed it would hamper the spirit of all-rounded undergraduate instruction. The 
“university” fostered the instalment of graduate instruction and deemed further 
deliberations on the curriculum were merely dragging out the process. The Board decided 
to postpone the final resolution until the June meeting. Shortly before sailing to Paris, 
Burgess sent his final plea to Chairman Fish. He proposed to dissociate the graduate part 
of the plan from the question of undergraduate hours and electives, because he needed the 

 Quoted in Burgess, Reminiscences, 191–192.575

 The faculties of the School of Arts and the School of Law regarded the faculty of Political Science with 576

undisguised suspicion and hostility from the outset. The faculty of the School of Mines looked upon it with a 
somewhat contemptuous indifference as a new way to spend good money, which could be much better 
employed in technical education.

 It was the first time that the proposed institution which Barnard previously labelled merely as a “School 577

for Civil Service” was spoken of as a “School of Political Science.” On May 3, 1880, the Committee claimed, 
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Trustees, May 3, 1880, in Columbia College: Report of the Committee on the Statutes and Course of 
Instruction (New York: Printed for the College, 1880), 6.

 Burgess in a letter to Hamilton Fish, May 15, 1880, as quoted in Hoxie, The History of the Faculty, 16.578
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approval of a graduate department and the school of political science “whatever may be the 
fate of the rest.”   579

 Chairman Hamilton Fish called the decisive meeting to order on June 7, 1880. 
Immediately after the start, Fish rose from his chair and handled his gavel to Dr. Dix, a 
firm advocate of graduate program development. Fish, as Hoxie explained, was in general 
sympathy with the measures that would make Columbia a graduate university and in 
particular with the project for the School of Political Science. However, he “could not free 
his mind from the belief that the values embodied in the undergraduate College were 
somehow being threatened. It was a choice he was personally unable to make.”  After 580

several hours, both “college” and “university” parties became wearied by the debate and 
the meeting was about to end in deadlock. Ruggles rose to speak. Ruggles’ actual words 
were not recorded, but there is little doubt that he made points that had appeared in his 
earlier addresses and reports. He would have mentioned that the nation required a great 
private university, that such an institution should be located in the most magnificent city 
in the New World, that the idea of a university had a history reaching back into pre-
Revolutionary days, and that a genuine center of advanced instruction and research would 
represent the finest fruits of American intellectual and moral development. When Ruggles 
finished speaking, Dix ordered a vote, and the Committees’ proposals were adopted as 
College policy. The adopted resolution stated that “there be established, to go into 
operation at the opening of the academic year next ensuing, a school designed to prepare 
young men for the duties of public life, to be entitled a School of Political Science.”  Dawn 581

was breaking over the French capital when Burgess received a historic cablegram from 
Ruggles, saying, “Thanks God, the university is born. Go ahead.”  582

 This episode is worth special attention not because of its explicitly dramatic 
character but because it also reveals the ambivalent nature of Burgess-Ruggles’ enterprise. 
Students of political science’s history tend to discuss the establishment of Columbia School 
in a cursory manner, focusing more on its symbolic bearing as the first graduate school in 
political science. Furthermore, they do not examine the deliberations that preceded the 
School’s establishment, and therefore they become predisposed to substitute the formal 
outcome — the Trustees resolution to open a school designed to prepare “young men for 
the duties of public life” — with the genuine intentions of its founders. Hence, the narrative 
disseminated that Burgess willed to institute a school to prepare civil servants and, 
fortunately, was able to execute his will utilizing Columbia resources. As demonstrated 

 Burgess to Fish, May 21, 1880: “There is no necessary connection between the two and we cannot afford to 579
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 Excerpts from the Morgan Dix’s diary from June 7, 1880, and the Minutes of the Trustees quoted in 580

Hoxie, The History of the Faculty, 18–19.
 The resolution was reproduced in Columbia College School of Political Science; Circular of Information, 581

1882–83 (New York: Printed for the College, 1882), 6.
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further, not only was Burgess forced by an institutional environment to conceal his 
intentions, but he, from the very outset, deliberately abstained from following the outline 
provided in the Trustees resolution.  
 As with his graduate project at Amherst, Burgess met severe opposition and 
(because he had nowhere else to go and because he might have already detected the 
pattern) he ventured to bargain with the Trustees. Initially, he thought of establishing a 
German-style research-oriented graduate school to produce original research, but this plan 
was met with little appreciation. Then, to reconcile his aspirations with the Trustees’ 
conservative and patriarchal outlook, he came up with the idea of “the highest service.” 
This formulation was enough to appease the College’s cautious classicists (traditional 
moral philosophy also addressed the issues of the good governance), the “university” party 
like Ruggles and Barnard (it still implied a need to establish graduate instruction), and 
Burgess himself (I think he believed that he would be able to run his school in the same 
manner as Professor Dwight did with the School of Law). 
 So, after addressing deliberations that preceded the School’s institution, it is 
instructive to look at the reversed description of the school’s initiation which Burgess left 
in his autobiography. As Burgess later confessed, after he was finally able to formulate his 
idea of instituting an independent school of political science, he “almost instinctively” felt 
that the man to whom he should turn was Mr. Ruggles. On April 5, 1880, Burgess visited 
Ruggles at his house and met Rugless’ nephew, Robert N. Toppan, and Toppan’s friend 
John Durand, who was the American translator of “the French author Taine” there. As 
Burgess was soon to find out, Tappan invited both men with the purpose of talking exactly 
about Burgess’ intentions. In just a few hours, Ruggles proposed to found a school for 
political science. Mr. Durand joined the conversation and added that upon his last visit to 
Paris he was introduced by “his friend Taine” to Emile Boutmy, who, with Casimir-Perie, 
Laboulaye, and Ribot, had recently founded the École libre des sciences politiques in Paris 
and put it into successful operation. Ruggles suggested that Burgess draw up a project for a 
separate School of political science and immediately went to Paris and entered the École 
libre as a student to learn about the scheme of courses and teaching methods.  

I did not, however, sleep any during that night. I spent the hours until the early 
dawn was reddening the eastern sky in preparing the outline of the resolution for 
Mr. Ruggles to present to the Trustees of the College in less than a month from 
that time and, before that period had elapsed, I was knocking at the portals 
of École libre des sciences politiques in the Latin Quarter of the Gay City.  583

 There is no shred of evidence that he ever enrolled to the École libre as a student 
and, perhaps, it was not necessary: Burgess was received personally by Director Boutmy 
who, for the next few weeks, explained to him the methods of organization, the aims of 
their school, and the reasons for its establishment. Burgess regarded the new institution as 
well adapted for keeping the young Republic “sane and provident” on genuinely 
conservative lines. He learnt that the École libre had a large faculty with the most 
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renowned political scientists and statesmen of France. It also had programmes in history, 
economics, public law, sociology, and political philosophy, as well as a large student roll. 
Its instruction was described as “lucid as well as thorough, logical in method and very 
attractive in style.”  We do not know what else he learnt there, for he left no report or any 584

special mention comparable to his extensive description of the German academic routine. 
So, in his autobiographical account, Burgess did not mention any negotiations with the 
trustees, he left out that he discussed the Paris School with Bateman, and he never 
mentioned discussing his considerations with Barnard. He carefully erased from his 
memoir all details that could compromise his “revelation” narrative. One can only wonder 
why Burgess left this, to put it correctly, truncated description, but many historians took it 
for granted.  585

 One way or another, Burgess sailed to Paris. There he was soon joined by his 
assistant Richmond Mayo-Smith, and his selected Amherst graduates Munroe Smith 
(studied Roman law and comparative jurisprudence at the University of Berlin), and 
Clifford R. Bateman (a recent student of administrative law from Heidelberg and Berlin, 
whose semester at Paris had just come to an end). In this company, Burgess waited for the 
news from across the Atlantic, and this is how we recalled this moment in a letter to his 
student, while describing the motives that prompted the School’s inception: 

I dreamt of it when a boy amid the fearful experiences of 1863, and as far back as 
then I was conscious of the resolve to do what I could for the development of 
political and legal education, for substituting the conservative methods of peace 
for the destructive effects of war. <…> It drove me to Germany when I could find 
no adequate preparation for such work in America. It drove me from the 
professor’s chair at Amherst to the more promising position at Columbia, which 
the far-sighted Samuel B. Ruggles revealed in my anxious eyes.  586

 After a month of further counsel in Paris, Burgess, Bateman, Smith, and Mayo-
Smith left for Switzerland, where they elaborated a non-public ambitious plan for the new 
School of Political Science. This plan, which was devised by the Schools’ founders, 
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mentioned neither civil service nor higher republican duties. It also paid no attention to 
the state examinations, career promotion of graduates, or cooperation with the 
government. On the contrary, they discussed matters of an exceptionally academic 
character and did not ignore the principal question debated during the Board’s meetings. 
They had to devise a curriculum that would mesh with the Liberal Arts course, not an 
exclusively graduate or professional program detached from the undergraduate 
instruction. They came out with a combined college-university curriculum in which the 
senior undergraduate year became the first year of the graduate school, thus establishing 
an ever-lasting prevailing pattern for American higher education. 
 The core of the plan included several key points. First, it considered the assignment 
of instruction fields among the founders: Richmond Mayo-Smith was in charge of 
instruction in English history and economics, Clifford Bateman taught comparative 
administrative law of the European States and the United States of America, Munroe 
Smith handled Roman law and comparative jurisprudence, and Professor John Burgess 
supervised studies in the fields of the political history of continental Europe and of the 
United States, the comparative constitutional law of the European States and the United 
States, and international law and the history of diplomacy. Formally, Burgess was 
appointed as the Professor of Constitutional and International History and Law, Mayo-
Smith had become Adjunct Professor of Political Economy and Social Science, and Smith 
and Bateman were appointed as Lecturers.  
 The second element in their scheme considered the provisions for a journal of 
political science edited by the faculty. It is important to note that the School’s founders 
stated their desire to print such a journal already in 1880, although the first issue 
of Political Science Quarterly  came to light only six years later. At the time, as Burgess 
explained, America had no dedicated periodicals in political science, and students of 
politics were bound to read foreign journals. While pondering this issue, the four men “felt 
strongly that the day had come for a distinctively American literature in this domain.” They 
were, however, aware that the American academy lacked a sufficient number of publicists 
and authors in “history, economics, public law, and political philosophy” to contribute to 
such a publication. Therefore, Burgess and colleagues either had to write a large number of 
articles for the first issues themselves or defer the appearance of the journal until they 
could “educate a sufficient number of men in the political, economic, and social sciences, 
to aid us in the production of the periodical literature required for this undertaking.”  587

 The third element was the organization of an Academy of Political Science, an 
institution that would combine the functions of a learned society and an alumni 
association. Burgess wanted his Academy to include all persons who passed successfully 
through the School of Political Science and some New Yorkers, who were interested in 
political sciences and had sufficient knowledge to qualify for membership. Once again, it is 
worth noting that Burgess did not plan to include civil servants, officials, bureaucrats, or 
politicians. The fourth element was the composition and publication of a series of treatises, 
textbooks, and monographs upon the historical, political, and social science topics. They 
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were to be written primarily by the political science faculty members and then by the 
students in the school who were taking degrees from its faculty. The aim was to create a 
“school of American political philosophy and a distinct American literature of these 
sciences.”  588

 The deliberations of the four founders drew to a close on July 14, and in September 
1880, they returned to New York. The moment of high enthusiasm was followed by years 
of practical adjustment, discouragement, opposition, and exhaustion. During the years of 
the School’s struggle for existence, the essential conflict was between the old and 
established modes of learning against the advent of the new: 

The old system of American higher education was the fitting school, the college, 
and the professional and technical schools. The fitting school prepared for the 
college, and the college prepared for the professional schools of law, medicine, 
and theology. <…> Only medicine and natural sciences retained some small 
measure of the principles of research which alone could produce advancements in 
these spheres. And now, with the founding of the faculty of Political Science in 
Columbia College, a new theory of knowledge and progress and education was 
thrust into this peaceful and contended institution, which had not for many years 
given birth to any new idea, which, in fact, was inclined to regard new ideas as 
impious departures from established truth.  589

Political science in research university: Adams of Hopkins 
 In late December, 1875, Daniel Coit Gilman in his first formal interview with the 
trustees of Johns Hopkins University made clear that he had no desire to run another 
college of local importance repressed by the machinery of classes and commencements. He 
believed that the time had come for a university that was radically different from any other 
that was in operation then. He wanted “a free University, laying no bounds whatsoever on 
the thought or investigations of its professors.”  He declared his willingness to promote 590

advanced scholarship and train graduate students, and the trustees “heartily responded to 
these views.” In a meeting the next day, when the candidate was not present, they “chose 
him to be their leader.”  591

 The university, according to Gilman’s later recollections “began without formulas 
and rules, without decrees of the faculty or the trustees, without regulations, and yet with 
that which was more binding than any code, the unanimous recognition of certain clear 
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and definite principles.”  Among these principles the meaning ascribed to “university” 592

was definitely more integral for the entire enterprise than the others. President Gilman, 
like many of his reform-minded colleagues, had long strove to teach the American public 
that “university” bore a different meaning to “college.” In his inaugural address, Gilman 
singled out the idealistic definition he championed: university, he determined, was a place 
“for the advanced and special education of youth who have been prepared for its freedom 
by the discipline of a lower school.”  Three functions thus belonged to a genuine 593

university whatever its accidental forms and methods: investigation, teaching, and the 
bestowal of honors. He further clarified how the first two functions are related. 
 For university, the only obligation was teaching, and this made it different from 
learned societies: “in the universities teaching is essential, research important; in 
academies of science research is indispensable, tuition is rarely thought of.” However, only 
men who were “free, competent and willing to make original research in the library and the 
laboratory” made the best teachers, while the best investigators were usually those who 
also had responsibilities of instruction “gaining thus the incitement of colleagues, the 
encouragement of pupils, the observation of the public.”  Consequently, despite the fact 594

that research was not inherent to the university work, JHU leaders believed that its 
presence was highly desirable for the sake of its power to add new knowledge and its 
effectiveness as a method of graduate training. In his First Annual Report, Gilman gave 
the following description of his desired professional faculty: “It is their researches in the 
library and the laboratory; their utterances in the class room and in private; their example 
as students and investigators, and as champions of the truth; their publications through 
the journals and the scientific treatises which will make the University in Baltimore an 
attraction to the best students, and serviceable to the intellectual growth of the land.”  595

 Gilman also regarded a point of general agreement that all sciences were worthy of 
promotion, or in other words, that it was useless “to dispute whether literature or science 
should receive most attention, or whether there is any essential difference between the old 
and the new education.” The relevant criteria to limit the university’s scope and define 
subjects to be treated at JHU, he argued, was to understand what departments of learning 
were neglected in American higher institutions of learning at the time. This reasoning led 
him to the conceptualization of “the modern humanities.” While the medical sciences and 
biology treated man in his relations to nature, he argued, “the modern humanities” studied 
man in relation to society. By this Gilman meant history of humanity, as exemplified in the 
moments of literature and art, in language, laws and institutions, in manners, morals, and 
religion. More particularly, he referred “to the principles of good government, including 
jurisprudence on the one hand, and political economy on the other” and other topics like 
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“legislation, taxation, finance, crime, pauperism, municipal government, morality in public 
and private affairs <…> the civil law, international law, the early history of institutions, in 
short the history of civilizations and the requirements of a modern State.” He believed, that 
the United States, at that time, suffered from the neglect of these studies. Therefore, there 
was a call for men “who have been trained by other agencies than the caucus for the 
discussion of public affairs; men who know what the experience of the world has been in 
the development of institutions, and are prepared by intellectual and moral discipline to 
advance the public interests, irrespective of party, indifferent to the attainment of official 
stations.”  While John W. Burgess looked into the ways of installing graduate instruction 596

at Columbia College, Herbert B. Adams was settled into an institution which was already 
perfectly suited to his interests. 
The JHU Seminary in Historical and Political Sciences 
 On April 16, 1876, three months before his defense at Heidelberg, Herbert Adams 
wrote to Daniel Coit Gilman, a recently appointed president of Johns Hopkins, asking to 
provide him with a prospectus of the future university and “the regulations in regard to the 
habilitation of Privat-Docenten.”  Earlier the same month, Adams came across an 597

announcement published in the New York Tribune about the university’s intention to 
establish a fellowship for young scholars engaged in certain departments of study. In 
another letter, Adams stated that his aim was “to become a professor in America” and that 
he should be glad to continue his studies at Baltimore. Finally, on May 20, 1876, Adams 
received an encouraging response from Gilman, who wished to see any illustration of 
Adams’s work: “a thesis, essay, or disquisition, printed or manuscript.”  598

 After giving some awkward explanations about German doctoral provisions — a 
written thesis was not usually required and sometimes was even disapproved — Adams 
finally secured the position. His German mentors testified to the trustees about Adams’s 
successful work: “Last winter he read an original article (dissertation) in the museum 
before the Staatswissenschaftlichen Gesselschaft of professors and students and won from 
the former great praise” wrote Dr. Emil Otto.  The other testimonials came from Eduard 599

A. Winkelmann, Johann K. Bluntschli, and Julius H. Seelye. Then, on June 19, less than a 
week after his graduation, not least through Bluntschli’s personal influence and 
recommendation, Adams received one of Johns Hopkins’ twenty fellowships and the only 
in history.  600

 The fellowship program, from which Adams greatly benefited, was a crucial element 
in establishing the success of Johns Hopkins as an innovative institution dedicated to the 
advancement of knowledge (and, ironically, JHU’s major departure from the principles of 
German university). Although Gilman and trustees allied in their commitment to the 
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scholarship-driven university, these alone would probably have failed if Hopkins’s 
administration had not worked out a system of financial support for advanced students. Of 
course, the credit for the fellowship idea cannot be assigned to one man or university. 
Earlier experience convinced American educators of the necessity of financial aid for 
students, but it was at Hopkins where the idea found its full realization. First, JHU 
founders revised an earlier Oxbridge practice of life-long fellowships and reasoned that the 
fruits of fellows’ work should be demanded every year.  Second, they refused to grant 601

fellowships to their graduates or grant fellowships for study abroad. Instead, JHU 
purposed to furnish graduate training for American students from all over the country. 
Third, no other institution offered stipends so numerous and large as JHU. For example, 
in 1878, Yale, Princeton, and Harvard offered six fellowships each, with stipends ranging 
from 50 to 600 dollars annual value, while at the same time, JHU offered 20 fellowships 
each of the annual value of 500 dollars.  602

 JHU fellows were required to occasionally assist as teachers or examiners, but they 
were not to teach elsewhere. At the same time, they were expected to give evidence of 
progress each year by “the preparation of the thesis, the completion of a research, the 
delivery of a lecture or by some other method.”  Fellows were not to be passive recipients 603

but rather co-founders of the new institution along with the faculty. In June, before the 
University’s opening, Gilman asked one of the successful candidates to provide the list of 
books essential to his studies and later these books were acquired for the library.  604

Furthermore, the fellowship system created a family-like feeling of unity and bounded the 
members to the early Hopkins, creating more than just masters and students. It was 
described as “not two bodies, but one body, a union for the purpose of acquiring and 
advancing knowledge.”  605

 The fellows responded in the same vein: beginning from the first year, they read 
public lectures and gave courses to the undergraduates, and during the second year, this 
became even more common. The teachers were free to choose their methods of instruction, 
the students could choose their courses, and the university took forward “the freedom of 
the University and not the restrictions of the College.”  As Gilman argued in his 606

inaugural address, the students were expected to have the maturity which came from the 
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discipline and pursuit of fundamental knowledge in the colleges (this claim evidently 
implied a functional similarity between an American college and German gymnasium), 
while the teachers were to renounce “all other preferment” and devote themselves to “the 
discovery and advancement of truth and righteousness.”  In this atmosphere of freedom 607

and wise counsel, Adams entered upon his academic service: “in the centennial year, when 
the educated young men of this country were alive to the unprecedented advantages then 
opened to them in the free life of a new university established in Baltimore.”  608

 However, a young scholar’s career did not go as smoothly as might be imagined 
from Gilman’s words. Adams came to Baltimore at the University’s opening in the fall of 
1876. Throughout the year, Dr. Austin Scott taught 2 hours per week in Sources of 
American History and gave thirty lectures on English History from the Succession of 
James I to the death of Cromwell.  Although the university registers for the first two 609

years announced only the Greek seminary, Scott’s course on the sources well deserved the 
name, except that an associate taught it. Working as Bancroft’s adjunct for the preparation 
of his  History of the Formation of the Constitution of the United States of 
America (published in 1882), Scott was in the perfect position to demonstrate the nature 
of the historical investigation to his students. He resided in Washington but came to 
Baltimore once or twice a week to assemble “in the stately chairs of the Maryland 
Historical Society around the library table, a company of bright and well-educated young 
men, to whom this kind of instruction was an intellectual illumination.”  The 610

manuscripts from Bancroft’s library were brought to the table, and the master himself 
wrote encouraging letters to fellows who participated in the seminar, thus “giving them the 
sense that they were helping in his work.”  In connection with Scott’s seminar, Adams 611

prepared his first monograph  Maryland’s Influence in Founding a National 
Commonwealth, or the History of the Accession of Public Lands by the Old 
Confederation.  He even sent a copy to Bancroft, who was “delighted to see the spirit of 612

historical inquiry infusing itself into the generation which is soon to take places of those 
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whose end is at hand.”  Finally, the third University Register listed one of Scott’s courses 613

as the “Seminary of American History.” 
 From the very beginning, like many other Hopkins fellows, Adams regarded himself 
as more of a teacher than a student. During the academic year 1876–77, he had “a class of 
two once a week and a class of one twice a week” and both were voluntary. The class of two 
studied the outlines of European history and met in a lecture room, while the class of one 
was dedicated to American constitutional history told during a park walk.  After giving 614

two courses in the 1877–78 term in his second year as a fellow, Adams was invited to give 
lectures at Smith College (Northampton, Mass.) to lecture to the first three regular classes. 
At Smith, Adams gave students his written lectures on the history of church and state, 
which he had initially prepared and had already delivered at the Johns Hopkins University 
in the previous year, to a semi-public audience of ladies and gentlemen.  615

 The invitation to Smith college was the beginning of Adams’s long and arduous 
academic promotion. When called to a professorship in Northampton, he was appointed at 
a lower salary as an associate in history at Hopkins. For some years, he held both 
positions, lecturing on history at Smith College during the spring term. In 1878, during his 
first year of work as an Associate, Adams taught three courses at JHU compared to Scott’s 
one and gave ten public lectures on the Beginnings of Church and State.  The University 616

Register listed Adams’s first regular class only in 1878–79 as “European History during the 
Middle Ages, four times weekly, first half-year, with 14 students.” To compare, Dr. Scott’s 
“Seminary of American History” weekly meetings, that continued through the same year, 
enrolled 15 students. By the end of the year, Adams asked President Gilman to change his 
title from Associate to Assistant Professor, and Gilman replied: 

This is certain that you have won by steady, varied, & excellent work a strong 
hold upon our confidence & respect, — & that we want you to remain at J. H. U; 
but if an older man like <Hermann Eduard Von> Holst or <Jeremiah Lewis> 
Diman should consent to join us, it might delay your advancement, — or alter 
your work; — so I should not dare to dissuade you from listening to overtures at 
N<orthampton> if they seem to you pleasant. <…> some of our Trustees are very 
desirous of bringing here one of the two professors named <…> and I do not 
think that any name but theirs is under consideration for the post of Prof. of 
History.  617
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 The only stumbling block on the way of Adams’s promotion was the desire of JHU 
trustees to bring “an older man” on campus. Already in November 1877, the trustees 
authorized Gilman to invite Henry Adams, who had just resigned from his professorship at 
Harvard University and moved to Washington. Adams agreed to engage as a part-time 
adjunct but wanted to reside in Washington and declined “to become again a Professor of 
any terms.”  Since the trustees planned to hire a full-time professor, they stopped further 618

negotiations with Adams but accepted his recommendations about other candidates. 
Adams advised contacting John Fiske, Lewis Henry Morgan, and Senator Lucius Lamar, 
but nothing came of this suggestion. 
 However, the most famous historian whom Hopkins men wanted to acquire was 
Hermann Eduard von Holst, professor at the University of Freiburg. Von Holst was a 
unique individual because he was simultaneously a “genuine” German professor and a 
scholar interested in the American past. In 1878, he visited America and gave public 
lectures on the History of the German Empire. During this visit, Gilman proposed a 
professorship with a salary of $5,000 to him, but Von Holst refused. The next year, JHU 
renewed the offer, through again unsuccessfully.  Later, the same salary was proposed to 619

Thomas M. Cooley, a Dean of the University of Michigan Law School, who once conducted 
a short seminary on English Constitutional Law in the 1878–79 term at JHU. Although 
Hopkins had no law school, trustees were willing to expand the faculty in history and 
political economy. They promised “a wide opportunity to advance the ‘idea of good 
government.’”  Despite much flattery, Cooley declined the proposal. Another man in a 620

trustees’ list of candidates was Jeremiah Lewis Diman of Brown University. In spring term 
of 1879, Diman read twenty lectures on the Thirty Years’ War at JHU, and agreed to return 
in 1881. Gilman intended to propose him a professorship during his visit, but Diman died 
in February of the same year, leaving the position vacant.  
 Hugh Hawkins, a historian of JHU’s early years, noted that while Gilman and the 
trustees “sought to bring fame to the history department from without, young, little-known 
scholars within were dedicating themselves to its development.”  One of them, Dr. Austin 621

Scott, the first University Associate in History, continued to work in Washington while 
commuting to Baltimore once a week for his seminar meetings. Scott made no secret of the 
fact that he preferred teaching at JHU over his work with Bancroft. After almost five years 
on campus, in 1880, he requested that Gilman advance him to full-time service. This 
request was not satisfied, and in 1881, Scott ceased work with Bancroft and resolutely 
approached JHU with a course of lectures on the Development of the American 
Constitution (these lectures probably chiefly rested upon Scott’s work done for Bancroft’s 
book). Despite all the efforts, Austin Scott was not reappointed for the academic year of 
1882–83. 

 Henry Adams to Daniel Coil Gilman, December 1, 1877, quoted in Hawkins, Pioneer, 169.618

 In 1892, the newly established University of Chicago made him the first chairman of its history 619

department.
 Daniel Coit Gilman to Thomas M. Cooley, November 16, 1880, quoted Hawkins, Pioneer, 171.620

 Hawkins, Pioneer, 171.621
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 Much has been made of the quote that Adams chose as a motto for Johns Hopkins 
Seminar, “History is Past Politics and Politics Present History,” yet its connection with 
Adams’s academic promotion was predominantly neglected. In his reminiscences, Adams 
asserted that he adopted the dictum coined by Edward Augustus Freeman of Oxford upon 
his visit to Baltimore in 1881.  Yet, it should be noted that Gustav Droysen expressed 622

himself to the same effect: “politics is the history of the present, and history the politics of 
the past — at least in so far as history is concentrated in the realm of the state.” Adams 
thought enough of Droysen’s words to copy them even several years before an eventual 
meeting with Freeman. On the flyleaf of his student notebook, Herbert Adams inscribed: 
“Das was heute Politik ist, gehört morgen der Geschichte an.”  The adoption of 623

Freeman’s dictum was, in large measure, a graceful acknowledgment of the older man’s 
attention and encouragement at a critical stage of Adams’ career. After his visit, Freeman 
had included favorable mention of a young fellow’s labors in his article describing his trip 
to the US. Adams received his long-overdue promotion in the next academic year, not least 
through Freeman’s high praise. In his Impressions of the United States, Freeman wrote: 

A young and growing school which still has difficulties to struggle against, may 
be glad of a good word on either side of the ocean. I cannot help mentioning the 
school which is now devoting itself to the special study of local institutions, a 
school which is spread over various parts of the Union, but which seems to have 
its special home in the Johns Hopkins University at Baltimore, as one from which 
great things may be looked for. Nor can I help adding the name of my friend Mr. 
Herbert B. Adams as that of one who has done much for the work, and who, to 
me at least, specially represents it.  624

 By May 1881, having failed to bring Von Holst, Fiske, Morgan, Lamar, Cooley, or 
Diman on campus, the trustees noticed Adams’s contributions. He was asked to suspend 
teaching at Smith and offered a two-year appointment as an Associate with a salary of 
$2,250. This salary was five hundred dollars less than what Adams could earn as a full-
time teacher at Smith, but he declared with a great dedication that he “would rather be a 
door-keeper in the house of Science than to dwell in a Woman’s college.”  He shifted 625

energies to JHU, took charge of Scott’s historical seminary, and initiated plans for a future 

 See also Herman Paul’s insightful note on the dictum’s literary descent in “History is Past Politics, and 622

Politics Present History: When Did E.A. Freeman Coin This Phase?,” Notes and Queries 63, no. 3 
(September 2015).

 See footnote 50 in Cunningham, “The German Historical World,” 275.623

 Edward A. Freeman, Some Impressions of the United States (London: Longmans, Green, & Co., 1883), 624

197–198. President Gilman left another description of Freeman’s visit to Baltimore. “Freeman would have 
been better appreciated by the Americans whom he addressed,” Gilman pondered, “if they had understood 
his tenses and moods, or, in other words, if they had mastered his mode of speech.” From Daniel Coit 
Gilman, “Some Noteworthy Teachers,” in The Launching of the University and other Papers: A Sheaf of 
Remembrances (New York, Dodd, Mead & Company, 1906), 82–85. Freeman supported Adams, although 
their views on the nature of historical instruction, particularly the seminary method, were dramatically 
different; see Herbert B. Adams, “Freeman the Scholar and Professor,” Yale Review 4, no. 3 
(November 1895).

 Herbert B. Adams to Daniel Coit Gilman, May 11, 1881, quoted in Hawkins, Pioneer, 173.625
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monograph series.  Finally, trustees gave up thoughts on poaching established 626

professors, and in the Seventh Annual Report of the President of The Johns Hopkins 
University, Gilman spoke on the teaching of “history and political science” as follows: 

Systematic instruction in history, (especially American) has been given since 
1876 by Mr. Austin Scott, Ph.D., of Washington; but his engagement with Mr. 
Bancroft, the historian, prevented him from giving his full time to our students, 
and the duties of the associate in history have devolved upon Mr. Herbert B. 
Adams, Ph.D., an Amherst graduate, who prosecuted his higher studies 
Bluntschli, at Heidelberg.  627

In 1883, Adams received an invitation to become a Professor at the University of 
Pennsylvania, and once again, an offer from another institution stimulated Hopkins 
trustees to promote him. That same year, Adams received an Associate Professorship with 
$2,750 a year.  Later he refused a professorship at the University of Michigan, 628

maintaining his undiminished loyalty at Hopkins. After much pondering in 1891, Adams 
rejected an invitation to join the University of Chicago as Professor and Dean of the 
graduate school.  The same year, JHU made him “Professor of American and 629

Institutional History.”  630

Adams’s state-driven public instruction 
 For John W. Burgess, reformist activities in the sphere of university development 
were subordinate to the advancement of historical and political studies, while for Herbert 
B. Adams, education became a standalone interest reconciled with his teaching and 
research activities. Adams never wrote a dedicated “educational manifesto” in Burgess’ 
manner, and his views and opinions remained scattered throughout numerous reports, 
addresses, articles, and monographs. Despite the apparent lack of systematic treatment, 
Adams’s writings on education can be categorized under two broad headings: “popular 
education” and “professional training,” both relevant to the future consolidation of 
political science as university study. 
 In the 1890s, Adams prepared a series of publications on popular and pubic 
instruction for the United States Bureau of Education, giving thorough treatment to 
summer schools and university extension. Even one who had followed this activity with 
interest was surprised “by its extent when the various documents bearing on it are 
gathered together.” This interest in public education stemmed from Adam’s political views, 
for he, as Richard T. Ely later reminisced “was always interested in efforts for the 

 As President Gilman of Hopkins wrote to President White of Cornell, “In our H.B. Adams we have a 626

capital teacher — who will I think hold this place.” Daniel Coit Gilman to Andrew Dickson White, September 
24, 1882, quoted in Hawkins, Pioneer, 173.

 Seventh Annual Report of the President of The Johns Hopkins University (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins 627

Press, 1882), 44–45.
 John Bach McMaster later received an appointment at the University of Pennsylvania. 628

 Adams’s correspondence with William R. Harper is reprinted in Holt, Historical Scholarship, 152–158.629

 Adam’s health broke down around 1900 and he sought recovery “by visiting, in winter, a more congenial 630

climate in the south — but he only found temporally relief.” Later, under the burden of failing powers, he 
resigned professorship; see Gilman’s reminiscences in the Twenty-Sixth Annual Report of President Gilman 
to the Trustees of the Johns Hopkins University (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1901), 14.
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enlightenment of the masses and the amelioration of their condition.” Adams held 
moderate social gospel views and expressly supported the promotion of popular education 
as the safest way for social amelioration, “as an agency for the advancement of working 
people and of masses in general.”  In an address delivered before the National 631

Educational Association in 1889, Adams argued that industrial and technical education 
should be made as honorable as classical culture and the learned professions and that 

<…> noble popularity must be given to science and art in America. The people of 
every State should be led to see that the higher learning is not for the benefit of 
the favored few, but that it is beneficial and accessible to the sons of citizens of 
whatever station.  632

 Since Adams, much like Burgess, firmly believed that “nations are destined to be 
governed by educated public opinion rather than by war and conquests,”  he labored on 633

fostering popular education and giving it a respectable place. Why were the interests of 
labor and agriculture raised to the dignity of separate departments in the American 
Government, while educational interests were allowed to remain upon a lower level? The 
Bureau of Education, Adams claimed, had to become a “ministry of public instruction” 
with a recognized place in the Cabinet and with “a constantly energizing influence 
proceeding from the capital of this country throughout the length and breadth of the land” 
to stimulate schools, colleges, and universities, and to publish the results of organized 
inquiries. In his opinion, representatives of public schools should have been brought to 
institutions of higher learning to form a more efficient alliance. Meanwhile, faculty and 
graduate teachers were to become agencies for the higher education of all American people 
“whether by summer schools, teachers’ institutes, the distribution of good literature in 
popular form, or through the institution of home reading circles and university extension 
lectures.”  His greatest expectations in this field were reserved for the university 634

extension, which was a system of adult education modeled upon earlier English efforts, or, 
as Adams defined it, “an organized attempt to bring the university to the people when the 

 Ely, “The Life and Services,” 37. Ely spoke with sympathy of Adams’s views for he also advocated Christian 631

socialism, the redistribution of resources in the United States, and opposed the independents’ laissez-faire 
ideas. Social gospel or “institutional church,” as Adams himself called this movement, referred to “a popular 
church organization in which great stress is laid upon the social, educational, industrial, philanthropic, 
missionary, practical, remedial and physical sides of church life and activity.” Herbert B. Adams, The Church 
and Popular Education, Johns Hopkins University Studies in Historical and Political Science, 18th series, 
vol. 8 (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1900), 407.

 Herbert B. Adams, “The State and Higher Education,” Annual Report of the Board of Regents of the 632

Smithsonian Institution, Showing the Operations, Expenditures, and Condition of the Institution to July, 
1889 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1890), 709.

 Herbert B. Adams, “Educational Extension in the United States,” Report of the Commissioner of 633

Education, 1899–1900 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1901), 298.
 Adams, “The State and Higher Education,” 710.634

 201



people cannot come to the university.”  As projected by Adams, university extension 635

implied cooperation between graduate students and university faculty in providing their 
teaching services to local and professional communities in the form of public lecture 
courses.  
 Adams not only advocated popular education, but also took an active part in its 
promotion. In 1888–1891, he taught in the summer school program at Chautauqua, New 
York, and in 1898–1901, he served as an examiner for the educational department of the 
Young Men’s Christian Association, submitting questions in such areas as Anglo-American 
History and Government and Civil and Municipal Government.  In 1890, Adams 636

campaigned to establish a university extension center in Washington, despite the fact that 
nothing came of this ambitious project “Adams was the driving force behind much 
extension work carried on during the decade by “peripatetic historians” from Hopkins.”  637

It was only natural that working men became the principal audience of extension projects, 
but Adams constantly emphasized that “university extension should be for citizens, 
without regard to their occupation.”  638

 His predilection, in a sense, was more towards popular education, rather than 
public. One of the last courses Adams taught was a series of ten lectures entitled  “The 
Higher Education of the People” during which he sketched the development of popular 
education throughout history.  His latest written contribution was a monograph 639

prepared for the Paris Exposition which was dedicated to the development of popular 
education in the United States: “on his desk he pinned a card containing the words of Jules 

 Herbert B. Adams, The Higher Education of the People: An address delivered before the State Historical 635

Society of Wisconsin, Wednesday Evening, January 28, 1891 (Madison: State Historical Society of 
Wisconsin, 1891), 79. Adams meticulously examined the history of British experiments with popular 
education in a dedicated lecture entitled “The Educational Movement among Working Men in England and 
America” that dealt with the work of Thomas Arnold, Frederic Denison Maurice, Charles Kingsley, and 
especially Arnold Toynbee, as well as various experiments in the United States. As Richard Ely reported, 
Arnold Toynbee was a favorite with Adams, who took a special interest in the preparation of the monograph 
about him authored by F. C. Montague that was later published in the Seventh Series of the Johns Hopkins 
University Studies in Historical and Political Science.

 Andrew C. Rieser in his critical study of the Chautauqua movement argued that from the very beginning 636

Adams viewed Chautauqua as a “remunerative summer job, a Johns Hopkins enclave, and a career 
opportunity for his students <…> Adams, Ely, and E. W. Bemis had cultivated Chautauqua as a sort of Johns 
Hopkins lakeside retreat.” When one of Adams’s graduates, James A. Woodburn, received an offer to join the 
University of Pennsylvania as a professor, Adams warned him not to “sacrifice scholarly work to this 
extension business;” in Andrew C. Rieser, The Chautauqua Movement: Protestants, Progressives, and the 
Culture of Modern Liberalism (New York: Columbia University Press, 2003), 215–216. Richard T. Ely shared 
the recollections of his teaching experience in a dedicated subchapter about Chautauqua in Ground Under 
Our Feet, 79–87. Adams discussed the Young Men’s Christian Association in the Smithsonian Report, while 
his reflections upon the work of Chautauqua’s reading clubs can be found in Adams, The Church and 
Popular Education.

 Frederick Jackson Turner dubbed Hopkins men calling them “peripatetic historians.” Raymond J. 637

Cunningham, “Is History Past Politics? Herbert Baxter Adams as Precursor of the ‘New History’,” The 
History Teacher 9, no. 2 (February 1976), 254.

 Herbert B. Adams, Public Educational Work in Baltimore, Johns Hopkins University Studies in 638

Historical and Political Science, 17th series, vol. 12 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1899), 12. 
See also Adam’s extremely sympathetic report “Work among Workingwomen in Baltimore” first published in 
Christian Union (June 6 and 13, 1889), later furnished with “Comparative Statistics” from Hon. Carroll D. 
Wright and republished in Notes Supplementary to the Johns Hopkins University Studies in Historical and 
Political Science, 6th series (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1889).

 Johns Hopkins University Circular XVIII, no. 138 (December 1898, Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins 639

Press), 32.
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Siegfried, senator of France, ‘the education of the people is the first duty of democracy.’”  640

From this very perspective, Adams highly regarded centralized and state-coordinated 
educational systems that could promote a “thoroughly democratic state of society, with 
fewer artificial distinctions of culture, with more of the spirit of human brotherhood.”  641

Drawing upon historical statistics and financial reports, Adams questioned the alleged 
predilection of American institutions of higher learning toward private capital and 
philanthropy. He argued that the encouragement of higher education by governmental aid 
had been a recognized principle of public policy for enlightened states. Furthermore, he 
claimed it was a mistake to think that the foundations of educational institutions by 
Princes or prelates had been a private matter. Just the opposite: 

The money or the land always came from the people in one form or another, and 
the benefit of endowment returned to the people sooner or later. Popular 
education is the historic outgrowth of the higher education in every civilized 
country, and those countries which have done most for universities have the best 
schools for the people. <…> With universal suffrage and the sovereignty of the 
people at the basis of our political life, popular intelligence must be cultivated so 
that it may be both able and willing to hold fast all that is good in human history, 
not only civil and religious liberty, but all that makes for happiness and 
righteousness in a great nation.  642

 In his address delivered to support the lecture course, Adams examined numerous 
examples of state aid to institutions of higher learning from the world history of education 
and analyzed European states’ funds that were allocated for the promotion of higher 
learning. This served to prove that American people would benefit from closer cooperation 
with the government and the nation’s greatest universities in the field of university 
extension.  Not to sound excessively socialist to a practical mind, Adams highlighted that 643

this was not “a missionary movement or an educational crusade” it was “a case of demand 
and supply” of a purely economic character. In England, where the university extension 
movement had made considerable progress, representatives of labor and capital 
recognized that universities were a valuable commodity called higher education. They 
further began to realize that “a good knowledge of English history, political economy, 
social science, literature, and the arts makes for the general improvement of society and 
the development of a better state of feeling among its members.” People past the school 
age were too busily engaged in other pursuits to allow for continuous study but were ready 
to devote little time to personal improvement. Thus, teachers and artisans, capital and 
labor were brought together in public courses, “without sectarian or political 

 Vincent, “Herbert B. Adams,” 20–21.640

 Adams, “The State and Higher Education,” 710.641

 Adams, “The State and Higher Education,” 710.642

 Even Harvard, Yale, and other institutions that appear to flourish upon individual endowments and 643

private philanthropy, at one time or another, had received state aid; in his wording, “Harvard was really a 
state institution. She inherited only £800, and 330 books from John Harvard. She was brought up in the 
arms of her Massachusetts nurse, with the bottle always in her mouth;” see Adams, The Higher Education of 
the People, 76.
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entanglements, the best forces of the community have been united in an educational 
object.”  644

 Although Adams did not project popular education as driven by any particular 
denomination, he still argued for the vital role of church authorities in the movement.  In 645

a dedicated address, The Church and Popular Education, he claimed that loyalty to God 
and public duty were always characteristic of New England, and in modern days when “the 
inculcation of civic ethics and true patriotism is becoming an acknowledged duty in 
education,” the early Puritan precedent should not be forgotten.  Adams argued that the 646

school had been the daughter of the church everywhere in America, and regardless of sect 
or denomination, ministers and other clergy sustained the educational interests of the 
common people. This American historic policy of founding and support of denominational 
schools, seminaries, colleges, and universities continued and should have resulted “in 
some higher federal development for educational or institutional union and for the greater 
good of the whole country.”  The most pressing need for an organized effort of the church 647

occurred in supporting schools and public libraries for the higher education of men and 
women who are already past the school age: 

In the very transition from youth to adolescence, the graduates of our public 
schools are usually left to themselves in intellectual matters. Unless further 
developed by good associations in the community, by the church or other social 
organizations, young men and young women often retrograde instead of 
advancing in their mental life. <...> Things learned at school are quickly 
forgotten. Minds once quick and bright too often become heavy and dull. Mental 
faculties rust from lack of use.  648

 The competition for the means of living repressed young people’s minds and thus, 
the wage-earning class inevitably lost its intellectual force once the struggle for bread and 
butter began. Adams believed it was unworthy of an enlightened nation to give people up 
to social vegetation and laissez-faire (if these principles had been systematically practiced 

 Herbert B. Adams, University Extension in England, Johns Hopkins University Studies in Historical and 644

Political Science, 5th series, vol. 2. (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1887), 465–469. See also 
Cunningham’s brilliant account of Adams’s educational-political engagement with the state in Raymond J. 
Cunningham, “Scientia Pro Patria: Herbert Baxter Adams and Mugwump Academic Reform at Johns 
Hopkins, 1876–1901,” Prospects 15 (October 1990). Scientia pro Patria was a motto of Société historique et 
Cercle Saint-Simon that Adams inscribed as an epigraph in the early issues of Studies.

 Although Adams recognized “the separation of the school from the authority of the church and the 645

separation of the church from the sphere of the state” among the greatest American achievements, he 
believed that the association of this forces must be preserved “ in a modified form.” Neither the state nor the 
church, he reasoned, “can reach its highest efficiency when any one of these three institutions is cut off from 
association with the other two. A government without the support of religion and education, means ultimate 
lapse into moral and political anarchy. Ecclesiastical organizations, unrestrained by law and unenlightened 
by reason, may interfere with civil liberty and check the progress of thought. Schools, colleges, and 
universities, without public support and legal protection, without moral and religious associations, are 
hopelessly crippled in their usefulness to society.” Herbert B. Adams, The College of William and Mary: a 
Contribution to the History of Higher Education, with Suggestions for its National Promotion (Washington, 
DC: Government Printing Office, 1887), 27.

 Adams, The Church and Popular Education, 400.646

 Adams, The Church and Popular Education, 406.647

 Adams, The Church and Popular Education, 467, 469.648
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throughout human history, the world would have descended into “barbarism and 
ignorance”). Therefore, he recommended to establish among young people social or church 
classes “for the systematic study of good literature, of history, political economy, and social 
science.”  While speaking of systematic study, Adams meant an elaborate educational 649

schema which he was ready to promote. 
 Adams’s plan for popular education was based on expanding the seminary method 
in American public libraries. In short, he proposed to convert the “library into a popular 
laboratory” and establish a principal link between public libraries and the educational 
wants of the people.  Desultory reading and individual use of the public library were 650

insufficient to promote education. People needed “methodic and continuous work under 
proper guidance.” To accomplish this desirable end, educational activists had to establish 
several institutes. First, Adams advocated the launch of library-based lecture courses upon 
social science, political economy, modern literature, and modern history. Second, he 
recommended supplying these lectures with class courses because “in every popular 
audience there is a ‘saving remnant’ of earnest hearers who would be glad to learn more of 
the subject.” It was believed therefore that the lecturer should gather these hearers into a 
weekly conference to review previous work.  651

 Furthermore, Adams prescribed that this higher educational enterprise was 
managed by an active librarian and a committee of young people under the mayor’s 
patronage. He also suggested the recruitment of lecturers from the nearest college or 
university to the needs of the university extension movement. Finally, if local demand 
arose for systematic popular instruction by lectures “American colleges and universities 
would soon rise to the needs of the situation and would train their best graduates for 
precisely this kind of work.” In the meantime, communities were to help themselves 
through public libraries, popular lectures, and local talents, thus establishing a genuine 
People’s University with its faculty drawn from all parts of the country and its seminary 
libraries “as numerous as are the towns of men.”  652

 In 1887, the United States Bureau of Education appointed Adams as Chief Editor of 
the Contributions to American Educational History series. During his term, he arranged 

 Adams, The Church and Popular Education, 469, 470649

 Herbert B. Adams, Seminary Libraries and University Extension, Johns Hopkins University Studies in 650

Historical and Political Science, 5th series, vol. 2. (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1887), 457.
 Adams recommended to give short courses of twelve lectures, one lecture a week in a simple, 651

conversational style, “with a printed syllabus of topics and definite references to authorities in the public 
library.” He also envisioned the equal participation of students and teachers in the seminary work; among 
other advises were the following: “Topics for investigation and report should be assigned to individuals, who 
should be referred to the proper authorities in the public library. The latter should make temporary 
reservations of books to meet the demands of the class and should not hesitate to institute duplicate 
collections, if justified by the demand. The temporary grouping of a few standard authorities upon one of the 
reading-room tables, or in the class-room, if that is near the main library, will have an excellent effect in 
stimulating interest and enquiry.” Adams, Seminary Libraries and University Extension, 458.

 “My idea in brief is this: every great public library should become, in its own local field, a people’s 652

university, the highest of high schools in the community. It should be the roof and crown of organized public 
instruction not only for existing schools, but also for the graduates of schools, for studious persons already 
past the school age, whether in the higher or the lower walks of life.” Herbert B. Adams, The Work of the 
Libraries, Johns Hopkins University Studies in Historical and Political Science 5th series, vol. 11. (Baltimore: 
John Hopkins University Press, 1887), 25.
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the publication of monographs dedicated to the histories of higher education in various 
states of the union. Adams occupied the position until he died in 1901. By that time, thirty 
books were prepared by authors and sub-editors selected by Adams and he authored two 
volumes himself.  The series began with Adams’ monographs The College of William and 653

Mary: a Contribution to the History of Higher Education, with Suggestions for its 
National Promotion (a two-tiered text made of institutional history, biographical accounts, 
account, and an exposition of Adams’ educational theories published in 1887) and Thomas 
Jefferson and the University of Virginia (essentially a sequel of the first monograph; the 
patchwork of historical-statistical data and speculations about the nature of university 
learning published in 1888).  Both texts were centered around the idea of a utopian 654

national university, and it was through historical analysis that Adams wanted to prove this 
idea was worthy of realization. 
 In the first volume, after a brief description of the institute’s early history, Adams 
turned to Rev. Hugh Jones, the early professor at William and Mary, who in his book The 
Present State of Virginia  (1724) suggested that the University devote one of six college 
professorships to the subject of history. However, what was even more surprising was that 
he proposed that “the college should be recognized as the training school for the civil 
service of the colony.”  For Adams, it was crucial to prove that the College of William and 655

Mary was a state institution founded by what was then the National Government, that is, 
by royal endowment. Consequently, the idea of civil service appeared as a part of the 
university’s service to the state. Although Jones’ proposal was never approved, the College 
of William and Mary “a seminary of statesmen” was the first to apply “the idea of education 
in a social, municipal, and political environment.” The wise blend of scholastic and social 
cultures, according to Adams, made the critical difference between the medieval and the 
modern education. The policy instituted in Williamsburg was essentially the same one that 
“struggled into existence in Prussia in 1810, when that child of conflict, the University of 
Berlin, was born in the capital of a kingdom that was to found an empire.”  656

 Why did colonial Virginia produce so many eminent public men and leaders in the 
American Revolution? The answer was, as Adams believed, the fact that the College of 

 “It seems to me that Herbert Baxter Adams and his co-workers were essentially occupied with an aspect of 653

their larger interest, institutional history, and that they soon ran out of the questions necessary to sustain a 
developing historical inquiry;” some Frederick Rudolph’s critical remarks on the fate of the series in 
Rudolph, The American College and University, 497–499.

 Adams gave the following description of principles adopted in the prosecution of the investigation: 654

“Under the direction of an editor, aided by the resources and documentary collections of the Bureau of 
Education, the preparation of the State monographs was assigned to representative and scholarly men from 
the State or section of country especially concerned. In all cases the active co-operation and assistance of the 
various higher institutions of learning in each State were enlisted through a sub-editor. An attempt was made 
to make the reports at once compact and readable, with a goo analysis of contents and a few attractive 
illustrations of college or university buildings, the plates being by no means confined to the showing of 
externals, such as dormitories and facades, but picturing also in many cases library and laboratory interiors. 
In compensation for the lack of absolute historical completeness, full bibliographies of the sources of 
information were to be appended to each chapter or great subject, so that future students of our educational 
history might profit by the way-marks left by pioneers.” Adams, “The State and Higher Education,” 707.

 Adams, The College of William and Mary, 21.655

 Adams, The College of William and Mary, 26–27.656
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William and Mary, the  alma mater  of presidents, from its origin, made the art of 
government and the constitution of society its principal objects, and the college hosted: 

<…> a unique seminary of history and politics — of history in the very making, of 
politics in the praxis. Without identifying the two subjects, we may accept the 
view of Gustav Droysen, Prussia’s great historian, who says, “What is politics to-
day becomes history to-morrow.” The young Virginians did not study textbooks 
of historical and political science, they observed the real things. The proceedings 
of their gathers at the capitol were to the sons analogous to those living processes 
of nature that are observed under the microscope in the modern biological 
laboratory.  657

 To explain the historical germ of the idea of a great national university, Adams 
turned to the personal evolution of George Washington. One year before Washington was 
elected President of the United States, he became chancellor of the College of William and 
Mary. In his mind, the College, which he had already in 1871 called a university which “was 
a historical stepping-stone from the idea of charity schools in Virginia to the higher 
thought of a national university in the Federal City.”  Washington elaborated the idea of 658

a national university in his testament: “it has always been a source of serious regret with 
me” Washington wrote “to see the youth of these United States sent to foreign countries for 
the purpose of education.”  He believed that while studying abroad, American boys had 659

been in too frequent contact with principles that were unfriendly to the republican 
government and liberties of humanity. Thus, he thought of establishing a university “in a 
central part of the United States, to which the youths of fortune and talents from all parts 
thereof may be sent for the completion of their education, in all the branches of polite 
literature, in arts and sciences, in acquiring knowledge in the principles of politics and 
good government, and <…> be enabled to free themselves in a proper degree from those 
local prejudices and habitual jealousies.” Washington bequeathed his share in the Potomac 
Company to establish such a university in the District of Columbia under the auspices of 
the General Government. Congress had not extended its fostering hand, and Washington’s 
plan was never implemented. 
 However, Thomas Jefferson obtained his first insight into the University of Virginia 
from his alma mater at Williamsburg, and, as Adams argued, Washington’s educational 
intuitions influenced him greatly. The first of Jefferson’s university ideas was that of 
transforming the College of William and Mary into a State University. He proposed a 
three-level educational system with its base in local public schools, which then continued 
in district college education, with its ceiling being the College of William and Mary which 
would be transformed into a higher seminary of learning soon to become the State 
University of Virginia. Although this plan failed, Jefferson managed to remodel the 
curriculum in William and Mary. He abolished the grammar school and professorships of 
divinity and oriental languages, and substituted them to the professorships of “law and 
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police,” anatomy, medicine, and chemistry, and modern languages. Furthermore, he added 
law of nations and nature to the duties of the moral professor.  660

 The second volume in the Bureau of Education series was dedicated to the study of 
Jefferson’s educational ideas and particularly his treatment of civic instruction. Adams 
endeavored to prove that patriotic zeal led Jefferson to the idea that young people who 
were to become American citizens “needed such training in moral and political science as 
would fit them for the practical duties of citizenship and self-government.” As shown in 
Adams’ study, Jefferson recognized the importance of moral and political education under 
the auspices of federal authority. He had the plan to establish a school of law and politics, 
based upon ethics, natural science, and ancient and modern languages, associated 
respectively with ancient and modern history and literature, which were all supposed to 
educate American citizens for their highest duties. Furthermore, as Adams claimed, 
Jefferson prepared the way for the entrance of political science into American colleges. 
Already in 1816, he recommended that the President of William and Mary College adopt 
Antoine Destutt de Tracy’s review of Montesquieu as an elementary textbook in the 
principles of government. Jefferson also had Tracy’s other work on the political economy 
translated and supplied in the preface, which was “perhaps the first attempt of an 
American to treat economics from an historical point of view.”  661

 Adams lamented that American colleges and universities had hardly risen to the 
Jeffersonian ideal in the youth’s political or moral preparation. Supposing the school of 
politics and good government had been planted in the city of Washington before the 
sectional issue had become paramount in American politics, he argued, that there would 
have been a chance for the development of “well-trained, public spirited men, of broad-
minded statesmen, competent to settle economic and constitutional questions, without 
leading the country into fratricidal war, costing millions of men and untold treasure.”  662

However frustrated and discouraged, Adams believed that both ideas could be realized in 
the twentieth century, including a great national university and a civil academy in 
Washington. The description of this project constituted the core of Adams’s educational 
views, for the most practical view resulting from his historical study of Virginia educational 
enterprises was: 

the suggestion of a possible revival in the City of Washington and throughout the 
country of the original Virginia idea of political education, which made 
Williamsburg a school of statesmen who were fitted in the college-capital to 
prepare the so-called “Virginia Plan,” from which our present Constitution grew. 
It is the idea of intimate connection between Education and Government in a 
municipal environment.  663
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 Whether intentional or not, Adams vindicated the critical aspect of “German” 
education that was usually ignored by other American academic reformers, that is, the 
nexus between political training and civil service. This was mainly because in Germany this 
nexus was maintained through the state-regulated university system, whereas American 
political scientists avoided any discussion on centralized cooperation with the government. 
This idea allegedly interfered with philanthropists’ efforts to promote great American 
universities. Adams laid the groundwork for the discussion in his studies on the state’s role 
in the history of higher education. By proving that the American university was never a 
distinctly private matter, he reestablished the missing link between national (or 
governmental) interests and academic political knowledge.  In another form, this link 664

existed between the interests of religious sects and an old-time academic moralism. Adams 
restored it in his report  The Promotion of Higher Political Education, which never 
received the historiographical treatment it deserves.  
 Adams observed in the very opening of his report that “the time for a national 
university in Washington is either past or not yet come,” but this frustrating fact did not 
imply that the promotion of higher political education in the nation’s capital was bound to 
be futile. Before Washington University’s arrival, the academic training system should 
have been coordinated not only with the people (this goal was already reached) but also 
with practical politics and civil service. Universities based on the representative or merit 
system should have been recognized “by representatives of the people as at least one 
influential factor in shaping civil-service examinations, and also as a proper source of 
supply whenever special scientific service is required.” This principle, Adams believed, had 
to be fostered throughout the country in connection with the state universities and aimed 
to advance civil service, methods of taxation, organization, and supply of schools and 
boards of education.  665

 Citizens and states would not only merit from this system, but also doctoral 
students of higher grades. Two years of practical experience in the governmental bureau 
could afford “the best kind of post-graduate course” for practical training in various 
branches of public service which proved to be professionally helpful. Adams reasoned that 
the American government was already compelled to patronize institutions of learning from 
self-interest, and this comity between science and the government ought to be promoted 
“especially with reference to political science.” Hence, while the government would 
continue to seek service, and its servants would seek special training, it was only expedient 
to suggest the establishment of a civil academy in Washington: 

<…> the Government might easily secure for the civil service what West Point 
and Annapolis have so long provided for the Army and Navy, viz. well-trained 
men for administrative positions requiring expert service. There is in these times 
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as great need of special knowledge in civil science as in military or naval science. 
A civil academy for the training of representative American youth would be as 
great a boon to the American people as the Military and Naval Academies have 
already proved.  666

 Regarding the academy’s institutional arrangement, Adams proposed to combine 
the West Point plan of taking student appointees from Congressional districts, and the 
Cornell plan of merit appointment. According to this plan, one student of the BA grade 
from every Congressional district should be appointed upon competitive examination held 
by an impartial examining board to enjoy governmental fellowship in Washington. 
Selected students should be treated like “responsible men under contract” and 
instructed in Staatswissenschaftliche classics, including physical, historical, and economic 
geography; political, constitutional, and diplomatic history; the modern languages, and in 
all branches of political science, such as political economy, statistics, forestry, 
administration, international law, comparative methods of legislation, and comparative 
politics. As a reward, several men would be granted a year of graduate work in American or 
European Universities, for example at the École libre des sciences politiques or Preußische 
Statistische Bureau.  
 Adams believed that the elements necessary for the beginning of the civil academy 
already existed in Washington and that “practical appliances for a unique American 
experiment in the promotion of political education of the highest sort for the sons of 
American citizens” were already in the hands of the government. Furthermore, the 
intellectual foundations for a proposed academy also existed in the form of a virtual 
seminary in history and political science which was already operating in the high school of 
Washington. Upon these intellectual foundations, the system of lectures by government 
experts and university specialists should have been superimposed. “Institutions of 
learning” Adams concluded, were “nobler monuments to great men and great events” than 
obelisks or statues. Furthermore, the national endowment or permanent support for 
higher political education “within the limits of the District of Columbia, under the auspices 
of the General Government” would realize the highest ideal of Washington’s last will.  667

Interim observations on similarities, differences, and historical contingency 
 John W. Burgess and Herbert B. Adams are a remarkable couple to compare, for 
their academic lives shared almost equal amounts of similarities and differences blended 
in different proportions and interwoven in an unexpected manner. The previous 
subchapter reached the early 1880s when both men arrived at their respective campuses 
where, in the following quarter-century, they would labor on to establish two prototypical 
schools of political science. Before turning to the examination of disciplinary enterprises at 
Columbia and Hopkins, it is instructive to record some interim observations valuable for 
the history of political science. 
 During Amherst times, the same unofficial supervisor, Julius H. Seelye, guided both 
protagonists. Seelye was Professor of Moral Philosophy and an ardent Hegelian, who 

 Adams, “The Promotion of Higher Political Education,” 744.666

 Adams, “The Promotion of Higher Political Education,” 747.667

 210



studied at Halle in the 1850s. It was Seelye, as both men admitted, who exerted a decisive 
influence upon their resolution to continue studies abroad. Burgess and Adams departed 
in the first half of the 1870s when American students’ enrolment numbers were already 
significant enough to sustain efficient cooperation of migrant graduates in Germany 
(which was not the case in the 1850–60s) but not too large to make the interaction of 
American students with German professors perfunctory or superficial (as happened in the 
1890s). In short, Burgess and Adams migrated at an opportune time to join seminars and 
participate in the cooperative research work: while Burgess attended Droysen’s gatherings 
in Berlin, Adams participated in a work of Bluntschli-Knies’ seminar at Heidelberg. 
 In Germany, despite having matriculated in different universities, they learned 
under professors who nurtured a common intuition and belonged to the same academic 
circle. They were historians and historicist-minded economists, lawyers, and political 
scholars. Thus, despite biographical differences, both men gained the educational and 
scholarly experience typical of fellow American students. As demonstrated in the analysis 
of reminiscences, notes, and reports, Burgess and Adams admired the charismatic teaching 
style and later adopted its traits themselves as educators and supervisors. Like many other 
graduates who pursued historical studies in Germany, Burgess and Adams endorsed 
scrupulous studies of sources, the application of “scientific methods” to historical data, and 
appreciation of scholarly attributes like seminary rooms or statistical bureaus. Finally, they 
renounced two essential ideas that grounded earlier studies in moral philosophy. This 
included the didactic description of moral government, and the view of history as a genre 
of belles lettres “practiced as such by local patriots and gentry writers.”  Instead, Burgess 668

and Adams adopted the notion of the historico-political continuum as a proper area of 
study with “scientific methods” being applied to the historical side alone. 
 Furthermore, both Burgess and Adams received prestigious academic positions 
while still German students. Burgess had not defended his doctoral degree because he was 
called to join the Amherst faculty before he could proceed with the examination, and when 
it came to Adams’s defense, he had already been accepted as a Johns Hopkins fellow. In 
both cases, the single fact of the nominee’s German affiliation was enough to secure their 
appointment. Although they could provide little evidence of their academic 
accomplishments, their job search fell during a short time when the new generation of 
university administrators hunted for German-trained graduates. After Burgess and Adams 
returned to the US and sided with the academic reform movement, their trajectories 
diverged significantly. 
 John Burgess received his professorship immediately upon arrival on campus, but 
the rigid institutional setting of an old-time college limited his opportunities to carry 
research or develop graduate studies. Ironically, this statement is equally true for his 
experience at Amherst (throughout the entire term) and at Columbia (during the first 
years). By contrast, Adams struggled to receive a professorship for almost fifteen years, yet 
he enjoyed unlimited opportunities to advance his research and promote graduate training 
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at a newly established Johns Hopkins University. I would venture a guess that even the 
differences in the reasoning that Burgess and Adams employed while discussing higher 
political education occurred due to the differences in the institutional circumstances that 
they encountered. They addressed different academic milieus and were forced to utilize 
rhetoric that they deemed pragmatically persuasive. Hence, Burgess dedicated significant 
time to justifying the relevance of professional research for the university study and 
convince university patrons, such as trustees, donors, and parents alike, that thorough 
examination of unknown things was a legitimate vocational goal for a university scholar. 
Adams, who resided in a more enabling environment among colleagues was attached to 
similar “German” ideals, and went further by aiming to disseminate pure, disinterested 
knowledge to a non-academic audience. 
 Burgess and Adams had a different mind not only about the role of higher education 
but also about its relation to state and government, and the ideological attitudes of both 
scholars further aggravated this difference. Burgess was an elite-oriented conservative 
liberal, influenced by Hegelian interpretations of the Civil War, and Adams held moderate 
egalitarian, Christian socialist views. Although he did not belong to the core of a group, 
Adams was closely allied with German-trained economic historians such as Richard Ely, 
Henry Carter Adams, and John Bates Clark. Ideas of a “cooperative commonwealth,” or of 
the future demise of laissez-faire capitalism and the “happy union of engineer and laborer 
in a productive, democratic society” were not foreign to him. Burgess belonged to another 
political group whose views were also imported by German-trained scholars like Andrew 
D. White, who stood by the “Whig principles of property rights, limited majoritarianism, 
and elite governance.” These men were greatly impressed by the intimate connection 
between the German university and the German bureaucracy, and their formalist science 
was “marked by enthusiasm about the prospects of state development in America.” Like 
his fellow-statists, Burgess believed that America should establish a new bureaucratic 
gentry to secure its welfare and prosperity and put into power a group of “university-
trained, morally upright, and technically proficient civil servants.”  669

 Resultantly, they arrived at differing images of a modern research university and the 
place of political and historical studies within it. Once again, to place proper emphasis, 
Burgess saw university as a professional scholarly enterprise, professional not in a sense 
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that it was preparatory for entering traditional professions but meaning that university 
professors constituted a professional community on par with lawyers or priests. For his 
part, Adams envisioned university as an instrument of social amelioration, much in the 
spirit of earlier American reformers. Consequently, the former endorsed a view on political 
education as a self-contained professional activity and, as a surplus, admitted the 
education of professional politicians and bureaucrats. At the same time, the latter believed 
in a duty-bound political education of citizens necessary to sustain the American republic. 
It is therefore no surprise that Burgess praised privately funded universities, while Adams 
devoted an entire book series to prove that American universities were, in fact, state-
funded.  670

 The essential consequence of both founders’ diverging trajectories for the history of 
political science as a university study was the emergence of different pedagogical doctrines 
generated by and embedded in their respective institutional environments. The ideological 
preferences and political identities of the discipline’s founding fathers, their understanding 
of the role of higher education, and their views on the place of political knowledge in the 
modern university and modern state all contributed to the development of political 
science’s pedagogical objectives. Stephen T. Leonard rightly observed that the first 
generation of political scholars advanced three distinct pedagogical claims: “to educate 
citizens and political leaders for civic life, to reproduce scholars and researchers for the 
discipline itself, and to train bureaucrats for state administration.”  Almost unwittingly 671

following academic moralists, Burgess and Adams recognized political education as critical 
to the maintenance of the Republic’s welfare, and yet they split the core of collegiate 
pedagogy by insisting on the idea of a professional research enterprise. 
 In the American political tradition, a time-honored problem of good government 
was always associated with a “problem of good men” and the necessity of civic education to 
breed both good citizens and good leaders was generally recognized.  Even Francis 672

Lieber, in complete agreement with academic moralism, recognized political science as 
“the very science for nascent citizens of a republic.”  At this point, the pedagogical stance 673

of the new political knowledge appeared nothing more than a mere extension of the earlier 
republican ideas and moral philosophy’s reactionary mindset. Yet the vital difference 
between modern political science and earlier forms of political knowledge consisted in the 
idea that valuable and credible political knowledge should be produced by professional 
university scholars only. 

 Some of these effects were previewed by Charles Kendall Adams who founded the School of Political at 670
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 Political science’s founders reconceptualized the nature of the modern state and 
reasoned that such a complicated object could be treated only by well-trained 
professionals. Hence, they built their identity upon the idea that “things political” were 
their exclusive intellectual property. To conclude, the study of John W. Burgess’ and 
Herbert B. Adams’ biographical accounts, the analysis of their attitudes to educational and 
ideological debates during the academic revolution, and the examination of their 
mediating role in the German-American academic transfer made evident that the 
emergence of political science was not an individual enterprise of two standalone 
visionaries or masterminds. Structural shifts that occurred in the field of institutionalized 
knowledge after the decline of an old-time college and its moral philosophy created a 
vacuum that ambitious young men were ready to fill. 

4.3 New research infrastructure 

 Columbia College School of Political Science and Johns Hopkins Seminary in 
Historical and Political Sciences provided two prototypes for the organization of modern 
political science as a university discipline. Despite pronounced institutional (one struggled 
for existence in a liberal-arts college, while the other thrived in a graduate-oriented 
university) and pedagogical differences (one aimed for the education of civil servants while 
the other fostered the production of original research), the schools had more in common as 
intellectual enterprises than their founders were willing to admit. In terms of their routine 
operation in the university setting, both schools generated the same research 
infrastructure to produce knowledge. It is not yet an explanation but a reason to raise the 
question: why did two research projects on university political knowledge that were 
developed in different institutional settings create almost identical research 
infrastructures? They were both composed of elements like libraries and collections of 
“original sources,” seminars and lectures, publishing organs, academies, PhD tracks, and 
they both authorized similar innovations in their curricula. Burgess and Adams were 
originators of the new academic profession no less than promoters of modern political 
science, and their respective schools were constitutive parts of the academic revolution no 
less than vehicles of disciplinary revisionism. The following sub-chapter is dedicated to the 
analysis of infrastructural changes that both schools endorsed, while the next chapter 
inquires into the political knowledge that was produced by means of this reformed 
infrastructure. 
 Members of seminaries established in New York and Baltimore cooperated for 
research work, they investigated sources, presented findings, discussed their colleagues’ 
findings, prepared working papers, and edited journal publications. Such new “creative” 
methods of study, as Adams called them, were dramatically different from “the old passive 
methods of reliance upon standard authorities and textbooks.”  The role of the teacher, 674

or supervisor, was also entirely altered by the introduction of a new research 
infrastructure. Instead of monotonous mumbling from the cathedra, the head of a 
seminary group now was sitting at the grand table among his younger colleagues and 
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effortlessly moderated the discussion. The “seminary method” of group work was designed 
for “the obvious reason that those students who have a special genius for any subject 
should have the opportunity for special exercise in its development under the special 
direction of more experienced genius in the same line.”  675

 The university professor, this “experienced genius,” was expected to instruct by 
lecture, imparting the results of his labor, “and developing his own view and system.” At 
the same time, the university student was expected to verify the professors’ statements. 
This was unthought of in an old-time college and a clear consequence of students’ 
maturation in the eyes of pedagogues. Furthermore, seminary participants assumed an 
obligation to fill up the outline of lectures with constant exercises and extensive reading “in 
a great library which shall contain the principal sources of information upon all the 
subjects of the different courses of study to which his attention is directed.”  The main 676

principle of training at the Johns Hopkins University, Adams claimed, was to encourage 
independent thought and research: little heed was given to textbooks “or the mere 
phraseology of history,” but all stress was laid “upon clear and original statements of fact 
and opinion, whether the student’s own or the opinion of the consulted author.”  This 677

was, in some respects, the twilight of the idols in American academia: 

With the change from the Gymnasium to the University, the method of 
instruction changes as well as the subjects. The text-book, with its assigned 
lessons and daily drill upon the same, is discarded, as both cramping to the 
student and narrowing to the professor. We must get here nearer to sources and 
original material. We must go back of the treatises to the earliest documents, and 
learn to form from these our opinions, and to make from these our own hand-
books. The professor must no longer act merely the part of the drill-master upon 
a given text, but of the investigator gathering and classifying original evidence 
upon his subjects, and generalizing therefrom his view and system; and the 
student must no longer be the mere gymnast, carrying his library under his arm, 
but he must begin to learn and apply the processes of original study, and to 
compare authorities upon the points treated or suggested.  678

 The “seminary or laboratory method,” which Adams addressed in his paper on New 
Methods of Study in History, read before the American Social Science Association in 1883, 
had evolved from the medieval ecclesiastical institutions that trained the seminary priests. 
The method practiced in modern universities was nothing more than the development of 
an old scholastic way of advancing “philosophical inquiry by the defense of original 
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theses.”  As a teaching method, the seminary had evolved from being the nursery of 679

dogma into the “laboratory of scientific truth.” The transformation of the Seminarium into 
a laboratory of science, Adams claimed, was accomplished by Leopold Ranke, “Germany’s 
greatest historian.” Instead of essentializing the seminary method, Adams considered a few 
seminary types as instituted in Germany and beyond German borders, such as Bluntschli’s 
and Knies’s seminaries at Heidelberg, the Historical Seminary at Bonn, historical 
seminaries in Liege and Paris. In a comment to Adams’s paper, Charles Gross, a recent 
PhD from the Göttingen University and the future Harvard Professor of History and 
Political Science, claimed that a genuine seminary was “the workshop in which the 
experiences master teaches his young apprentices the deft use of the tools of the trade.” 
Hence, what was told during the lectures may be obtained from books or the other 
students’ Hefts, but the scientific method “is the gift of time and the seminary only — the 
result of long contact between the mind of the master and the mind of the disciple.”  680

 Although both founding fathers of political science had different teaching styles — 
Burgess was always serious, sarcastic, and somewhat detached, while Adams was 
compassionate, engaged, and amiable. They endorsed a new type of charismatic leadership 
unseen in American academia of a previous epoch, and yet different from the aloof posture 
of German scholars. For example, when elaborating the plan for the Columbia School, its 
founders agreed that the primary method of instruction would be by lecture, reference 
reading, examinations every few days on the lectures and the references, and research 
work in the seminar conducted by each professor. They were conscious “from considerable 
and wide experience” that American students were “neither Germans not Frenchmen” and 
thus endeavored to adapt their teaching to the American character. Hence, the School’s 
founders insisted on more frequent examinations and “a more special oversight” of each 
student because they felt quite decidedly that “the lack of close control and acquaintance 
between teacher and pupil was a serious defect in the foreign school.”  681

Libraries and the primary source collections 
Columbia University 
 When Burgess arrived at Columbia, it was more than a hundred years old. Yet, its 
library did not have more than twenty-five thousand volumes, primarily textbooks and 
almost none of them modern. It did not even possess a copy of Hansard’s 
collection Debates of the British Parliament, “a collection indispensably necessary to every 
American student in political history.”  The library’s scant holdings were catalogued by 682

authors only, and “in a very meagre manner.” Furthermore, even this collection remained 
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inaccessible to professors or students because a single curator-librarian, Rev. Beverly R. 
Betts, kept it open for only an hour and a half per day. President Butler, then-
undergraduate, recalled that students were joking about the college library where “no 
books were brought save such as the librarian had time to read before they were placed on 
the shelves.”  Burgess, who never skimped on devastating comments, mentioned that 683

Betts appeared displeased when anyone proposed to draw a book and seemed “to feel that 
his duty as a curator was to discourage that as much possible.”  684

 The trustees entrusted Betts with the budget of fifteen hundred dollars annually to 
purchase books, and Betts infuriated Burgess by boasting that he usually turned back into 
the treasury at least half of it. Burgess, in his turn, scandalized not only the librarian but 
the trustees by ordering a complete set of Hansard’s Debates (for the entire saved-up-sum) 
so that his students in constitutional history might have this material available for 
reference and study. Betts found this move as eminently disloyal to the college. He turned 
so hostile to Burgess and his students that it “made it impossible for political scholars to 
use the library.” Hence, Burgess was obliged to take decisive measures. In 1878, he asked 
the Trustees for a separate appropriation of books in history, political and social science, 
and public law. He also asked to house this collection in a separate apartment, and finally 
requested to hire an independent librarian — Mr. Isaac L. Rice, Burgess’ graduate from the 
famous Amherst class of 1874, and his student at the Columbia Law School. In the new 
library 

Mr. Rice toiled from early morning until late at night, mastering the content of 
every book and cataloguing the same by subjects for the convenience and 
instruction of the students. He made this little library a veritable laboratory of 
research <…> He guided the students in their reading and research in a manner 
and with a result entirely new to the old college; and we must date back the 
commencement of the present system of the university library, with its seminar 
rooms and methods, to the effective, if modest, work of Mr. Rice in the early 
eighties of the last century.  685

 The most far-reaching innovation, which Rice installed in the political science 
library, was the subject-driven classification system first developed by his classmate Melvil 
Dewey, yet another of Burgess’s students from the Amherst class of 1874 and the 
“graduate” group drawn from it. Later, Rice’s way of handling the political science library 
became a model for the administration of the Columbia University Library under the 
supervision of Dewey himself, for President Barnard called him to the post of Chief 
Librarian in 1883, and his classmate — another Amherst man — George H. Baker was 
made his assistant. Dewey was a great teacher of library organization and economy. 
Furthermore, the growing popularity of a new method of library collection arrangement by 
subjects instead of by authors, later named after him, reflected a new approach to the 
scholarly work that was not based upon the comments of authorities, but upon the 

 Butler, Across the Busy Years, 1:86.683

 Burgess, “The Founding of the School,” 365–367.684

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 212.685

 217



investigation of sources. What Columbia’s future President Nicholas Murray Butler later 
called the ‘Barnard-Burgess-Dewey revolution’ in Columbia’s library administration was 
the creation of a matching library for a new type of scholar: “the separate library of original 
material, under the direction of a bibliographer-librarian, catalogued upon the subject 
system, and accessible to investigators of all hours of the say, every day throughout the 
year.”  686

 Burgess conceptualized the research library’s role in the production of modern 
investigation in his programmatic essay  The Study of the Political Sciences in the 
Columbia College, published for the promotion of his School immediately after it had been 
launched. In this essay, Burgess spoke of “the library of the political science” as one of four 
distinct and well-defined parts of the School, along with the undergraduate department of 
history and political science, the School of Political Science, and the Academy of the 
Political Sciences.  The scientifically classified and adequately served library, Burgess 687

wrote, was an indispensable part of the university. It was as naive to expect the architect to 
work merely with rule and pencil as to demand of the scholar “the production of literary 
monuments without the magazine of material.” Neither an old-styled collection of 
textbooks, nor a mere collection of current literature would suffice because they only 
demonstrated how and to what extent authors had organised “original matter into the 
logical form” and thus could only supply a popular library. However, the prime purpose of 
the university library was the assemblage and classification of original material, for 
example, in the domain of the political sciences, these were: 

the texts of constitutions, the statute books and ordinances of governments, the 
debates of legislative assemblies, the decisions of judicial bodies upon questions of 
public law, the papers of diplomatic intercourse, the texts of treaties, the reports 
of governmental commissions, statistical bureaus, chambers of commerce, 
boards of industry and agriculture and of the public health, the journals of 
international congresses, political conventions and academies and associations 
of political science, contemporary chronicles of historic facts, files of official 
gazettes, leading newspapers and magazines, etc.  688

 Burgess taught his students in the School of Political Science to acquaint themselves 
with this material because, upon this exact material, researchers of the Academy expanded 
their labors. It became the basis of original work in producing papers, monographs, and 
treatises. To provide the necessary preparation for library use, Burgess launched a course 
dedicated to the bibliography of political sciences. This course was read by George H. 
Baker, the School’s librarian, and was partly inspired by the Eduard Winkelmann’s famous 
classes in  Methodologie und Enclykopadie der Geschichtswissenschaften  read at 
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Heidelberg, a highly valued course, since, as Herbert Adams once formulated “a student of 
history who has attended lectures in a German universities knows well that the best 
information there acquired is of a bibliographical character.” At Columbia School, Baker 
taught the course in Bibliography of the political sciences (sometimes titled “Bibliography 
of history and political science”) throughout the first year of studies. The purpose of the 
course was “to give, for the practical use of students and investigators, an account of the 
original sources” for the study of political sciences. During the course, Baker gave an 
encyclopedic statement on the domain of political science and allied branches of study and 
then took up, by countries, the material which formed 

the record of the political, legal, and economic activity of the leading modern 
states, giving a short sketch of the historiography of each country the special 
bibliographical works relating to the subject; then a description of all important 
collections of early chronicles and histories; collections of memoirs; collections 
and publications of historical and similar societies; general and special 
collections of treaties and diplomatic papers; statistical collections and other 
economic publications; government and official publications, including public 
documents, parliamentary debates, statutes, law reports, and other collective 
works in the field of public and private law.  689

Johns Hopkins University 
 When Dr. Scott initiated instruction in American history at Johns Hopkins, he 
assembled men weekly for discussion at the headquarters of Maryland Historical Society. 
Working on American constitutional history, seminarists took advantage of the Society’s 
remarkable collection of public historical documents supplied with  Encyclopædia 
Americana. However, Adams’ research ambitions, the distance of the place from the 
University, “the weakness of the Historical Society Library in European History, and a 
broadening of department plans for historical study” resulted in change.  In the closing 690

years of the 1870s, the “special library” moved to the basement room of the Peabody 
Library in Baltimore, where seminary members were allowed to collect and use books on 
English constitutional history. Later, when Adams assumed leadership in historical 
instruction, he introduced many methods and techniques that were new, and “in the first 
place, he collected a good library.”  691

 Circumstances soon forced the seminary to the second change of base. After Johann 
Kaspar Bluntschli passed away, Adams secured the acquisition of his doktorvater’s library 
by the community of Baltimore Germans. In December 1882, the Bluntschli library 
(containing almost three thousand volumes written by eminent European publicists, with 
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about four thousand pamphlets and Bluntschli’s manuscripts) was incorporated into the 
seminary. Although the manuscript collection was not a part of the actual purchase, they 
came to Baltimore as a gift. Mathilda Lieber, Francis’ widow, determined that her late 
husband’s manuscript should be kept close to those of his beloved friend and colleague, 
and so in 1883, JHU added the Lieber manuscript collection to its holdings. Finally, Adams 
added the works of Édouard de Laboulaye, French jurist and political theorist to the same 
container where Bluntschli and Lieber’s collections were preserved. As Adams explained 
during the presentation of Bluntschli’s library to Johns Hopkins fellows: “From the 
outbreak of the civil war in America until the international duel between France and 
Prussia <…> Laboulaye in Paris, Bluntschli in Heidelberg, and Lieber in New York, formed 
what the latter used to call ‘a scientific clover leaf.’” In a way, through Adams’s efforts in 
the organization of the seminary library, the “scientific clover-leaf” remained undivided.  692

 Shortly after the Bluntschli library was received, both seminaries and its books 
“were installed in the handsome quarters on the University premises.” In the suite of nine 
rooms, vacated by the biology department, the historical seminary began to cultivate the 
laboratory method of work and treated its book collections as materials for laboratory use: 

The old tables which had once been used for the dissection of cats and turtles 
were planed down, covered with green baize, and converted into desks for the 
dissection of government documents and other materials for American 
institutional history. In stead of cupboards for microscopes, instruments, and 
apparatus — instead of show-cases for bottled snakes and monkey-skeletons, the 
visitor now beholds book-cases full of books, pamphlets, manuscripts and coins 
under glass, a growing museum of prehistoric, Egyptian, and classical art.  693

 The Johns Hopkins Seminary in historical and political sciences began its library 
with the collection of colonial records, state laws, and American archives to encourage 
students in American constitutional history. The collection was first increased from the 
main University library (which transferred all works relating to the department) and later 
benefited from gradual purchases of material in the special interest of the Seminary. Later, 
the Bluntschli library provided the basis for the Seminary’s European collection that 
represented the laws and history of the old world.  In the mid-1880s, the Baltimore 694
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as Herbert B. Adams, Bluntschli’s life-work (Baltimore: Privately Printed, 1884).

 220



seminary, “conscious of its Heidelberg inheritance,” proceeded with building up “an 
American collection which shall represent the history, laws, and institutions of the new 
world.”  695

 To supply this collection, the Seminary sent letters to secretaries of the individual 
states and mayors of cities requesting donations of official documents and reports for the 
library. Adams added two large sets of government documentation — one from the state 
department and the other from the interior department. Finally, to cover “present history,” 
Adams organized an extensive pamphlet and newspaper sections in his library. Masses of 
pamphlets classified with the convenient method were stored in Woodruff files, for 
“pamphlets cease to be rubbish as soon as they are classified upon scientific principles.”  696

In the newspaper bureau, the newspapers of the day were reduced to their lowest terms for 
the purposes of historical and political science: “a competent force of graduate students 
work an hour or two under the direction of one of their number, who is a trained editor, 
and mark superior articles upon economic, political, social, educational, legal, and 
historical subjects.” Adams and his fellows spent inconceivable resources in organizing a 
space specifically dedicated to the research needs of modern scholars. As in the Columbia 
Library, a thematic catalog corresponded with the research undertaken by the faculty body 
and was therefore frequently revisited. The same principle was applied to the organization 
of the newspaper bureau, where newspaper clippings were kept like pamphlets under the 
same headings and exhibited “so far as they relate to the interests of the seminary.”  The 697

seminary library became the Maryland depository for American public documents, and 
“the different strata of American institutional history, from local and municipal to state 
and national life” were represented in the scientific collections of the JHU.  698

 When studying in Germany, Adams developed a distinct idea of a seminary library 
as a cornerstone of advanced university studies. He drew the reconstruction of the German 
historical tradition from Ranke’s private library and praised special book collections as 
drivers of original research. “Seminary libraries in Germany” he wrote, were “usually the 
professor’s own collection, reinforced by such drafts the University library as seminary 
students are allowed to make.” Under the professional direction of librarians-
bibliographers, students in Germany found their way in the university library to proper 
sources of information upon subjects discussed in seminary or lecture courses. The content 
of university studies and the scope of the library holdings were closely linked, for 
sometimes professors gave students the opportunity to resolve problems through private 
study, and to report on some topics that would be discussed in seminary meetings: 

There the student appears, fortified by books and documents borrowed from the 
university library, and prepared with his brief of points and citations, like a 
lawyer about to plead a case in the court-room. <…> Authorities are discussed; 
parallel sources of information are cited; old opinions are exploded; standard 
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histories are riddled by criticism, and new views are established. This process of 
destruction and reconstruction requires considerable literary apparatus, and the 
professor’s study-table is usually covered with many evidences of the battle of 
books. The dead and wounded are, however, quickly cleared away when 
refreshments appear upon the scene.  699

 This description reveals Adams’ view on books as tools and libraries as laboratories 
of historical knowledge. Besides providing an in-depth description of German library 
management, Adams also highlighted how these libraries furnished the intellectual pursuit 
of university men. In case the library receives numerous periodicals, one of the duties of 
seminary members was to report on their content. Students organized symposia to discuss 
new library acquisitions and simultaneously, a library-room furnished with individual 
tables served as an office for “quiet, uninterrupted work.” In sum, the physical 
arrangement of library rooms, the management of library holdings, and the type of classes 
held inside the library worked together to promote the new type of German historical 
scholarship “supplying earnest workers with the necessary tools and the work-shop.”  700

 Adams paid particular attention to the organization of the library collection in a way 
that mirrored his investigative motto inscribed on the wall — “History is past politics and 
politics present history.” Newspaper publications were to be treated in the same manner as 
historical documents. The young men were expected not only to monitor their field or 
master the “critical and orderly methods,” but also to learn “the potential process of 
making up a journal of historical and political science.” Adams, therefore, insisted on 
storing the chief authorities used in classwork together with reports and minor original 
investigations prepared by the seminary members. Following the tradition introduced by 
Dr. Scott, students met twice a week around the long table, but under Dr. Adams’ 
supervision this table was covered with documents from colonial archives of the older 
States of the Union mixed with the journals of Congress, American State Papers, and the 
writings of active American politicians. Adams pointed to the proximity of sources as a 
great advantage compared to “the simple transcription of catalog-titles into a notebook, a 
method prevailing in German lecture-courses.” At JHU, materials were passed around for 
the purpose of illustration. Adams was particularly proud of the room’s design and 
stressed that the Baltimore seminaries were laboratories, where books were treated “like 
mineralogical specimens, passed about from hand to hand, examined, and tested.”  701

Periodicals and monographs 
 Among many novelties that John W. Burgess and Herbert B. Adams brought to 
their respective reconsidered libraries, one class of texts was genuinely unprecedented. 
These were the working papers prepared by graduates, young teachers, and professors. 
The general term “working paper” implied here refers to numerous types of publications, 
including journals and pamphlets, addresses and reports, collective or individual 
monographs. The working paper’s critical feature was not its actual form but a pragmatic 
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meaning of its production. Authors of such publications aimed to circulate freshly 
procured knowledge among colleagues and fellow researchers. In Adams’s splendid 
formulation: 

The best of libraries is not a modern university unless it becomes a laboratory of 
science, where fresh truth is demonstrated, under the influence of master minds, 
living or read. It is the highest function of teachers and professors — to keep alive 
the scientific spirit, to breather upon and kindle anew the sacred fire, as did the 
flamens of old. Columbia College has not been content with erecting a 
magnificent library building <…> She has established in that beautiful building a 
vigorous school of political science, which is rapidly transforming both the 
library and the college into a modern university.  702

 From their very inception, graduate programs at Columbia and Hopkins required 
the presentation of original research pieces to qualify for the PhD degree. This requirement 
was introduced to strengthen the link between research and teaching even further and 
expand American literature in historical and political studies. For both Burgess and 
Adams, these were the systematic treatises, doctoral dissertations, and popular articles 
that transformed a mausoleum of fossil facts into a living organ of a real university. During 
the early 1880s, doctoral dissertations were privately printed by candidates and circulated 
among seminarists, professors, and researchers from other American and European 
universities. Copies of the defended theses were sent to research libraries throughout the 
country. Burgess’ School of Political Science and Adams’ Seminary in Historical and 
Political Sciences had taken the lead in requiring doctoral dissertations in printed form. By 
the 1890s, as both professors believed, this requirement would become general, and some 
system of library exchange would be arranged “whereby, as in Germany, the doctors’ 
theses of one institution could be seen in every other.”  703

 The Baltimore Historical Seminary began the publication of   Johns Hopkins 
University Studies in Historical and Political Science — “the mother of similar series in 
every part of the United States” — late in 1882.  Already in 1883, the monthly 704

monographs, which were pamphlets averaging fifty pages, had proved inadequate for the 
circulation of more extended works usually, doctoral dissertations and for these, a series of 
extra volumes were instituted (Adams was Chief Editor of both journals and by the time of 
his death, he had edited 40 volumes in JHU Studies). At the Columbia School, a similar 
division between publishing organs occurred. In 1886, the faculty instituted  Political 
Science Quarterly, which was intended to be an avenue of publications for faculty, the 
academy, and independent contributions. In 1891, the faculty inaugurated  Studies in 
History, Economics and Public Law, devoted to the publication of doctoral dissertations 
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(Munroe Smith served as a principal editor of PSQ, while Edwin R. A. Seligman was the 
real founder and the long-time editor of Studies).  705

Columbia University 
 During the long summer of 1880, while still pondering upon their uncertain future 
in Switzerland, the Amherst group became a regular organ of the future School’s 
publications. In the provisions, Burgess stated his intention to publish the original 
research works written by the faculty members, the School’s students, and the Academy 
members, yet there were two obstacles in launching the  Political Science 
Quarterly simultaneously with the School. First, it was necessary to secure a steady supply 
of papers which implied a need to educate enough scholars ready to research and write. 
Second, it was necessary to acquire a sponsor or, in any other way, secure sufficient 
financial resources. It took Burgess six years to solve both issues, although he 
contemplated from the very beginning that the Academy made of external scholars would 
be responsible for editing such a journal. As he was soon to find out, “external” scholars 
were almost nowhere to be found. Hence, the establishment of the Academy and the 
journal’s contributors were essentially the same issue.  
 By 1886, the Academy’s core was made up of the School’s recent graduates. 
Although scholars outside Columbia were asked for articles, the Academy assumed the 
primary responsibility for producing the projected literature for its members. In turn, they 
assumed an obligation to produce at least one original work each year.  “The work of 706

organization and instruction and, after 1886, of editing the Political Science Quarterly had 
been so heavy” as Burgess reminisced “that it was 1890 before the first systematic treatise 
appeared.”  When the struggle for the School’s existence within the university framework 707

was won, monographs were finally written, and the content of doctoral dissertations 
became worthy of public circulation, faculty inaugurated  Studies  for the publication of 
more extensive and “professional” works. As regards funds, it was also in the mid-1880s 
when another of Burgess’ Amherst recruits from the class of 1875, George A. Plimpton, 
accumulated enough resources to invest in his supervisor’s ventures. 
 In 1886, Plimpton, whom Burgess called one of his “most valuable colleagues” 
became the senior business partner in famous Ginn and Company publishing house and 
took on the financial backing of PSQ. Not only did Plimpton publish the Political Science 
Quarterly, but he also “stood loyally by the journal, <…> and who would never listen to his 
partners to discontinue the publication of it, but would make up out of his own private 
resources any deficit which occurred.” Furthermore, Plimpton sponsored the publication 
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of numerous monographs written by the faculty as well as Burgess’ treatises.  After 708

launching the PSQ, the School acquired a means for conveying its thoughts and ideas to 
the public, and “the immediate success of the periodical gave its contents considerable 
weight with the community, and especially with the trustees of the college, who were much 
gratified by the fact that it brought the college into continual notice throughout the entire 
country.”  709

 As indicated by its prospectus, the general scope of the  Political Science 
Quarterly  was to furnish “a field for the discussion of political, economic, and legal 
questions.” In line with the School’s avowed functions, PSQ discussed public law questions 
(constitutional, administrative, and international) from the “scientific” point of view.  710

The editors, aiming to exercise an intelligent influence on public affairs, announced that 
“the topics discussed will be primarily such as are of present interest in the United States” 
and the results of scientific investigation will be presented “in an intelligible manner and in 
readable form.” Editors also drew attention to the fact that they excluded neither European 
history (the history of “our civilization”) nor contemporaneous events “in any part of the 
world which throw light upon the problems and tendencies of our own country.”  711

Johns Hopkins University 
 Since the time of Dr. Scott’s supervision, members of the seminary presented the 
results of their research work during the weekly general meeting. Students read their 
drafts, gave oral reports, or distributed printed papers among colleagues. In the early 
1880s, Adams intended to publish the produced papers in the proceedings of national 
associations and learned societies or in local newspapers to propagate the study of 
American institutional history among a wider public.  In summer 1882, Adams came up 712

with the idea of launching an English-American historical journal to be partly financed by 
Hopkins. He believed it was possible to secure Edward A. Freeman as co-editor, and 

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 201. Plimpton’s role in the history of Columbia is discussed in Marian While, The 708

Bicentennial History of Columbia University: A History of Barnard College (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1954).

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 231.709

 Adams left a review of the first issues: “A large proportion of the articles are written by representatives of 710

Columbia College, and may be generally characterized as a scholarly treatment of political and economic 
topics of scientific and semi-popular interest. The reviews of current literature in the political and economic 
fields are valuable to the special student, and the annual bibliographies of history, politics, economics, and 
public law, with descriptive notices and references to the best criticism, will prove very helpful.” See the 
dedicated subchapter in Adams, The Study of History, 86–88.

 From the Political Science Quarterly prospectus as quoted in Adams, The Study of History, 86. The 711

faculty’s position as to the scope of topics to be treated in PSQ was outlined in Munroe Smith, “The Domain 
of Political Science,” Political Science Quarterly 1, no. 1 (March, 1886).

 Adams especially desired to “obtain local recognition for local work.” The seminary participants read a 712

paper on local government in Pennsylvania before the Pennsylvania Historical Society and published it in the 
Pennsylvania Magazine of History and Biography. It was also intended that “these local publications should 
ultimately be brought together again in a regular university series.” Discussed in Adams, The Study of 
History, 174.

 225



invited Freeman to Baltimore for lectures. Adams even secured an introductory article 
from him.  As Adams explained in a letter to Gilman: 713

To my mind there is a peculiar propriety in united English effort in the direction 
of historical science; for the history of the two countries is one. The whole tenor of 
our researches at the J.H.U. is to show the continuity of English institutions in 
American. <…> the main idea of an English journal of History, in a broad sense, 
including American contributions, which shall be subject to an American sub-
editorship. Taxation without representation is a bad principle. Generous 
cooperation must be the principle of the magazine.  714

 However, as research gained momentum at Hopkins, this idea appeared deficient, 
and in late 1882, the Trustees endorsed a monthly periodical Johns Hopkins University 
Studies in Historical and Political Science. By that time, a distinct pattern emerged among 
the Hopkins professors. They became convinced that they should guarantee the university 
researchers and fellows the consummation of the printed page. At first, monographs were 
so brief that were scarcely discerned from articles, but they gradually became longer. Since 
1886, lengthy monographs appeared as extra volumes. Since 1889, brief papers and 
addresses appeared in  Notes Supplementary to the Studies. When Burgess launched 
his Political Science Quarterly, Adams wrote to Gilman that he need not fear the possible 
competition because his idea was essentially different — “the development of the 
monograph-idea into a series of books.” In the realization of this idea, he succeeded.  715

Professional associations 
The Academy of Political Science (Columbia University) 
 In his programmatic article written for the International Review  in 1882, Burgess 
described the Academy of Political Sciences as aimed at cultivating and developing “in 
finest and most minute detail, of the different branches and topics of the political 
sciences.” The Academy was organized as a voluntary association made up of the President 
of the University, the Faculties of Law and Political Science, and graduate students of the 
respective schools that had taken at least two years of instruction or an equivalent course 
in some foreign university. Naturally, new members were annually recruited from the 
same sources. Burgess argued that this organization was central for his entire higher 
education system. It was “the productive, ever-advancing element” upon which “the 
perpetuation and increasing usefulness” of the School’s work depended. The essential 
purpose of the Academy was to add original knowledge to the existing stocks, thus 
founding a “School of Political Thought in the truest and highest sense.” Burgess saw it as a 
source from which the School’s faculty was to be recruited, where methods were to be 
perpetuated, where courses could have been expanded, and where the scholarly work of 
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Columbia School could continue its work in ever-increasing degrees of excellence.  The 716

School’s founders drew an idea of an alumni academy, that would be regarded as the 
perpetuating principle of the entire graduate system, from the Johns Hopkins Association. 
The academy’s proposal was one of the first matters that the new School officers presented 
to the Trustees for approval and support. In February 1881, the Trustees authorized the 
Academy of Political Science.  Before this body, during its regular weekly meetings, each 717

member had the opportunity and assumed the duty of presenting one original work each 
year.  

The work is then the property of the Academy to publish or preserve in its 
archives as it will. The best production of the year in the Academy, as adjudged 
by the University Faculty in these departments, is rewarded by a prize 
lectureship in the University. In this manner, we seek to make our students not 
simply pupils but co-workers, not simply recipients but givers with interest upon 
what they have received and to open the way for genius, talent, and industry in 
these branches to positions from which they may be employed in the further 
development and expansion of these departments.  718

The Historical and Political Science Association (Johns Hopkins University) 
 As Adams explained the difference between the JHU Seminary and the Academy to 
his perplexed readers, the Seminary was “the inner circle of university students” while the 
Association was “the Seminary in its associate capacity” which embraced its outer circle of 
members. The Seminary was the principle of the Association but maintained “by natural 
association and the survival of the fittest.” The Association was initially instituted as a 
natural development of the original historical Seminary. The purpose of its inception, as 
indicated in the records of a meeting held December 15, 1877 was that “there should be 
formed, under the auspices of the university, an organization which may take cognizance 
of other than historical questions and embrace among its members other than historical 
students.” In this quality, the Association was regarded as a public meeting of the 
Seminary with the participation of invited quests, such as students of political science and 
lawyers. The scope was to be widened “into a kind of Staatswissenschaftlicher Verein, or 
Political Science Union like that in Heidelberg University.”  Students, professors, and a 719

few professional men discussed papers that were prepared in connection with a seminary 
work during the meetings.  
 In a few years, from a dozen members, the Association grew up to almost fifty 
regular meeting participants, who were predominantly gentlemen of culture in the City of 
Baltimore. The JHU President was the acknowledged head of the Association, and Henry 
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 See the related documents in Hoxie, The History of the Faculty, 4. In the Academy, Burgess served as a 717
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Carter Adams was its original secretary.  However, the Association’s character changed 720

in accordance with the character of the research seminary. The seminary group slowly 
increased from eight members to twenty-five, because students that were not devoting 
their chief energies to Historical and Political Science in the JHU were admitted to join its 
work. Already in the mid-1880s, the custom was to regard “those whom it wishes to honor 
or those who have contributed to its published studies or public proceedings by an original 
paper or a reported address” as Associates of the Seminary.  The JHU Association 721

primarily served the purposes of cooperation for the promotion of comparative analysis 
and was not created for the professional training of future researchers or the elaboration of 
a theoretical framework. For this sake, Adams engaged in establishing the American 
Historical Association, launched in 1884, and the American Historical Review as its 
primary publishing organ (the first issue saw the light in 1885). 
 Different scopes and aims of post-graduate associations corresponded to different 
strategies that Burgess and Adams had designed for their alumni. The former preferred 
keeping perspective scholars at Columbia. They entered Academy from where they were 
later recruited as lecturers and associated. The latter opted for the dispersion of his 
disciples, for he created “colonies” sending his graduates to various departments 
throughout the country.  The distributive model developed by Adams proved to be less 722

dependent on occasional university transformations. In 1886 the all-American success of 
Johns Hopkins graduates was widely recognized and even overbalanced existing Seminary 
capacities. At this point, Adams addressed the President and Executive Committee of the 
Johns Hopkins University with a claim for the organization of the Department of 
Historical and Political Science. With an “earnest plea for the recognition of the results of 
the past decade and for the reorganization of this growing department upon a professorial 
basis, with representation in the Academic Council.”  723

4.4 Curricular offerings: the alliance of history and politics 

 The students of state and government, while still trapped in didactical nets of old-
school academic moralism, turned to historicization because it promised to emancipate 
them from cliched statements, outworn speculations, and routine recitations that aimed at 
the maintenance of time-honored dogmas. Their alliance with history proved successful. 
The historical dimension relativized political objects, thus making them suitable for 
modern research techniques. Earlier objects of study, like the moral government or 

 To highlight his commitment to the cause of political learning, Daniel C. Gilman, while serving as the 720

head of the Association, made several contributions on the political scholarship of Theodore D. Woolsey and 
Francis Lieber; as a part of his Association’s activities, Gilman edited two volumes of Lieber’s Miscellaneous 
Writings.

 As quoted in Adams, “Methods of Historical Study,” 133.721

 Adams also had a map of what he called “Johns Hopkins Colony” — universities and colleges throughout 722

the country, where his graduates received permanent positions.
 It had to be made upon the grounds “that the Historical and Political Science should be distinctly and 723
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citizenship and American teachers to knowledge of constitutional government, political history, the science 
of administration, and political economy.” See Herbert B. Adams to the President and Executive Committee, 
May 29, 1886; reprinted in Holt, Historical Scholarship, 83–87.
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virtuous life, were only eligible to more or less elaborate descriptions. Meanwhile, the new 
type of objects which historicization brought to the students of politics, like national 
governments or individual liberty, could have been compared in their development, 
reconstructed with the use of sources, and measured by novel statistical techniques. The 
university reforms discussed above not only preceded the emergence of “new scholarly 
objects” but also conceptually framed and structured them. These processes occurred on 
the curricular level, and this crux of university learning held together intellectual 
ambitions and institutional opportunities. The examination of curricular processes 
requires an in-depth analysis of university catalogs that provided for curricula and syllabi 
to establish the status of courses (elective or prescribed); the admission requirements 
(which courses were antecedent to which and what was the established hierarchy); and in 
what order students were expected to master courses and what courses were mandatory to 
qualify for different scholarly degrees. 
 In the 1870s, moral philosophy ceased to be a vehicle for teaching politics in most 
colleges throughout America. Its interest in political forms and obligations vanished, and 
the remaining parts were gradually transforming into modern philosophical ethics. In the 
emerging system of individual ethics, references to civic duties or obligations were 
relatively scarce and general in tone. On the institutional level, in the late nineteenth 
century, parts of moral philosophy that treated the traditional domain of “individual 
duties” were moved to philosophical departments and merged with rapidly evolving 
philosophical psychology to become “practical morality.” Just like the older moral 
philosophy, this new subject sought to provide down-to-earth instruction in individual 
ethics. As formulated in the Johns Hopkins University catalog of courses for the year 1891, 
the course in ethics examined “the application of moral principles to the guidance of 
conduct and the formation of a manly character.”  By the end of the 1890s, this course 724

evolved to cover the history of ethical systems, and considered the relationship between 
ethics and evolutionary theory, thus moving ethics even further from its traditional 
political inclinations. It is indicative that both schools of political science did not include a 
course in moral philosophy, and never established chairs or professorships, but handed the 
teaching to a separate department of philosophy, never to ally again.  725

 The core part of traditional moral philosophy — studies that comprised citizen’s 
duties to the state and state’s duties to the citizen — was inherited by modern historico-
political studies. Adams and Burgess, although rhetorically abstaining from old-school 
dogmatism, never missed a chance to speculate about conscious citizenship and civic 
duties, enlightened voters, and professional bureaucracy.  In their system, the older 726

claim for the self-sacrificing exercise of civil duties necessary for moral government 
became a mugwump conviction that greater suffrage and greater democratic participation 

 See the course’s description in Johns Hopkins University Register for 1881–1882 (Baltimore: Johns 724

Hopkins University Press, 1880), 94.
 As G. Stanley Hall described the process, “better and more modern method of research into the 725

phenomena and laws of the soul, more consonant with the demands of modern and especially American life 
and thought;” see Hall, “New Departures in Education,” 148.

 Discussed in Bryson, “The Emergence of the Social Sciences.”726

 229



cast additional responsibilities upon the electorate and thus entailed voters’ intimate 
knowledge of governmental affairs. When the Trustees endorsed the transformation of the 
Columbia College’s School of Political Science into the department of the new Columbia 
University, the new department’s statute registered that it was called upon to perform 
services of three distinct types: to train for citizenship; to prepare for professions, such as 
the law, journalism, teaching, and the public service; to train experts, and to prepare 
specialists for government positions.  By the late 1890s, it became common among the 727

members of the American academy to believe that new political sciences should be 
admitted into the college curriculum as a system of knowledge based on principles that 
were “helpful to the welfare of humanity.” It was only natural, as one publicist argued, 
“that the curriculum in the United States should develop along these lines of English, 
History, Economics, Social Science, Political Science and International Law because the 
problems herein contained vitally concur with the welfare of the people.”  728

 While “moral inculcation” drifted into the field of academic philosophy, another 
natural ally of political studies — legal scholarship and jurisprudence — was becoming 
more narrowly technical, professional, and detached from theoretical speculations. Under 
professor Timothy Dwight with his pronounced focus on practical legal training, the 
Columbia Law School was by no means unique for modern American education. The 
increasing number of judicial decisions made it necessary for legal students to confine 
themselves more rigorously to court papers, thus abandoning historical or philosophical 
subjects. Hence, with the ongoing professionalization of law, a group of subjects that 
proved of no instrumental value for schools’ budding practitioners, was eliminated from 
the curriculum. Furthermore, the regular interchange of students between schools of arts 
and law ceased to exist. By the twentieth century, the split between political training and 
legal studies became so great that the Committee of Seven, instituted by the American 
Political Science Association, commented on the need for introductory law courses for 
political scientists. The group of subjects that comprised the history of law, legal 
philosophy, Roman law, and comparative jurisprudence marked the “dividing line where 
the technical phases of law merge into the realm of public policy, ethics, and custom and 
thus constitute a common vicinage in which the departments of law and political science 
are equally interested and involved.”  729

 The growing institutional distance between individual ethics, legal training, and 
political science only strengthened the alignment between the latter and studies in history, 
political economy, constitutional and public law. The development of graduate programs at 
Columbia and Johns Hopkins was to a great extent subordinated to the distribution of 
academic power. Nonetheless, during the 1880s and 1890s, both Columbia and John 
Hopkins elaborated a meshed historico-political graduate curriculum that included 
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portions of legal, economic, sociological, and statistical knowledge, thus providing a 
constructive institutional framework for the development of political science as a 
systematic university study. 
Columbia College and University 
 Already in winter 1879–80, when discussing a “Proposed School of Preparation for 
the Civil Service,” President Barnard projected that it should offer “a definitely prescribed 
curriculum” designated to fit men for public life.  It was already discussed above that the 730

plan for the School’s inception was met with hostility partially because some faculty 
members and trustees mistakenly assumed that the proposed plan foresaw the rapid 
extension of the elective system. However, the introduction of elective courses in the final 
undergraduate year was one of Burgess’s non-essential initiatives, so he withdrew it once 
he sensed opposition. Four of the School’s founders devised a plan according to which the 
senior undergraduate year became the first year in the graduate school. 
 Burgess considered an undergraduate curriculum as preparatory for university 
study and thus wanted it to endow the pupil’s mind with “a thorough knowledge of the 
English language and a good reading knowledge of at least the Greek, Latin, German, and 
French, the pure mathematics to the Calculus, the elements of the natural sciences, and the 
elements of universal history and general literature.”  As a necessary (although not 731

formally required) background for the School of Political Science, he emphasized the 
importance of historical education 

The key-note of our whole system is its historical groundwork and its historical 
method <…> We begin, therefore, with the study of history, and devote the two 
years assigned in the undergraduate course to laying the historical groundwork. 
Here we employ the gymnastic method and seek the accomplishment of the 
gymnastic purpose, viz., the daily drill by recitation, question and answer from 
text-books in German, French and English history and of elementary political 
economy, with the purpose of fixing and classifying in the memory of the student 
the elements of political geography, the chronology and outward frame of 
historic events, the biographies of historic characters, and definitions of political 
and economic terms.  732

 The completion of the junior year in the undergraduate curriculum marked the end 
of gymnastic study and preparation, while the senior year of college became an actual 
university year both in its character and method of instruction. Therefore Burgess drew the 
line between “the gymnasium” and “the university” in his system at the end of the junior 
year. All persons who had completed the work of the first three years “in any collegiate 
institution of the first rank in the United States” were admitted to the School as candidates 
to its degrees. 

 “Résumé of proposed school of preparation for the Civil Service” from the Outline of a Plan for the 730

instruction of Graduate Classes, for the Extension of the Elective System of Study in the Undergraduate 
Department, and for the creation of a School for Preparation for the Civil Service (New York: Privately 
Printed for the Trustees, 1880); quoted in Hoxie, The History of the Faculty, 13.

 Burgess, The American University, 5–6.731

 Burgess, “The Study of Political Science,” 347.732
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 In the early 1880s, the School of Political Science was a collective name given to 
graduate courses in “history, philosophy, economy, public law, jurisprudence, diplomacy, 
and sociology.” Students were given three years to accomplish the work assigned here. 
During the first year, they studied the history of political institutions in continental 
Europe, the constitutional history of England and the US, the history of the philosophic 
theories of State (“Philosophy: History of Political Theories from Plato to Hegel”), and the 
history of economic systems and theories (taxation and finances).  The second-year 733

program encompassed the comparative constitutional law of the principal States of 
Europe, the United States, and the Commonwealths of the United States, Roman law and 
the comparative jurisprudence of the modern codes derived from it. The final year covered 
the comparative administrative law of the principal States of Europe, the United States, 
and the Commonwealths of the United States, the history of diplomacy, public 
international law, private international law, and economic, statistical, and social science. 
 In a way, the graduate course also began with the historical groundwork (but this 
time in the history of institutions, of the political organization of the State), then students 
proceeded with the history of existing states and their legal form, and finally turned to the 
comparative analysis through which they aimed to discover the ultimate principles of 
political philosophy. Burgess believed that this design would allow students “to escape the 
dangers of a barren empiricism on the one side, and of baseless speculation of the other.” 
The method of instruction also changed throughout the entire cycle. With the change from 
gymnasium to university instruction, daily drills were discarded, and students got closer to 
sources and professors’ original material. During the final year, the instruction was given 
only by lectures and seminars and “individuality of view, independence of judgment, and 
comprehensive, all-sided knowledge are the ends here sought both for instructor and 
instructed.”  734

 From 1880 to 1887, the desire for uniformity and the lack of teachers resulted in the 
grouping of students into three classes that pursued the prescribed three-year course. Only 
in 1885, the School obtained authorization to confer AM degrees at the end of the second-
year work.  In 1888, when the School’s curriculum was expanded and split into two 735

parallel courses, the requirements for the AM and PhD changed: to qualify for an AM, the 
successful completion of nine hours instead of the entire second year was deemed 
sufficient, and the same applied to the third year in the case of the PhD. At the same time, 
the minimum length of the doctoral dissertation was set at 20,000 words, the scope of the 
oral examination was defined as covering the scope of the last two years, and the language 
examinations were extended to include all three.  736

 Upon the successful completion of the work assigned in the School, students were 
conferred two degrees. At the close of the first year, students who successfully passed the 
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regular college examination for the Bachelor of Arts received a Bachelor of Philosophy 
degree. The examination which awaited a student at the close of the third year was 
distinctly unique. It consisted of three parts: oral examination by the entire faculty on all of 
the courses pursued in three years; two collateral examinations, one in Latin and one in 
either French or German; and the examination of an original dissertation written by the 
candidate upon a subject either assigned or selected. During his dissertation examination, 
the student appeared before the assembled faculty to “defend his facts, his reasoning and 
his conclusions against the criticisms of each member.”  737

 The early School’s curriculum dwelt on the history of political and legal institutions. 
It treated in detail “original sources for the study of history and political science,” drew on 
the importance of ethnography and political geography, but for the most part, was 
preoccupied with advanced legal instruction, thus reflecting the conviction shared by its 
founders that political science was merely an advanced public and constitutional law. The 
essential aim of the School was to provide superior legal training.  Professor Mayo-Smith 738

gave the most unusual instruction. In the first year, he dealt with the history of politico-
economic institutions and lectured on taxation and finance; in the second year, he 
supervised classes in the methods and results of statistical science; and during the third 
year, he offered a truly unique course on “socialistic writers” — communistic and socialistic 
theories devoted to the examination the writings of Marx, Engels, Fourier, and others. In 
1885–86, there were also three seminaries (“seminarium exercises”) in the constitutional 
history of England, in political economy (“by the means of original papers prepared by 
students”), and in comparative legislation (“practical use” of foreign legislations and the 
study of de lege ferenda — students should “collate and compare the solutions” given to 
particular practical questions in foreign countries).  739

 For many years the broadening of the curriculum was hampered by the scarcity of 
the School’s finances. The School lacked money, and so it could not endow scholarships 
and fellowships to secure the inflow of both new professors and students. The only reward 
that the School proposed was the prize lectureship ($500 per annum and the three-years 
contract.) In fact, with this institutional tool Burgess wanted to establish his pull 
of  Privatdozenten, who would “deliver an original course of twenty lectures in each 
scholastic year in the School of Political Science, upon some subject or subjects designated 
by the Faculty of the School.”  The first prize-lecturer was Daniel De Leon (1884–89), 740

who studied earlier in Germany and Leyden and lectured in the School on the history of 
diplomacy with a particular focus on Southern America. The second to receive 
appointment was Frederick W. Whitridge (1884–87) who began lecturing on American 
administrative law after Clifford Bateman suddenly passed away in 1883. Later, he also 
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taught on the political history of the State of New York and held the position of Lecturer in 
the Constitutional and Political History of New York until 1894.  The third of 741

Burgess’s  Privatdozenten was Edwin R. A. Seligman (1885–88), who studied earlier in 
Germany and accompanied late Bateman at École Libre. Seligman, like Burgess, occupied 
a chair in two schools and taught a famous course in the history of economy and finances. 
 Unlike the Schools of Law and Mines, which had been established by special 
statutes, the School of Political Science had been founded upon a mere series of 
resolutions. These resolutions made no mention of establishing a “Faculty of Political 
Science” and, unlike the other schools, the School of Political Science had no special 
committee of Trustees to represent it. Hence, certain members of the Faculty of Arts 
pressed for the dissolution of the School. In the spring of 1884, they passed the proposal 
“that the School of Political Science should be made a department regulated by the board 
of the College, its first year to be an optional course of the senior year, and its second and 
third years to be post graduate courses.”  The matter stood for a number of years. The 742

committee was installed in 1885, and the faculty was only officially constituted in 1887, 
when the revised University statutes made clear the co-equality of four Columbia schools: 
Arts, Law, Mines, and Political Science. At the same time, the administration came to 
believe the School of Political Science should be entirely devoted to studies leading to 
graduate degrees, and the School of Arts (renamed Columbia College in 1896) was the 
proper place to confer AB degrees. Undergraduates still enrolled on courses under the 
Faculty of Political Science, but did not register there.  
 The School opened in 1880 with a class of eleven men, five of whom were “Columbia 
seniors who left the College and sacrificed the degree of AB in order to avail themselves of 
the opportunities offered in the new school”; four were students in the School of Law; and 
two came from other colleges to pursue political science exclusively. In 1881–82 the 
number of students doubled, and in 1883–84, the School had 42 students, eighteen of 
whom were not registered under any other faculty, sixteen were studying law, and 8 
pursued arts. Beginning in 1885, students from the School of Law were admitted to the 
School of Political Science without an additional fee, and this novelty encouraged many 
students to take the double curriculum. At the close of its first decade, the Faculty of 
Political Science had made some progress in the work of “convincing the students in the 
Law School that public law and jurisprudence constituted desirable parts of legal 
education” with around eighteen percent of lawyers taking courses in the School of 
Political Science, total registration in the School increased to ninety-eight.  743

 However, the School failed to develop an independent body of students. In 1890, 
the number of students who matriculated exclusively to the School of Political Science was 
little greater than in 1884. The declared aim of its faculty — to create a professional school 
for the training of governmental servants, as Munroe Smith admitted “had not been 
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realized and the scepticism with which the Trustees had regarded this experiment was 
shown to be justified.”  Neither in the nation nor the states, as Smith explained, was the 744

civil service on such a basis that a young man, however well prepared, could enter it with 
the prospect of an assured career. By 1890, only several former students made their way 
into the state bureaucracy, and the great majority of the School’s graduates were practicing 
lawyers, and several former students became journalists and editors.  Smith bitterly 745

stated that during the first decade of its existence, the School “had realized in no mean 
degree the “prime aim” announced in 1880: the development of the political sciences.” 
Although twenty-five doctorates were awarded in the first ten years, few were of a high 
grade. The School was aware of this tendency, and at the beginning of 1884, in the 
Columbia College Book of Information, the School’s aim was broadened to include the 
object of giving “an adequate economic and legal training to those who intend to make 
journalism their profession” and of supplementing “by courses in public law and 
comparative jurisprudence, the instruction in private municipal law offered by the School 
of Law.” In 1887, the Handbook acknowledged that the School’s purpose was “to educate 
teachers of political science” which in 1904 was broadened again to include the 
preparation of “teachers of history, economics, social science, public law, and 
jurisprudence.”  746

Johns Hopkins University 
 In 1877, Henry Adams wrote to Daniel Gilman that the ultimate success of Hopkins 
“may depend on getting History, Political Economy and Metaphysics well taught there.”  747

Adams was thus pointing at the inadequate representation of historical and political 
sciences in a new institution. When the Baltimore campus opened its doors for advanced 
students, no political scholars, economists, or historians were among the core faculty 
members. By its initial design, Johns Hopkins comprised only the philosophical faculty, 
which was supposed to represent six departments “of Literature and Science which are 
fundamental rather than professional.”  These were ancient and modern languages, pure 748

and applied mathematics, chemistry, physics, “natural science” (geology, mineralogy, 
botany, and zoology), and an array of historical and political sciences emerging from the 
older moral philosophy (including ethics, political economy, public law, social science, and 
diplomacy). During the early years of the university’s operation, four out of six planned 
departments had dedicated professorships, while modern languages and historical-
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political sciences were represented by associates, lecturers, readers, and other teachers of 
minor ranks. 
 The establishment of three teaching categories prefigured the future faculties’ 
lineament. These were permanent professors who gave full-time service to the university; 
lecturers who devoted only a limited amount of time to the university work (they also did 
not have to reside in Baltimore and were for the most part “visiting,” recruited from other 
American universities or even from abroad); and assistants and adjuncts who held 
temporary appointments from one to five years and worked “subordinate to & in 
connection with” the permanent professors. Since the early Johns Hopkins drew its 
curriculum from the interests and expertise of men present on campus, the 
“underrepresentation” of certain fields among the professoriate resulted in a somewhat 
inconsistent curriculum. As was overtly stated in the Register from 1880, “the instruction 
for graduate students varies somewhat each year.”  749

 During the “preliminary or tentative” academic year of 1876–77, historical and 
political sciences were covered by the teaching of Austin Scott, an associate in history, 
Francis A. Walker, who lectured on political economy, and Thomas M. Cooley, who 
instructed a small group in constitutional law.  Herbert Baxter Adams received a 750

fellowship in history, Henry Carter Adams and David MacGregor Means were fellows in 
political science (Means resigned already after half-year to accept a post in Middlebury 
College.) The university Register  listed no graduate students in historical and political 
sciences besides those holding fellowships. Throughout the year, Scott gave thirty lectures 
on English history from the Accession of James I to the death of Cromwell with an average 
attendance of 34 students, including many who were not members of the University. This 
was a small number when compared to the 200 students that were enlisted to James 
Lowell and Francis Child’s lectures on modern literature and English philology. 
Throughout the year, six students assembled weekly under Scott’s supervision to study the 
Sources of American history.  
 During the second “preliminary” year of 1877–78, the University recruited William 
F. Allen (who ran twenty lectures on the history of the fourteenth century in March 1878), 
Thomas M. Cooley (who ran six lectures and six class discussions on the recent 
amendments to the Constitution of the United States in February and March 1878) and 
John L. Diman (who was expected to give lectures on the Thirty Year War but did not), and 
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 Francis A. Walker also published his lectures on finance that he had delivered at JHU in 1876–78 as a 750

separate volume, see Francis A. Walker, Money (New York, Henry Holt & Co., 1878); so did Thomas M. 
Cooley, A Treatise on the Law of Torts, or the Wrongs which Arise Independently of Contract (Chicago: 
Callaghan & Co. 1879).
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Francis A. Walker (who resumed his public lectures on finance in April 1878). Fellows and 
Associates remained the same, and four graduate students enrolled to obtain a PhD 
degree. In 1877, the Register  for the first time mentioned the monthly meetings of the 
Historical Association with Gilman as President, Scott as Vice-President, and Henry C. 
Adams as Secretary. 
 The academic year of 1878–79 was the first “ordinary” year of the University’s 
operation. The Register listed Thomas M. Cooley as a Lecturer in Political Science with a 
course on the Evils in Local Government, and John L. Diman who remained a lecturer in 
history and delivered his long-awaited course on the Thirty Years’ War. This year, the main 
attraction was Hermann Eduard von Holst with his series of public lectures on the history 
of the German Empire. This was the most attended course since 1876 with 258 hearers 
present on average. Adams and Scott were now both associates, and Henry C. Adams kept 
his status as a fellow but left for the University of Berlin. The number of students in history 
raised to 25 people, fifteen of whom participated in the work of the Seminary in American 
history. During this year, Adams lectured on European history during the Middle Ages and 
German history. He also delivered a series of public lectures on the Beginnings of Church 
and State and took over political science and political economy (15 people enlisted to each 
class). A recent Hopkins graduate Ernest Gottlieb Sihler lectured on the History of Greece 
in Fifth Century B.C. The  Register  also mentioned a “society for the presentation of 
memoirs and original papers” devoted to History and Political Science.  
 Throughout 1879–80, Herbert B. Adams lectured on the History of the Renaissance 
and Reformation, English Constitutional History, Political Economy, and Comparative 
Constitutional History, while Henry C. Adams presented some public lectures on Money 
and Banking and National Debts and Scott conducted the seminar. Although JHU gave its 
first PhD in political economy in 1878, no classes in that subject were offered by a staff 
member until early 1879. In 1880–81, Adams, for the first time, delivered his course on the 
Teutons in Church and State and in the same year, the Register mentioned The Historical 
Association, of which Adams was the Secretary.  
 The statutory distinction between the courses in history and political economy was 
made in 1881 when the proto-groups of subjects emerged in place of an earlier “fluid” 
curriculum. The courses were now divided into three blocks: constitutional history (which 
included the history of local self-government in the US, comparative constitutional history, 
and American constitutional history), modern history (the history of modern absolutism 
and revolution and the study of the elements of international law), and political economy 
(Henry C. Adams instructed in political economy and finance).  The arrival of two new 751

instructors buttressed this segmentation of historical-political scholarship. In the 

 After the course of lectures in municipal history, students inquired into several selected areas like the 751

parish system of South Carolina, the county system of Virginia, the township system of Michigan and the 
Northwest, and the municipal government of New York. To advance their knowledge of comparative 
constitutional history, students worked on the comparison between mediaeval and modern ideas of the state, 
influence of nationality upon state-life, relative capacity of the different races for civil society, and the role of 
fourth estate in mediaeval and modern times. The course in American constitutional history was directed by 
Austin Scott, who examined various phases in its development up to the final decision the Dartmouth College 
case 1819. Henry C. Adams published a synopsis of his lectures as a separate volume, see Henry C. Adams, 
Outline of Lectures upon Political Economy, Prepared for the Use of Students (Baltimore, 1881).
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beginning of 1882, Adams had the assistance of J. Franklin Jameson, another Amherst 
graduate, who had been the first to win a Hopkins PhD in history.  Another recipient of a 752

Hopkins PhD, this time the first one in political economy, was not successful in securing a 
permanent position: Henry C. Adams did not receive promotion after his return from 
Prussia. The scholar who won Adams’s desired position was Richard T. Ely, a Heidelberg 
PhD of 1879.  The trustees felt that political economy did not deserve a separate 753

appointment and therefore considered it an appropriate department for a young scholar, 
Ely became a modest instructor. In this way, three men with semi-permanent 
appointments became responsible for one of three teaching areas: Adams supervised the 
instruction in political or “advanced” constitutional history, Jameson was responsible for 
preliminary historical instruction like physical geography, and Ely covered political 
economy and civil service.  754

 Although the formal descriptions of the educational process given in 
the Registers grew more elaborate from one year to another, the experience behind them 
underwent little change. The graduate students and the matriculated undergrads faced a 
curriculum that was patchwork by practice, not by design. In the early 1880s, courses still 
began and ended when the professor pleased, some courses were taught by visiting 
lecturers, and some by fellows, topics treated during the public courses were by no means 
popular, and the professor of one course could sit among the students in another. The 
JHU’s confused curriculum represented more than just the disorganization typical of a 
new institution’s opening years. As Hugh Hawkins observed, “they were relatively 
permanent results of the freedom given each department to design its own pattern of work 
and of the absence of f ixed requirements for students.”  The Johns 755

Hopkins  Registers  provided that the University professors were “not absorbed in the 
details of college routine” and could thus give personal counsel and instruction to those 
who sought it. Scholars could choose teaching methods to “encourage the student to 
become an independent and original investigator.”  Gilman believed that personal 756

example and cordial relations were “more powerful than legislation in the training of 
young men.”   757

 Jameson’s diary contained many sour reflections on Adams, but still two could work together without 752

friction — although Adams’s warmer personality passed an easier judgement on Jameson. Jameson was 
promoted as associate in 1883 after one year as instructor, and in 1888 became professor at Brown. 

 Henry C. Adams convinced President Gilman that he he would “prefer a position at Johns Hopkins to any 753

other in the country, Gilman found him “not adapted” for the needs of JHU; he taught no more at JHU after 
fall 1880. Shortly after, in the fall of 1881, Richard Ely, through a friendship with Andrew D. White, won a 
modest position of instructor.

 In 1882, two famous Englishmen joined Adams in teaching historical and political sciences: James Bryce 754

delivered a series of public lectures on “Recent political discussions in England,” and Edward A. Freeman 
discussed with students and public the historical geography of South-Eastern Europe.

 Hawkins, Pioneer, 90.755

 The Register also claimed, that “within reasonable limits” the University will provide “such books, 756

apparatus and material as may be requisite for this purpose.” See Johns Hopkins University Register, 1877–
1878 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1877), 16.

 Daniel Coit Gilman, “The Group System of College Studies in Johns Hopkins University,” The Andover 757

Review V, no. 30 (1886), 576.
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 The boundless freedom of educational practices at JHU rested on the idea that the 
students had trained their intellectual powers enough to profit from the freedom of literary 
and scientific work. To maintain the freedom necessary for advanced scholarship, Gilman 
provided for the distinction between admission and matriculation. A student was not 
regarded as a full member of the University looking forward to a degree until he passed the 
matriculation exams (requiring proficiency in mathematics, languages, and natural 
science) which had been purposely set at a high standard.  However, variability was 758

characteristic of this process as well: students may have matriculated at the time of 
admission or later. They could have passed an exam in one branch of studies and 
postponed in the others if the faculty permitted. Even more, graduate and matriculated 
students were “allowed to determine, with the approbation of the Faculty, the particular 
courses of study which they will follow, and the time to be given to each.”  Hence, at least 759

three distinct groups of students were present on campus: matriculants or candidates for a 
degree; non-matriculants or not candidates but devoted to mastery specific area; and 
attendants upon separate lectures. 
 The abundance of student statuses corresponded to the variety of teachers’ 
positions, which gradually proliferated by the early 1880s.  The original faculty of six 760

professors remained intact until 1883, and there were never more than nine professors in 
the 1880s. These men enjoyed indefinite contracts (the early Hopkins had no system of 
guaranteed tenure) although the trustees formally reserved “the right to remove from 
office any president or professor from active service, who may, in their opinion, be 
unworthy of this position by reason of character, conduct, or inefficiency.”  The original 761

title of “associate” covered a broad swathe of relationships between the teacher and the 
administration. For example, associates either received or did not receive a salary, or they 
could get along with teaching a short course or having a full schedule of classes. The title of 
“assistant professor” was unofficial and signified an associate with an increased salary. In 
1880, the title of “instructor” appeared, and although there was no meaningful distinction 
between instructors and associates, the former gave a certain amount of status to the 
latter. In 1883, instead of promoting numerous associates to professors, the trustees 
established a new position of “associate professor.” Moreover, there were extramural 
examiners, some of whom conducted classes, and lecturers, who either gave short courses 
or public lecture series and were either resident or non-resident. Finally, as if they were 
aiming to endorse further confusion, in the spring of 1887, the trustees inquired into the 
possibility of instituting the Privatdozent system. Although the initiative proved futile, in 
the fall the University appointed five “readers.” Some of them gave only a couple of 

 Examination standards were so high for an average American matriculant, that the Register advised 758

student not to come to Baltimore from distance, “until they have a reasonable assurance of their readiness” 
to pass the examination. From an outset, the JHU’s “philosophical faculty” conferred two degrees: Bachelor 
of Arts (in exceptional cases Bachelor of Philosophy or Bachelor of Science) — and Doctor of Philosophy and 
Master of Arts (the latter being conferred for distinction in some special department of learning).

 “Register for the Preliminary Year 1876–77,” 15.759

 The large number of teachers in proportion to scholars, Register claimed, gave “to the latter the advantage 760

of close personal observation and guidance.” Johns Hopkins University Register, 1879–1880 (Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1879), 30.

 Minutes of the Trustees, June 15, 1881, as quoted in Hawkins, Pioneer, 128.761
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lectures, while the others taught several courses. The chief use of this rank was “to 
encourage young men of promise who had their doctorates and could not fit into the ever-
less-flexible fellowship system” a system that allowed the University to strengthen course 
offerings without costly additions to the resident staff.  762

 Regardless of the JHU’s reputation as the graduate scholarship stronghold, it was 
the recognition of undergraduate instruction that shaped the curriculum and further 
development of the University’s learning departments. The early Registers mentioned that 
undergraduate instruction was designed “especially for young men from Baltimore and 
vicinity,” whereas the graduate work was constantly stressed as national. JHU did not try 
to entice away undergraduates from other colleges at least until 1883 when the board 
finally furnished a strong rationale for collegiate learning at Hopkins — to supply the 
graduate department with well-trained ABs, that is, to serve as a proper Gymnasium, or as 
a preparatory step towards university learning. The undergraduates were supposed to 
benefit from their connection with graduate students. Hopkins advertised this 
“coexistence” as a unique aspect of its collegiate department. 
 The reaction against the classical college single-curriculum model found expression 
at Hopkins not in the form of an ever-expanding elective system that came to dominate at 
Harvard, but rather in a group system. This compromise allowed students choice without 
leaving them prey to “the infirmities of human nature.”  Gilman devised the group 763

system to prevent students from being listless and discursive, for he believed that 
“intellectual progress, like physical growth, depends on judicious diet, which must be 
varied not only to please the palate, but to promote the health.”  At first, JHU announced 764

seven groups of subjects — classical, premedical, mathematical, scientific, pre-theological, 
prelaw, and literary, with each vaguely outlined and not binding in character.  In 1883, 765

groups began to evolve separate curricula, and the new requirement was endorsed 
according to which if a student wanted to qualify for AB, he had to take every course in his 
elected group. Following that year, the groups were in chemistry-biology, Latin-Greek, 
physic-chemistry, history-political science, mathematics-physics, Latin-mathematics, and 
modern languages. Students had little choice within the group and could not elect subjects 
without “very special reasons” approved by the advisors (yet another rank).  766

Furthermore, students were also required to pursue a core of prescribed subjects, 

 It was as a reader that Woodrow Wilson returned to lecture at Hopkins; the development of Hopkinsonian 762

rank system is discussed in Hawkins, Pioneer, 128.
 The group system codified Gilman’s belief in the equality of disciplines in length, in difficulty, in honor, 763

and in the degree to which they led. Yet no uniform exams, no traditional four-year class system; Gilman, 
“The Group System,” 572.

 Daniel Coit Gilman, “The Dawn of the University in the Western Reserve,” in The Launching of the 764

University and other Papers: A Sheaf of Remembrances (New York, Dodd, Mead & Company, 1906), 261.
 For several years Registers also listed a “preliminary to business” group but its content was never defined 765

not even in terms of two majors and three (later four) minors applied to the other seven groups. See, for 
example, Johns Hopkins University Register, 1879–1880 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 
1879), 34.

 Seven schedules were adapted to fit “different intellectual aptitudes,” and framed with regard “to the 766

different educated vocations of modern society,” in such a way that those who wished to “turn their attention 
chiefly to science” could do so, and those who preferred to “follow chiefly the humanities,” were equally free. 
See Johns Hopkins University Register, 1877–1878 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1877), 17.
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regardless of their elected group or proficiency in these areas. Students were also expected 
to attend selected public lectures and provide five original essays before the 
examination.  767

 Undergraduate programs met the challenge of supplying the Johns Hopkins 
“university” with sufficiently trained students. For example, of the 206 “college” 
matriculants earning ABs from 1879 to 1889, 117 took at least one year of graduate level 
work at JHU, and 52 received PhDs there.  Eventually, the college outgrew its original 768

subordinated role. Already in the mid-1880s, the JHU’s administration faced a pressing 
demand for teachers in order to maintain the operation of the college’s ever-growing 
prescribed curriculum. Unwilling and unable to hire new scholars, the University resolved 
to employ its fellows, thus benefiting from their “occasional services.” It was provided 
already in the first Registers that every fellowship holder had to “render some services to 
the institution” but not before the college’s rapid expansion that the word “services” had 
acquired its precise meaning. The fellows and other graduates wishing to obtain the PhD 
were now expected not only to execute their special study and give evidence of progress by 
“the preparation of a thesis, the completion of a research, the delivery of a lecture,” but 
also to instruct persons “connected with the university.” During the first years of JHU’s 
operation a detailed graduate curriculum did not exist, although graduates on occasion 
attended lectures offered by a great multitude of scholars. From 1883, the university 
timetable was loaded with courses prescribed for college matriculants. Predictably, 
teachers were not motivated to lead numerous new courses, and they were instead inclined 
to split subjects into general (college) and advanced (university) levels. Through this tacit 
mechanism, the prescribed collegiate curriculum subdued the institution that initially had 
no curriculum whatsoever. In the case of JHU’s “historical and political sciences” their 
development gradually aligned with the “sixth elective group” in the undergraduate 
curriculum.  769

 In 1885–86, the sixth group labeled “history and political science” offered “regular 
courses of study” as a means to liberal education and as preparation for the “legal, 
editorial, or academic professions, or for the public service and the duties of good 
citizenship.” During the first year, undergraduates crammed German and English 
languages, Greek and Roman history, history of England and the US, and physical 

 The prescribed “core” of undergraduate curriculum grew larger with every year. By 1883, it comprised 767

French and German, mathematics, natural science, physical geography and ancient history, a group of 
courses in “logic, ethics, and psychology,” and a group in “physical culture, vocal culture, drawing, and theory 
of accounts.” Subjects in seven groups were not prescribed but suggested, although every candidate was 
expected to present at his matriculation for the approval of the faculty the combination which he selected to 
follow. Requirements described in great detail in Johns Hopkins University Register, 1882–1883 (Baltimore: 
Johns Hopkins University Press, 1882), 48–50.

 Hawkins, Pioneer, 239.768

 Just appreciate this almost ominous description of “historical and political sciences” group: “These 769

studies will require not only the mastery of certain prescribed authors, or handbooks, but also an extensive 
course of outside reading, as may be recommended in individual cases, for the sake of forming habits of 
independent judgment and of acquiring, by the comparative method, an acquaintance with historical 
literature which will prove valuable in afterlife.” In connection with reading, each student was required “to 
prepare, before graduation, at least five historical essays, satisfactory, in point of substance, to the instructor 
in History and, in point of style, to the instructor in English.” From Johns Hopkins University Register, 
1882–1883, 55.
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geography in its relation to history. The second-year program comprised French and two 
blocks of “professional” subjects: the historical block included the early church and 
medieval history, history of Renaissance and Reformation, and political history of modern 
European states; and the political block consisted of the introductory political economy 
and the history of economic thought. During the third year, students proceeded with the 
study of legal (the Roman and international law, English and American constitution), 
philosophical (logic, ethics, and psychology), and laboratory (chemistry, physics, or 
biology) subjects. Three categories of students were received to attend the courses: special 
or advanced students in history and politics; undergraduate matriculated students 
pursuing a regular course for B. A., and graduate students. In undergraduate courses, 
systematic instruction was given in a Gymnastic style which “required text-books, lectures, 
essays, oral reports, and constant drill.” Courses, designated for “special students of 
mature years,” qualified by ability and previous studies to pursue such courses. Advanced 
instruction was given chiefly by lectures, accompanied by private readings on the part the 
students, and by frequent examinations, both oral and written, upon the special topics 
presented for consideration. 
 Courses offered by the department were divided into the undergraduate and 
graduate with little substantive difference between them, save for the level of 
“advancement” required to enroll. In addition to the courses already mentioned as a part of 
the undergraduate curriculum, in the late 1880s, Adams came up with the course in 
ecclesiastical and political institutions, and Ely proposed one in modern social problems. 
The courses reserved exclusively for graduates included the history of politics (instruction 
“in the institutional history and in the theory of politics”); advanced political economy 
(finance and taxation, history of political economy, and commerce); and comparative 
studies in administration. Furthermore, only graduate students were allowed to participate 
in the work of the seminary “this coöperative organization of teachers and instructors in 
the department of History and Politics” was chiefly devoted to original research in the 
fields of American institutions and American economics. It did not take long after the 
establishment of the “group system” for the early Hopkinsonian spontaneity to settle into 
the groove of regular instruction. The unpredictable but responsive curriculum gave way to 
the formalized, repetitive, and reliable one.  770

 Johns Hopkins University Register, 1884–1885 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1884), 92–770

96.
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Chapter 5. The historical science of politics 

 In their deliberation of institutional reforms, political scholars, historians, and 
economists exhibited complete determination and integrity. Associates of this new 
academic strata were unequivocally committed to the advancement of the things new, and 
they unreservedly condemned the things past. What was even more consequential, was 
that they acted with considerable assurance while determining what belonged to the things 
new and the things past, or what deserved to live and what was destined to die. Since the 
inadequacy of learning facilities incited their initial engagement in the academic reform 
movement, the new academics proved resolute in their attitudes and judgments regarding 
educational matters. However, men, who engaged in the grand administrative battle in 
their early twenties, had little opportunity to pursue original research, paradoxically, the 
very champions of research university were anything but excellent researchers themselves.  
 In the late 1880s, when the dust has settled, and the much-awaited 
institutionalization of graduate instruction was over, Burgess and Adams, just like many of 
their peers, found themselves renowned educators but not the relentless researchers for 
whom they praised. Both men successfully operated the graduate schools’ infrastructure 
but were still hesitant about the nature of the scholarship which this machinery was 
designed to produce. Even the cursory analysis of both men’s respective bibliographies 
supports this observation.  
 Columbia College’s School of Political Science opened its doors in 1880. By that 
time, Burgess, who had already been in academia for more than fifteen years, did not 
produce a consistent piece of writing, neither a monograph nor a dissertation. Burgess’ 
earliest publications appeared only in 1882 and 1884, both being articles that addressed 
immediate educational issues. The first one was dedicated to the study of political sciences 
in Columbia, while in the second, Burgess expounded his educational utopia. His first 
publication, which was unquestionable in its “research” character, was an article entitled 
“The American Commonwealth: Changes in its Relation to the Nation” which appeared in 
1886 in the first issue of Political Science Quarterly, the journal he established and edited, 
twenty years after Burgess had entered academia. It was not until the 1890s that Burgess 
produced his first (and the most reputable) book, a two-volume  Political Science and 
Comparative Constitutional Law, which was chiefly an extended version of a long-running 
lecture course of the same name. 
 The same tendency was pronounced in Adams’s publication trajectory, even though 
he was an incomparably more prolific writer whose first publications appeared already in 
college. During his first eight years in academia, Adams wrote mainly for  Amherst 
Student  and local newspapers about his German educational experience, the history of 
German post-graduate study, and, much like Burgess, he wrote a separate piece pondering 
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the future of American higher learning.  Adams’s first published original research was a 771

monograph, The Germanic Origin of New England Towns (1882), which was released as 
part of  Johns Hopkins Studies in Historical and Political Science, the series that he 
established and edited.  The first book he produced, not to mention several government-772

funded contributions to the history of American education, was The Life and Writings of 
Jared Sparks (1789–1866), a student of the American Revolution who served as President 
of Harvard College in the mid-century. At the request of Mrs. Sparks and Harvard officials, 
Adams meticulously selected and arranged Sparks’ writings, supplied them with 
reminiscences of colleagues and contemporaries, and sprinkled “original” materials with 
conjunctions. Although by 1893 Adams produced more than fifteen hundred pages, his 
comments and interpretations were discreet and rare. Adams sewed the materials with 
invisible stylistic threads instead of supplying them with an interpretative backbone. Even 
in his rare comments, Adams devotedly pursued the path of his educational circulars. 
Sparks, he claimed, was an American advocate “of historical studies as a means of training 
for American citizenship” that were at the very source of new and vital currents in 
American education. In an overtly presentist manner, Adams attributed to Sparks the 
advocacy of instruction by original lectures “and the study of special topics by references to 
various authorities, instead of dependence upon single text-books.”  Adams constantly 773

contrasted the “surprisingly modern ideas” of historical study which he found in the 
lightened views of Sparks with “the old fashioned methods that long reigned supreme our 
American colleges.” Sparks proposed, according to Adams, the writing of essays on 
historical themes in connection with the course, sought to replace general recitations with 
examinations on a particular subject, and “suggested that the professor should put into the 
hands of his students ‘a printed syllabus’ of lectures with references various writers.”  774

There was not much of Adams’ original contribution in this biography apart from 
comments aimed to legitimize his institutional revisionism. 
 Burgess, Adams, and the other university reformers almost instinctively 
campaigned to replace deductive speculations characteristic of moral philosophy with the 
vanguard inductive theoretical reasoning. They dismissed vaguely religious dogmatism, 
and aspired to anchor their political generalizations in the German-styled historicism. 
Although they eagerly advocated for a modern image of research work based on the 
investigation of sources, when Burgess and Adams took charge of their respective schools, 

 Adams also prepared a translation of Prof. Bluntschli’s obituary “Lieber’s Service to Political Science and 771

International Law,” which was later reprinted in the second volume of Miscellaneous Writings (although 
Adams’s name is not mentioned in the publication, this fact appeared in the bibliography printed as a part of 
Tributes).

 One should not be confused with several entries in Adams’s full bibliography that appear in-between 1878 772

and 1882 under some bold titles like “The Pilgrim Fathers as Colonists.” These were merely two-paragraph 
contributions to the Johns Hopkins University Circulars made under the auspices of the Historical and 
Political Science Association; see, for example, page 83 in No.7, December 1880.

 Adams, The Life and Writings of Jared Sparks, 2:364.773

 Adams also argued that Sparks initiated the joint studies of history and politics while in office; 774

furthermore, “the system of instruction by lectures was strongly encouraged by President Sparks <…> while 
professor of history, had set the example of giving advanced instruction based upon original investigation.” 
Adams:The Life and Writings of Jared Sparks, 2:430–434, 457. Even before accepting an invitation to 
author Sparks’s biography, Adams already attempted to inweave him in a new tradition of the historical-
political study; for this early endeavours; Adams, The Study of History, 361–369.
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both had little to no experience in conducting such work. It might seem counterintuitive at 
first glance, but the discipline’s founding fathers initially established it as an institutional 
enterprise within the general framework of academic revolution and only afterward 
occupied themselves with its substantive content. This fact was of pivotal importance — it 
was not a group of scholars who had generated a new body of knowledge and, when the 
time was ripe, proceeded with instituting it — but the exact opposite. Instead, it was a 
group of scholars who had engaged in the establishment of the modern research university 
and had generated a new body of knowledge as yet another attribute of the modern 
research university. 
 When hundreds of students had already enrolled at Columbia and Hopkins, 
considerable discrepancy occurred between the reassuring reformist rhetoric of freshly 
professionalized university scholars and the shifting, unstable speech they employed in 
theoretical writings and research pieces. What characterized the emerging field of 
historical and political sciences? Its vaguely defined boundaries shifted year by year 
depending on appointments and curricular choices. Its epistemic logic was, for the most 
part, a function of a never-ending confrontation with the specters of academic dogmatism. 
Its objects and methods were disorderly borrowed from neighboring fields, and later 
processed to fit PhD requirements, which had been stipulated well before the very 
discipline became definite. The very nature of this emerging field permits its linear 
reconstruction — the one tempted with delusive systematism is destined to sink because 
there is no foothold for a systematist — no definitions, no distinctions, no manifest 
oppositions in the boundless sea of rhetorical intricacies and shifting word-uses. The only 
sensible way to detect the field’s constitutive elements, identify its logic, and distinguish its 
attributes was to wander in monographs, addresses, articles, and course announcements, 
catching the reoccurring themes and variations, which emerged spontaneously inevitably 
under the pressure of administrative machinery. There was no chance for reformist figures 
to escape theorizing once the graduate programs were underway. Furthermore, the field of 
political and historical sciences emerged in conformity with the administrative machinery. 
Its tacit logic and newly emerged objects soon caught up with the formal requirements set 
forth during the academic revolution and conjoined them to create the modern university 
discipline as institutional logic and its epistemic embodiment. 
 In the beginning, there was a historical-political continuum, a grand realm of 
knowledge disclosed after the downfall of moral philosophy. Blended in different 
proportions with tacit “historico-evolutionary empiricism” and other methodological 
premises and research practices, which proliferated in newly established universities, this 
continuum was gradually divided into numerous historical sciences of politics.  From 775

being imaginary and horizontal, it became vertical with history as its root and politics as its 
crown. From being spatial, this concept became temporal. What tied the two ends together 

 The phrase “historico-evolutionary empiricism” was also coined by Dorothy Ross, who observed that 775

despite the prevalent nineteenth-century understanding of science as a systematic natural knowledge, 
American social scientists remained closer linked with the methodological premises of historiography those 
of natural science. She developed this idea in Ross, The Origins; esp. 30–37, and in Ross, “On the 
Misunderstanding of Ranke.”
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was the state because the evolution of the state toward political perfection created 
historical time in this model. How was this historical time, and thus human progress to be 
measured? By comparing the stages which the state had passed in its development, but not 
through the direct investigation of the state. Was it ever possible to measure the eternal 
and supreme political entity, or even principle? It was through the investigation of the 
government, the eternal state’s mundane and transitory embodiment. From this 
distinction between the state and the government, two wings of modern political science 
emerged. After just one generation, students of the state became political theorists, and the 
students of government founded comparative politics. 

5.1 From seminary practice to scholarly discourse 

Columbia school: history is past politics  776

 In a dedicated paper, “Political Science and History,” read before the American 
Historical Association on December 30, 1896, Burgess discussed two realms of knowledge 
and their fundamental conjunction. He began exploring the historical-political continuum 
from the historical side and attacked “lay” people who, proceeding from fallacious 
assumptions, claimed to know what history was. Burgess did not attempt to conceal that 
his maturated academic professionalism was insulted by apparent familiarity with which 
the general public approached historical knowledge, for it did not dare to take such 
“interpretative liberties” with natural sciences. To rectify this condition, he championed 
the professional authority of history by insisting that the meaning of history was far more 
profound than the facts of physics or chemistry. Burgess plunged into delimitating the 
realm of historical knowledge — looking for the form of thought, “by whose applications 
the fact and relations which belong to history shall be separated from those which do 
not.”  It is instructive to follow Burgess’ reasoning carefully because it presented an 777

 According to Dorothy Ross, the single ordered field of historico-politics (she first proposed the concept of 776

historico-politics in a fundamental study of  The Origins of American Social Science) was established by 
Francis Lieber to delineate “a broad field on which scholars interested in history and politics could converge.” 
Ross argued that Lieber’s version of historico-politics, promoted by his numerous readers and disciples, 
became attractive to the reforming university gentry, for it could offer to “reformulate traditional American 
principles on the firmer ground of science.” In her analysis, writings of at least three generations of scholars 
acquired considerable coherency, and historico-politics as an intellectual entity became nothing more than 
an echo of mugwump modernist sentiments. Later, Robert Adcock adopted Ross’s label; he examined  the 
historico-politics tradition and demonstrated how theoretical and institutional divergence occurred between 
two generations in Gilded-age academia — the representatives of an all-embracing “historico-political 
science,” and the representatives of history and political science as separate, professionalized disciplinary 
bodies. Still, while endorsing the use of “tradition” as a research optics, Adcock inadvertently attributed 
much coherence to the very phenomena, whose coherence should itself be called into question. Later, James 
Farr, who found “less doctrinal coherence, <and> more methodological debate” among the authors 
associated with historico-politics, employed the phrase  the historical sciences of politics  to highlight a 
“tradition’s” underlying plurality. Overall, I can only hold to the historical intuition disclosed in Ross’s, 
Adcock’s, and Farr’s writings (not to mention that the first man to coin the term “historical-political school” 
was Herbert B. Adams, the great artificer of scholarly traditions). Yet, for the purposes of my study, I 
employed Farr’s formulation — merely because I care more about variations than continuities. For the 
discussion, see Ross,  The Origins; esp. 64–77; Farr, “The Historical Science(s) of Politics,” and Robert 
Adcock, “The Emergence of Political Science as a Discipline,” History of Political Thought XXIV, no. 3 
(Autumn 2003).

 John W. Burgess, “Political Science and History,” The American Historical Review 2, no. 3 (April 1897), 777
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epigrammatic expression of the historical science of politics which emerged at Columbia by 
the end of the nineteenth century.  
 To begin with, Burgess conceived a category of time and reasoned that the 
application of this requirement alone could not adequately distinguish history from other 
bodies of knowledge. If applied to phenomena exclusively, “time” produced merely 
statistics or chronology, but not history. Further, Burgess probed a category of cause and 
effect and reasoned that experiments in natural sciences complied with this requirement as 
equally well as historical studies. He thus postulated that causality was untrustworthy for 
the determination of genuine historical knowledge. Finally, Burgess declared (as if it was 
self-evident for his hearers) that the only adequate criterion for delimiting history as 
distinct from other sciences was the concept of self-progression. Eternal recurrence, he 
speculated, was the characteristic of natural phenomena and events. 
 In contrast, a historical phenomenon was an emergent excess that history as a form 
of knowledge aimed to discover in studying sequences of events. Historical study, thus, 
consisted in the correct apprehension of the ever-changing conditions and “the accretions 
in the succeeding events produced thereby.”  Since there was no self-progression beyond 778

history, the study of history and historical wisdom gained through it was the only proper 
basis of progress. Therefore, Burgess’ reasoning already arrived at the point of conjunction 
between historical phenomena, their study, and political life. If history alone possessed 
“the creative power of making the consequent contain more that the antecedent,” then its 
substance was the spirit but was this spirit divine or human? Apparently, progress could 
occur only to the finite and the imperfect, and historical self-progression belonged to the 
realm of human affairs. Historical facts were created by the human spirit and signified its 
advance towards perfection. 

History, in the making, is, therefore, the progressive realization of the ideals of 
the human spirit in all of the objective forms of their manifestation, in language, 
tradition and literature, in customs, manners, laws and institutions, and in 
opinion and belief. And history, in the writing, is the true and faithful record of 
these progressive revelations of the human reason, as they mark the line and 
stages of advance made by the human race towards its ultimate perfection.  779

 Having reached this overtly Hegelian conclusion, Burgess turned to examining 
another side of the continuum, political science. The etymology of the term pointed to the 
origin of phenomena it signified, Burgess claimed, for political science was the science of 
municipal government that emerged in the Ancient period of city-states, it was therefore 
the science of  polis. If considered schematically, political science was the science that 
treated the highest form of human political organization available at any historical time. 
Hence, when Rome inaugurated the period of country states, the scope of political science 
shifted to comprise the new form of people’s alliance, and it shifted once again when the 
modern period of national states began. In its present condition, political science was the 
science of the national country state and it would become the science of the human world 

 Burgess, “Political Science and History,” 403.778

 Burgess, “Political Science and History,” 403.779
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state, it was therefore only logical that the modern requirements of territorial extension 
and national government further pushed political science towards the extension of its 
scope. 
 Besides the doctrine of the state, modern political science turned to include the 
doctrine of government, a doctrine of liberty, and a doctrine of sovereignty. It also became 
indistinguishable from constitutional law, which comprised a series of provisions 
concerning the sovereign body, individual liberty, and the organs of government. 
Constitutional law was, therefore, “the more or less perfect realization of the doctrines of 
political science.”  However, these three fundamental doctrines were created neither by 780

political science, not by constitutional law. They were nothing less than genuine products 
of history, they were historical “increment,” and conclusive proof of human progress. 
Political science emerged as a distinct form of knowledge when men like Hobbes, Locke, 
Montesquieu, Rousseau, and the rest, arranged historically established propositions about 
the centuries of governmental practice into a coherent theoretical body. Consequently, 
doctrines of political science, being by nature derivatives of a historical process, were 
continually modified by new practical experience and readjusted in the hands of modern 
scholars and writers. 
 After establishing the logical connection between the historical process and the 
essence of political science, Burgess addressed the academic practice, asking how much of 
history coincided with political science and how much of political science coincided with 
history? Ultimately, the process of history revealed itself in the researchers’ eyes as there 
was “a consensus of opinion among the people of a country concerning the fundamental 
principles of government and liberty.” In Burgess’ arrangement, the facts that described 
what preceded the consensus (like facts about language, race, tradition, custom, ethics, 
philosophy, and religion) belonged to history proper, and the facts that described the very 
consensus (which, in its turn, was recorded in objective form as the principle of 
constitutional law) belonged to political science as facts about government, sovereignty, or 
liberty. However, the latter was partitioned between political science and other disciplines 
because of its intrinsic division between individual and civil liberty. Individual liberty 
referred to the idea of governmental protection against the encroachment of others. 
Therefore, it belonged to private law or sociology. Civil liberty, in its turn, signified 
individual immunity against the force and control of government and thus belonged to the 
field of political science.  781

 Thereby, by analyzing facts belonging to both fields, Burgess established an element 
of history that was not political science and an aspect of political science that was not 

 Burgess, “Political Science and History,” 404. Compare with Hegel’s famous definition that “it may be said 780

of Universal History, that it is the exhibition of Spirit in the process of working out the knowledge of that 
which it is potentially. And as the germ beard in itself the whole nature of the tree, and the taste and form of 
its fruits, so do the first traces of Spirit virtually contain the whole that is History.” See Georg W.F. Hegel, 
The Philosophy of History (New York: The Colonial Press, 1900), 18.

 Burgess also singled out an ethical idea of liberty which referred to “the voluntary conduct of the 781

individual within that sphere according to the principles of right reason;” facts related to the ethical idea of 
liberty belonged to the history of humanity’s intellectual, moral, and religious progress, that is, to history 
proper; in Burgess, “Political Science and History,” 406.
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history. Still, both remained inextricably linked from the point of view of human progress 
toward civilization. History begot politics, just as the study of history begot political 
science. As the human race was approaching more closely the ideals and the goals of 
civilization, political science began to gradually arrange historical facts in the forms and 
conclusions of science. When political science came into contact with political reason, it 
awakened “a consciousness of political ideals not yet realized.” In this sense, political 
science, as an essence and a climax of historical progress, and as an academic discipline, 
contained a distinct element of philosophical speculation, which must be kept 

in constant, truthful and vital connection with the historical component, and 
must be, in a certain very important sense, regulated by the historical 
component, it is, nevertheless the most important element in political science, 
because it lights the way of progress, and directs human experience towards the 
ultimate purpose. It is the element most exposed to error and to fancy, but it is the 
only element again which mediates the adjustment of the actual to the ideal, and 
without it political science would not differ essentially from public law.  782

 Political science, Burgess concluded, must be studied historically, and history must 
be studied politically — “separate them, and the one becomes a cripple, if not a corpse, the 
other a will-o’-the-wisp.”  Despite apparent differences in terms of the facts comprised in 783

both disciplines, in Burgess’ theoretical framework, history and political science were 
related on a level that preceded scientific treatment. They were related in action and in 
purpose — one considered the world-spirit in its unfolding, while the other considered it in 
its objective forms. 
 Burgess explicated this understanding of the historical-political continuum, its 
nature, and its internal logic in the late 1890s. By that time, twelve classes of doctoral 
students had already graduated from Columbia School, and although it took Burgess 
twenty years to articulate his views, the School’s respective curriculum mirrored these 
views as if modeled directly upon the address discussed above. The thing is, Burgess had 
already vaguely articulated the same intuition concerning historical learning — what he 
presented in the late 1890s as his interpretation of historical-political knowledge had 
previously existed as his conception of historical-political education. 
 As practiced at Columbia College, students who mastered the historical science of 
politics had to ascend in their learning from “a mere chronology” to the study of political 
“increment” of the historical process. Burgess was positive that the highest stage in the 

 Burgess, “Political Science and History,” 407–408. This hierarchy was known to Americans first of all 782

through Henry Thomas Buckle’s History of Civilization in England, in which he placed “observation at the 
foot of the ladder, discovery next above it, and philosophical method at the summit” and showed that, as 
Andrew D. White put it, “without a true philosophical synthesis special investigations and discoveries often 
lead us far from any valuable fruits, and that such special investigations may be worse than no investigations 
at all.” See History of Civilization in England (London: Parker Son, & Bourn, 1855–61); Andrew D. White 
“On Studies in General History and the History of Civilization,” Papers of the American Historical 
Association I (1886). Herbert B. Adams envisioned philosophical speculation as the essential element in the 
transformation history into a living science “instead of a museum of facts and books;” he also endorsed the 
view of historical teaching as proceeding from the things “special and concrete” to the things “universal and 
philosophic.” Adams, Methods of Historical, 23.

 Burgess, “Political Science and History,” 408.783
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advancement towards perfection which the human race had reached by the nineteenth 
century was objectified in the modern national state as based upon the people’s sovereign 
consensus, respective of the scope of government and the nature of liberty. Political science 
was essentially an examination of the most advanced political form attained in a given 
historical moment, and therefore modern political science dealt with the popular national 
state, which perfected its form through history. Hence, historical science that inquired into 
the evolution of human societies and states was, in fact, political science, while political 
science of a given state was impossible without a thorough historical study of its 
development. The state as an object of study brought together two parts of the curriculum: 
one part concerning various peoples, and the other part concerning the consensus that 
they historically developed. Burgess deemed it necessary to examine both topics 
empirically through the study of peoples’ sociology, anthropology, political economy, 
public and private law.  
 Columbia College’s School of Political Science’s curriculum captured this ascending 
order of studies perfectly. As Burgess explained in a pedagogical article that he wrote for a 
volume Methods of Teaching History, edited by G. Stanley Hall and published in 1886. 
Burgess insisted that to comprehend the methods of instruction employed at Columbia, it 
was necessary to consider Columbia’s institutional arrangement and its two constitutive 
parts: the gymnasium (or college according to the old signification) and the university 
(which comprised the graduate or professional courses).  The gymnasium’s training was 784

designed to fill the student’s mind with “a sufficient amount of elementary historical data” 
— chronology, historical geography, the biographies of historical characters, and the 
definitions of historical terms and expressions. These elements were fixed and classified in 
students’ minds through daily drills upon textbooks, recitations, exercises in question and 
answer, and other “gymnastic” methods.  
 After students had learned necessary elementary materials, they proceeded with the 
University courses that were remarkably more complex. Unlike those in the college, the 
university courses were purely optional for the good of students and professors alike. 
Concerning a university student, Burgess wanted the educational system to appreciate his 
individual genius and permit him to construct an individual course of study (beforehand, 
the gymnastic discipline should have helped a university student to develop “consciousness 
of his intellectual peculiarities”).  The professor, in his turn, should not accommodate 785

himself with the hearers whose interests were not in line with topics pursued during the 
lectures. The university professor bore an almost demiurgic function — he constructed 
history out of “the chaos of original historic atoms.” At this point, Burgess not only painted 
the picture of a perfect professor but also revealed his understanding of the historian’s 

 And while “so many of our colleges, both great and small, are affecting to despise their gymnastic calling, 784

and seeking to become universities through the fallacious process of simply making their gymnastic studies 
elective and optional, some Apostle of the Gymnasium would arise and found Academies which would stand 
true to the gymnastic method and purpose, such an one would do for the development of the true university a 
far greater work that the college which ceases to be the one thing without becoming the other.” From 
Burgess, “On Methods of Historical Study,” 216.

 Burgess also believed that students should be allowed to combine courses in history with philosophy, 785

literature, natural science, or any others as they may desire, in a way that comprehension of history became 
greatly broadened by the variety of combinations into which it has thus been brought.
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calling. What was this imaginary professor constructing out of the chronology or 
biographical curiosities? He reconstructed the political surplus of history with the effort of 
his spirit. Burgess did not permit any other type of professionalism — if a university 
professor in history was not capable of this job and merely repeated the views of others or 
reproduced chronologies, he was not a university professor at all. While on the gymnastic 
level, priority was accorded to “facts” which resembled the particulars of the material 
world, on the university level, “induction or synthesis became the recognized mode of 
historical reconstruction.”  786

 Synthesis was just another name of induction. Burgess consistently pointed toward 
the fundamental role of human interpretation, personal insight, and reasoning, which 
permeated university education in historical and political sciences. Burgess taught that the 
university student must learn among his first lessons that truth, as man knows it, “is not 
ready-made article of certain and objective character.” The nature of genuine historical 
knowledge was thus bordering mystical; it was one-sided and incomplete, and it was 
subject to fallibility. Yet, it was only through this commitment to philosophical speculation 
that the meaning of history revealed itself. Burgess’ educational scheme assumed that 
unless these thoughts were continually impressed upon a university student by the method 
of instruction he received, he would “make dogma of his learning” which was the negation 
of progress in the “wider and more prefect comprehension of truth.” Consequently, the 
professor was called upon to cultivate insight in his students and not let memory act where 
“the more difficult process of criticism and judgement should be called into play.”  787

 In a more narrow and technical sense, Columbia taught its historical and political 
students how to get hold of historical facts and distinguish them from fiction. This was 
acheived through the treatment of the most original sources attainable to glean the 
preliminary information. The professor carefully expounded to students the principles of 
internal criticism and taught them to contrast and compare facts and interpretations. 
Students also learned to observe occurring agreements and discrepancies and finally were 
expected to attain a position from which all facts appeared reconcilable. Burgess taught his 
disciples not to accept a statement that was not well authenticated for a fact, “upon the 
principle that it is far better for the historical investigator to think that he does not know 
what he may know than to think he knows what he may not know.”  788

 Following Burgess’ hierarchy of historical knowledge forms, students were first 
required to set facts in chronological order, then set them in the order of cause and effect. 
Students had to distinguish facts from fiction, but they also had to discriminate what was 
mere antecedent and consequent and what was cause and effect. The authentication of 
facts and the discovery of relations between them were thus the prerequisite of “political” 
synthesis. It was just through the process of “critical comparison of the sequence of facts in 
the history of different states or peoples at a like period in the development of their 
civilizations” that the true historical genius most clearly revealed itself. By doing so with an 

 Bert James Loewenberg, “John William Burgess, the Scientific Method, and the Hegelian Philosophy of 786
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accurate judgment, the student soon learned to determine causalities in historical 
development: 

After the facts have been determined and the causal nexus established we 
endeavor to teach the student to look for the institutions and ideas which have 
been developed through the sequence of events in the civilization of an age or 
people. This I might term the ultimate object of our entire method of historical 
instruction. With us history is the chief preparation for the study of the legal and 
political sciences. Through it we seek to find the origin, follow the growth and 
learn the meaning of our legal, political, and economic principles and 
institutions. We class it therefore no longer with fiction or rhetoric or belles-
lettres, but with logic, philosophy, ethics. We value it, therefore, not by its 
brilliancy, but by its productiveness.  789

 The Columbia curriculum proceeded from the combination of courses in 
chronology, physical and political geography, and ethnography (“elementary” studies 
necessary to understand peoples and their geographical distribution) to studies in the 
comparative history of public law (to trace how different peoples had historically advanced 
to the political forms of the state). The course of studies under Burgess’ supervision were 
topped with his course in the comparative constitutional law of principal modern states, 
which was proper political science and included the science of historical advancement of 
peoples toward civilization. During this course, Burgess compared and interpreted the 
provisions of England, Germany, France, and the United States constitutions and then 
generalized from the “the fundamental principles of public law, common to them all.”  790

 The primary institutional context in which Burgess’ curriculum outline should be 
analyzed is his ongoing conflict with Theodore William Dwight, the Warden of the 
Columbia School of Law. In every annual report that Burgess submitted from 1881 to 1887, 
Burgess continued to ask for a required third year in law, and Dwight, with great calm, 
checkmated these attempts. After the School of Law moved to the new campus closer to the 
School of Political Science, law students were more encouraged to attend Burgess’ classes 
(by 1890, 18 percent of them — almost a hundred men — were doing so).  “Neither 791

Barnard not Burgess could convince Dwight of the indispensability to law students of the 
offerings in the School of Political Science” and the Warden kept maintaining that his 
students had been injured in their studies of Private Law with too much exposure to the 
other branches of Jurisprudence.  In 1887, law students launched the first issue of 792

 Burgess, “On Methods of Historical,” 220. The circle of method is not complete if it makes no provision 789

for the public practice of the students. 
 Columbia College Handbook of Information, 1886–87 (New York: Printed for the College, 1886), 186.790

 See Smith, “Non-Professional Graduate Schools,” 227.791

 Hoxie, The History of the Faculty, 46. In the 1870s, it was generally maintained that a lawyer had little 792

need of constitutional law, and less need of international law. Administrative law was not even recognized as 
a separate branch of study, while Roman law was regarded as purely decorative material. Since the 1890s, 
these subjects obtained general recognition — in 1891, when the Law Faculty made all the legal courses 
offered by the School of Political Science (except those dealing with legal history) elective for a professional 
degree, the proportion of students from the Law School attending political science courses increased from 
18% in 1889–90 to 52% in 1900–01.
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the Columbia Law Times with an article prepared by Munroe Smith, who also had a seat 
on the Faculty of Law, and argued for a required third year. In the following years, Burgess 
and Smith won the hearts of the most active law students, who noted the School’s effect 
upon “the extension or more complete coordination of courses in History and Political 
Science at the Johns Hopkins University, at Harvard and at Princeton.”  793

 Steadily, Professor Burgess and his associates pressed toward their goal of a 
required year in the School of Law, making compulsory the public law courses of the 
School of Political Science. This was an uneasy task because although Dwight had not 
revised his methods of instruction since 1858, his prestige as a teacher, his influence 
among the Trustees, and his reputation in New York City remained undiminished. For 
instance, the Law School was still the most profitable branch of Columbia College.  In 794

late 1887, when the composition of the Board changed to include a new generation of 
attorneys who believed in the value of public law in the development of jurisprudence, the 
new plan was drafted. It proposed that a law curriculum should be “so systematically 
arranged as to lead naturally in the third year to certain elective privileges of pursuing the 
more general topics of International and Public Law and Comparative Jurisprudence.” The 
required third year was instituted on May 2, 1888 and inaugurated in the academic year of 
1889–1890. It was Barnard’s last achievement, for at that meeting, “after the new 
curriculum had been approved, he tendered his resignation as President.”  795

 In the years of crisis, from 1887 to 1890, Dwight still insisted on the continued 
separate existence of the Law School and the School of Political Science, but in January 
1891, Dwight announced his retirement before the new curriculum was underway. In May 
of the same year, Munroe Smith was promoted to Professor of Roman Law and 
Comparative Jurisprudence, Frank J. Goodnow became Professor of Administrative Law, 
and John Bassett Moore occupied a newly established chair in international law and 
diplomacy.  The “big four” established for Columbia an enviable position in public law. 796

They attracted incredible student numbers and stimulated considerable scholarly 
production among its candidates (by 1901, thirty-seven PhD dissertations were conferred 
by the department).  The political science faculty continued to give the historical and 797

economic courses in the college: they taught public, administrative, and Roman law to 
undergraduates and comparative jurisprudence to law students. Although in its early 

 See in the “Correspondence” section a note of [Munroe Smith,] “The Foundation and Growth of the 793

School of Political Science,” in Columbia Law Times (February, 1888).
 Keppel, Columbia, 20–21.794

 Hoxie, The History of the Faculty, 48. At this point, the School of Political Science had 98 students, and of 795
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1886, Munroe Smith became its first managing editor, serving his capacity during 1886–93, 1898, and 1904–
13. Just like Burgess, due to his teaching, administrative, and editorial duties he had little time left for 
scholarly writing. In addition to articles, he prepared a small volume on Bismarck and German Unity (1898) 
and two volumes concerning the Great War: Out of their Mouths (1917), and Militarism and Statecraft 
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posthumously — A General View of European Legal History (1927), and The Development of European 
Law (1928).

 See a brief note and a table by Munroe Smith, “Public Law and Comparative Jurisprudence,” Columbia 797

University Quarterly IV (December 1901), 30–31.
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years, the School was most strongly developed in its legal side, “its subsequent 
development has naturally been greatest on the economic and historical sides.” Since 1897, 
the School’s faculty included four lawyers, four economists, and four historians. The 
students’ specialization shifted accordingly, and by 1900, a more significant number 
devoted themselves to history and economics. The strengthening of the faculty on the 
historical side allowed its legal members to devote themselves wholly to the study of law. 
Since 1890, the initial department had been dissolved into three independent 
departments, although “the collective designation” has been retained as a matter of 
convenience.  Charles A. Beard, one of Burgess’ students and the leading political 798

historian of the upcoming generation, summarized the rationale of this conflict with the 
School of Law as follows: 

In fact at Columbia University the whole gospel of constitutional limitations, 
espoused and elaborated by John W. Burgess, was long taught in the Law School 
as constitutional law by Burgess himself. It was a fixed part of his program to 
indoctrinate rising lawyers with the creed, and for this reason he insisted upon a 
close affiliation of the School of Political Science and the Law School. <…> The 
influence of Burgess was certainly wide. How wide there is no way of 
discovering.  799

Johns Hopkins school: politics is present history 
 The most elaborate articulation of his views on the nature of the historical-political 
continuum Adams reserved for an essay  Is History Past Politics? Which was first 
presented in 1894 to Baltimore’s college and secondary school teachers. Although Adams 
overtly stated that in his paper he aimed to discuss the justification of the alliance between 
historical and political sciences and the genesis and identity of historical and political 
sciences as practiced at Johns Hopkins, the lion’s share of his paper was seemingly an 
overview of contributions made by Edward A. Freeman, Leopold von Ranke, and Barthold 
Niebuhr. Unlike John Burgess, who rarely paid tribute to authors whose ideas he benefited 
from, Herbert Adams preferred to weave his speculations into generous recitations from 
British and German publicists. 
 Aiming to set the motto of the Hopkins seminary in the clear light, Adams began 
with the author of the famous phrase — Professor Edward Freeman of Oxford, “historian 
of comparative politics,” who believed that the current of human history run through the 

 Smith, “Public Law and Comparative Jurisprudence,” 29. In 1890, Columbia College began a series of far-798

reaching organizational changes which were to bring the new administrative structure of the university into 
being. In this year, Burgess was named the first Dean of the School of Political Science, soon to be known as 
the Faculty of Political Science, and in 1909 he became a first Dean of the Joint Graduate Faculties of 
Political Science, Philosophy, and Pure Science. Furthermore, in the last decade of the century the Trustees 
reorganized two other Columbia’s research schools — Medical School and the Law School on the same 
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channel of politics as embodied in the state life.  As Raymond J. Cunningham rightly 800

noted, Freeman’s definition of history-as-past-politics was both timely and arresting. It 
simultaneously expressed the belief that appealed to a generation of historians “anxious to 
prove themselves more than littérateurs” and to political scientists who were increasingly 
adopting a developmental approach to their work.  In contrast to Burgess, who devised a 801

merged identity as a constitutional historian, Adams had a somewhat split identity and 
considered himself to be a historian and a political scientist in parallel. To illustrate his 
views, Adams quoted with warm approval a remark made by famous Cambridge historian 
John Seeley, who maintained that “politics and history are only different aspects of the 
same study <…> politics are vulgar when they are not liberalized with history; and history 
fades into mere literature when it loses sight of its relation to practical politics.”  802

 Adams explained to the public that the motto “History is past politics and politics 
present History” inscribed on the wall of the seminary room, was nothing less than “a good 
working theory for students engaged in the investigation of laws and institutions of 
government.” However, no representative of Johns Hopkins ever maintained that all 
history was past politics, but only “that some history is past politics, and the kind of history 
that we investigate is chiefly of that order.” What did “politics” signify in this case? As 
Freeman, who used the term “politics” in an ancient manner and maintained that history 
was “the science or knowledge of man in his political character,” Adams referred to 
“politics” to delineate the entire domain of man’s existence as a civilized being. There were 
no “highest interests of man” separate from the political community, and thus no history of 
man’s cultural, religious, or intellectual advancement could exist as separate from the 
state’s history.  
 For Adams and Freeman, as for Burgess, the state was the principal agent of human 
progress because only the state granted security and legal existence to human civilization, 
so that “all the finer forces of society” lived and moved within the limits of the state.  803

Nevertheless, unlike Columbian men, the Hopkins-Oxford thinkers admitted that certain 
spheres of human life possessed autonomy from the state and belonged thus to neither 
politics nor history. These were spheres of existence in which humans acted as individuals 
that were not bound by social or civic relations. For example, domestic life was neither 
historical nor political, unless it affected society’s common life in some significant way. In 
the same sense, biographies of even the most distinguished personalities did not belong to 
history unless an individual genius revealed itself in pubic deeds. At this point, Adams 
opposed another British historical tradition associated with the name of Thomas Carlyle. 
Adams argued that all of the “great man” biographies collected together did not constitute 
history if they did not “recognize the all-uniting element of civil society and of the common 

 Freeman expounded his views on the comparative science of politics in Edward A. Freeman, Comparative 800
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History. The Rede lecture read before the University of Cambridge, May 29, 1872 (London: 
Macmillan, 1873).
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life of men in connection with human institutions.”  If there was a place for biographical 804

accounts in historical and political science, this place was reserved for a universal 
biography of a political society or commonwealth. The only proper conception of history 
encompassed everything whole and collective and, according to Adams, rested upon the 
Greek idea of man existing in an organized community: 

Man in the State, Man as a Social Animal, Man living and moving in institutional 
groups, this historical conception, which is as old as Aristotle, we of the Johns 
Hopkins Historical Seminary regard as truly scientific and as practically 
modern. Its revival is due to the Renaissance of Greek and Roman politics in this 
nineteenth century.  805

 With this conception of history and politics in mind, Johns Hopkins seminary 
participants were willing to go even further than their British inspirer. They did not merely 
open the course of historical study with “old Greece or Aryan Europe” but sought the origin 
of cities even more ancient than Athens and Sparta, and were disposed to recognize the 
most primitive societies, including the village communities, the patriarchal tribes, the first 
communal families, as worthy of a place in the study of institutions. As Adams argued, his 
seminary’s worldview was not averse to discovering institutional germs even in the animal 
world. For them, the greatest truth of historical studies was the unity of history, which 
began with the stone age and ended with the newspaper. Hence, the most ancient political 
forms were worth exploring because they contained in embryonic form what reached its 
maturity in the modern state. 
 What was it to treat the state historically? To uncover the internal development of 
the state, it was necessary to examine its government, institutions, and laws. These were all 
considered objective forms in which political life naturally manifested itself. In Adams’ 
pantheon, Barthold Niebuhr was in charge of the modern science of institutional history. 
In his Roman studies, Niebuhr placed little stress upon individual characters but enquired 
about laws, institutions, and public economy. He was the first among modern scholars to 
recognize the importance of the historic state and its constitutional development. As 
Adams explained, before the inception of Niebuhr’s approach, historians tended to 
construct history from their imagination or upon preconceived philosophical principles. It 
was only after the French Revolution that history stepped on the firm ground of “actual 
research and careful criticism.” Although the foundation of “the historico-political school” 
was laid by Niebuhr, it was Ranke, the greatest of all historians, who adapted the principles 
of historical criticism to the study of modern history. 
 Adams argued that the state mediated the continuity of history and objectified 
historical progress in its political institutes. To support this claim, he abundantly recited 
from Ranke’s inaugural lecture, read at the University of Berlin in 1836, and dedicated to 
the relationship and the difference between history and politics. As presented in this 

 Compare with Francis Lieber’s reasoning that a man may be considered a subject of historical study only 804
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lecture, the bottom line of Ranke’s reasoning was the following: generations and 
governments changed, but states remained the same, and while old institutions merged 
into higher and more perfect forms, civilization endured uninterruptedly despite 
continuous historical change. In the eyes of Hopkins pioneers, Ranke represented the best 
type of genuinely scientific historian, whose principle was “to tell things exactly as they 
occurred.” Curiously, Adams did not focus that much on discussing the nature of Ranke’s 
empiricism but instead represented him as a type of scholar that was opposite to a 
traditional moral philosopher. Adams emphasized that Ranke did not attempt to preach a 
sermon, to point a moral, or adorn a tale, but he told the truth as he understood it — “<…> 
without presuming to be a moral censor, Ranke endeavoured to bring historic truth in all 
its purity before the eyes of the world.” Finally, from Ranke, Adams borrowed yet another 
variation of his beloved motto: 

A knowledge of the past is imperfect without a knowledge of the present. We 
cannot understand the present without a knowledge of earlier times. The past 
and the present join hands. Neither can exist or be perfect without the other.  806

 Consequently, politics and laws constituted what Adams called “the upper strata of 
history” while history was the deep substratum of politics. Adams regarded politics as 
history in the making and suggested considering present conflicts as the products of 
historical change. He again referred to Freeman, who carried this attitude so far as to 
argue that “the last recorded event in the newspapers is, indeed, part of the history of the 
world. It may be and it should be studied in a truly historic spirit.” What was the guarantor 
of historical continuity that culminated in modern politics? For all subtle American 
Hegelians, there was no other guarantor of historical-political continuity, and no other 
bonding element between historical and political matters than the state, which was the 
supreme embodiment and sustainer of civilization. Leopold von Ranke, as Adams 
explained, “clearly recognized that the continuity of history appears pre-eminently in 
States.” Wilhelm Maurenbrecher, Ranke’s younger disciple, later reiterated that “the 
multiple fields of historical inquiry had to be understood within an overreaching structure 
of the history of the State.” 
 Jesse Macy, one of Adams’s colleagues who graduated from Johns Hopkins in 1884, 
elaborated the same view in his paper on the relationship between history and politics read 
before the American Historical Association in 1893. Macy said, “no other original source of 
history can be compared in importance with present politics.” This meant that to learn how 
to distinguish between what had been believed about the past, and what was true about the 
past, the historian should know how current partisan political life affected the 
representation of history and how unattained historical ideals were realized in current 
political strife.  He deemed knowledge of politics as essential for the correct reading and 807

writing of history, for it was through the knowledge of political debate that historians 
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learned how the lies worked. No tendency in politics could be well comprehended unless 
the student of politics took into account the historical development of a particular state. As 
Macy put it: 

 <historian> must maintain a truth-loving and truth-telling spirit in the field of 
active politics. It is the high mission of the historian to mark out a way in which 
all lovers of truth may unite in the removing the lie from politics. With this 
achievement the apparent conflict between history and politics would cease. 
Without this achievement history can not be wholly trustworthy, or wholly 
trustworthy history will not be believed. Without this achievement there can be 
no political science worthy of the name.  808

 In his version of the historical science of politics, Adams especially emphasized its 
scientific character. William Stull Holt, an American historian and the principal editor of 
Adams’s correspondence, discerned two groups of scientific historians in  fin de 
siècle  America. The first group sought to construct historical methodology based on 
natural science, particularly the Darwinian theory of evolution, while the second group 
associated the term “scientific” with the critical method associated with the Rankean 
paradigm.  Scholars in the former group sought to establish “historical laws” comparable 809

to the laws of natural sciences, following the intuition expressed by George Bancroft that 
“the movements of humanity are governed by law.”  They even viewed the very seminary 810

method of training scholars as “essentially the methods of biology applied to history.”  811

Another great historian, Henry Adams, so expressed this conception of scientific history in 
his address as president of the American Historical Association: 

<…> four out of five serious students of history who are living today have, in the 
course of their work, felt that they stood on the brink of a great generalization 
that would reduce all history under a law as clear as the laws which govern the 
material world <…> The law was certainly there, and as certainly was in places 

 By “the apparent conflict” he meant “that politics is a perverter of history; that he who would know true 808

history must rid himself of the trammels of politics; and that it is impossible to have a true history of the 
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actually visible, to be touched and handled, as though it were a law of chemistry 
or physics. No teacher with a spark of imagination or with an idea of scientific 
method can have helped dreaming of the immortality that would be achieved by 
the man who should successfully apply Darwin’s method to the facts of human 
history.  812

 Representatives of the latter group stressed the empirical collection of “objective” 
factual data and were content with acquiring facts alone without disclosing laws or 
generalizations. As formulated by another AHA president, William Archibald Dunning, 
one of Burgess’ most distinguished disciples, the typical function “of the modern devotee of 
history” was “the absorbing and relentless pursuit of the objective fact — of the thing that 
actually happened in exactly the form and manner of its happening.”  The true scholarly 813

spirit embraced a critical approach to historical evidence, undistorted by the subjective 
preferences of an individual historian. As Jesse Macy put it, scientific history was “that 
disposition of mind which keeps the faculties at their best in seeing all that is true in the 
past and in fully and accurately reporting all that is seen.”  814

 However, these academic groups were not mutually exclusive, and the two streams 
of thought did not contradict each other. The deliberation of methodological matters 
throughout the 1880s resulted in a widely shared belief that the objective facts, when 
rightly assembled, might, in speaking for themselves, enunciate a law. Adams and Burgess 
occasionally took advantage of both “scientisms” and generated monstrous statements like 
“this country will yet be viewed and reviewed as an organism of historic growth, developing 
from minute germs, from the very protoplasm of state-life.”  Furthermore, this was not 815

uncommon among historical-cum-political scholars, especially among the veterans of the 
academic revolution who occupied administrative positions. Although references to 
historical science may be found in abundance, they gave almost no inkling of what was 
meant — professors made little distinction between things that were “advanced,” 
“professional,” “university,” or “scientific.” Occasionally an article was devoted to the 
subject or “more frequently there would be some discussion of it by the scholar who 
happened to be president of the American Historical Association and who felt that in his 
presidential address some statement of historical faith was required.”  816

 Adams was the one to coin the term “the historico-political school.” When working 
for the Bureau of Education, he approached the history of America’s “scientific” historical 
thinking with great scientific zeal. He concluded that the beginnings of “the historico-
political school” were represented by Francis Lieber, who always maintained that both 
disciplines belonged together. A great enthusiast of continuities, Adams maintained that 
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Lieber “eagerly caught up” with Niebuhr’s ideas of institutional history and brought them 
across the Atlantic. As presented to the American academy, Lieber’s ideas of liberty were 
“widely removed from the fantastic, philosophical dreams of the eighteenth century, and 
are based upon an historical study of English self-government.”  Adams, who had 817

recently acquired Lieber’s papers, aimed to establish some succession in American 
academia, although it was more through Lieber’s connection with Bluntschli than through 
Lieber’s moral revelations. Elsewhere Adams already discussed the Baltimore seminary’s 
“Heidelberg inheritance.” In the address from 1896, he again took the opportunity to 
highlight that while at Cornell, Harvard, and Michigan, historical and political sciences had 
been associated through the recent reorganization, they had never been divided at Johns 
Hopkins University. 

In the attempts of college and university men to deal with present problems of 
political, social, and educational science, we must all stand together upon the 
firm ground of historical experience. Mere theories and speculations are 
unprofitable, whether in the domain of pedagogics, sociology, finance, or 
governmental reform. In the improvement of the existing social order, what the 
world needs is historical enlightenment and political and social progress along 
existing institutional lines. We must preserve the continuity of our past life in the 
State, which will doubtless grow like knowledge from more to more.  818

 Notwithstanding the image of the Baltimore seminary as a research center, which 
Adams and Gilman purposefully fostered, Adams dedicated an extraordinary time to his 
teaching duties to the detriment of his research work. His belief that “the true function of 
the teacher of history is to kindle the historical spirit in his pupils” bore fruits. Adams 
supervised many historians and political scholars as undergraduate and graduate students. 
Frederick Jackson Turner, himself a master teacher, spoke for most of Adams’ students 
when he remarked that he had “never seen a man who could surpass him in inspiring men 
with enthusiasm for serious historical work and in bringing out the best that was in 
them.”  However, by the mid-1890s, when the paper Is History Past Politics? had been 819

circulated, Adams failed to transform his teaching experience into a coherent theoretical 
framework. This paper was not a proclamation that marked a new beginning but was 
rather Adams’ swan-song. He did not explicate these views during the previous twenty 
years of seminary work but did so only when the vague concept of history-as-past-politics 
was called into question. 
 In a dedicated study, Raymond Cunningham discussed the criticism of the concept 
of history-as-past-politics that grew by the end of the nineteenth century. These criticisms 
were particularly leveled against three issues: first, that this concept was unduly narrow in 
scope; second, that it was not sufficiently relevant to contemporary interests; and third, 
that it implied an arrogant disregard of the commoner. In his groundbreaking address 
entitled  The New History, Edward Eggleston attacked Edward Freeman’s school, and 
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Adams as its paragon, by claiming that “Never was a falser thing been said than that 
history is dead politics and politics living history. Some things are false and some things 
are perniciously false. This is one of the latter kind.” Freeman, he argued, was not social, 
literary, or religious in his obedience to political history, and thus, he did not understand 
that history must take account of politics, as of everything else. Politics, Eggleston 
admonished, often sails under false colors, and “it will deceive historian unless he is 
exceedingly vigilant.” He concluded the speech by calling for the history of culture, the 
“real history of men and women.”  820

 Although Eggleston was a fiction-writer and was not educated in the tradition of 
scientific history, the concept of history-as-past-politics provoked resentment among 
professional academics like Charles A. Beard and James Harvey Robinson. They had taken 
their doctoral degrees at the University of Freiburg in 1890. Although trained in both 
Germany and the US, Robinson became increasingly dissatisfied with an almost exclusive 
historiographical emphasis on politics and constitutionalism and sought to replace it with 
his “the new history” project that stressed intellectual currents and societal trends.  In his 821

revisionist manifest, also entitled  The New History, Robinson denounced current 
historiography of a penchant “more or less irresistible to recite political events to the 
exclusion of other matters often of far greater moment.”  822

 According to Robinson, academic history became too narrowly concerned with 
“great politics,” and therefore lost sight of popular interest. It only furnished a “sadly 
inadequate and misleading review of the past,” which was once too narrow to serve the 
purposes of genuine research and too unedifying to satisfy the public needs. With ill-
concealed progressivist sympathies, Robinson called for the development of “historical-
mindedness upon a far more generous scale than hitherto” to provide humanity with 
intellectual equipment to promote rational progress: “the present has hitherto been the 
willing victim of the past; the time has now come when it should turn on the past and 
exploit it in the interests of advance.” Although the intelligent public continued to accept 
“somewhat archaic ideas of the scope and character of history,” Robinson aimed to 
demonstrate that the time was ripe to move from the image of history as a stationary object 
“which can only progress by refining its methods and accumulating, criticising, and 
assimilating new material,” and accept that history was bound to alter its ideals with the 
general progress of the social sciences.  823

 Already in the late 1890s, Adams became aware of the growing opposition and 
discreetly, as conditions allowed, tried to distance his enterprise from the narrow view of 
history-as-past-politics. In 1896, when addressing the American Historical Association, 
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Adams acknowledged that “history is past politics, past philosophy, past civilization, past 
sociology, and includes all man’s recorded action and experience in organized society” — in 
a purely Liberian manner!  However, one should not be deceived by thinking that Adams 824

ceased to be a political determinist in his historical approach. For him, still, “politics 
(rather than economics) was the controlling factor that set the limits and provided the 
matrix within which the whole range of social and cultural phenomena waxed and waned” 
and this German orientation was never lost. However, being more interested in promoting 
the historical profession than advocating any particular historiographical doctrine, Adams 
was ready to make concessions. 

5.2 State and government divided, government and liberty reconciled 

 There is no evidence that John W. Burgess or Herbert B. Adams had developed a 
distinct conception of the historical-political science before founding respective graduate 
schools. Even when the time was ripe for both scholars to explicate their views, they 
evaded overtly theoretical speculations about the character of their knowledge. In the 
opening paragraphs of “Political Science and History” and “Is History Past Politics?” 
Burgess and Adams inquired into the fundamental nature of historico-politics. However, 
instead of answering the question in the same register in which it had been raised, authors 
collapsed into discussing their experience as instructors, reformers, and veterans of the 
academic revolution. There was nothing deceitful in their approach. For men who 
preached that genuine scientific knowledge should proceed from the study of objective 
facts and the observation of actual practice, for men who believed that there was no theory 
other than based on generalization, it was only a well-justified mode of treating this 
seemingly “philosophical” question.  Were they to contemplate the historical-political 825

science in terms of its foundations, prepositions, and principles, they would align 
themselves with old-time moral philosophy. Instead, Burgess and Adams acknowledged no 
other deliberation of historico-politics than the generalization of its principles from 
practice, “the most original source attainable.”  
 The students of disciplinary history have largely neglected this homology between 
the teaching of political science’s founding fathers and their research work, and the 
implications of such negligence are still tangible. Most historians approached Columbia 
and Johns Hopkins Schools as having been launched by demiurgic masterminds and 
considered the establishment of political science as an act of will. Proceeding from 
erroneous and unfounded assumptions, they engaged in the discussion of “mind” or “will” 
— be it either of Burgess, Adams, or the entire “new generation.” Consequently, the 
disciplinary historiography produced a whole lot of phantoms that are now looming large 
behind nineteenth-century academic projects. In fact, the opposite is correct. Modern 
disciplinary knowledge was immanent to the modern research university, and historical-
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political science was immanent to both schools as there was nothing beyond to be looked 
for. This state of affairs was evident for Burgess and Adams, who, when compelled to 
articulate their views, merely addressed established academic practice. Burgess argued to 
comprehend methods of historical research, it was necessary to learn about the 
administrative organization of Columbia College. 
 One can only approach Burgess’ and Adams’ research works by taking cognizance of 
the described logic that appeared rather late in their careers. This is mainly because the 
American academic experience contributed no less to the arrangement of these works than 
the German one. Burgess and Adams were disciples of their own schools — although they 
never received graduate instruction in political sciences as students, they indeed received it 
as supervisors In the case of Adams, who worked cooperatively with the members of the 
regular seminar, this condition was more pronounced, but the same was no less accurate 
with regards to Burgess and his “Amherst group” of the School’s founders. While in 
Germany, Burgess showed no particular interest in juristic studies. He attended more 
courses in history and political economy than in modern constitutional law. Actually, 
throughout his grand tour, he only encountered constitutional law as a branch of medieval 
history. Adams, for his part, was not enthusiastic about politics and opted for courses in 
art, church history, and classical philology. It was only because both men were initially 
interested more in the university reforms than in pursuing any particular research project, 
that they consented to accommodating their studies into the intellectual scope of their 
graduate schools — the scope that resulted from deliberations, negotiations, and 
concessions discussed in the previous chapter. In the 1880s, after the School of Political 
Science engaged in a decade-long rivalry with Dwight’s School, Burgess gradually 
appropriated the entire field of constitutional law. Around the same time, Adams took 
charge of the Baltimore seminary dedicated to political history, and instead of altering its 
focus, he adapted individual studies to the interests of an already high-performing 
academic unit. 
The political interpretation of constitutional law 
 In a report  The Study of History in American Colleges and Universities, which 
Herbert B. Adams prepared for the Bureau of Education in 1887, an entire section was 
dedicated to Burgess’ teaching at Columbia. After the appointment of his first assistant, 
Adams wrote, the lectures of Professor Burgess “were directed more particularly to the 
history of the American colonial period, to the development of the United States as the 
government and nationality, to the principles of our polity, State and National, and to the 
interpretation of the same by the Federal judiciary.”  The reference made to Burgess’ 826

lecture was not incidental. By the time Adams started preparing the report, Burgess had 
published only one paper and relied upon weekly lectures as the primary theoretical 
medium and communication tool.  827

 Adams, The Study of History, 76.826
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 Burgess began lecturing in “Comparative Constitutional Law of the Principal 
European States and of the United States” already in the academic year of 1881–82 which 
was during the second year of the School’s operation. He read this course under various 
headings until his retirement in 1912, covering precisely the topics that Adams had listed 
so carefully. One of Burgess’ listeners was Nicholas M. Butler, future President of 
Columbia College and then-undergraduate. Sitting in the class of 1882, Butler remembered 
lectures in constitutional history to be the most remarkable instruction ever offered in an 
American college: 

It was from these lectures that I first learned the distinction between the sphere of 
government and the sphere of liberty, and that distinction has controlled my 
thinking and my public activity during my entire life. <…> It offers a sure 
foundation for the true philosophy of democracy, and it puts government in the 
place where it belongs, namely, that of subordination to the liberty which called it 
into existence to serve and to protect liberty.  828

 Burgess’  opus magnum, two-volume treatise  Political Science and Comparative 
Constitutional Law published in 1890, originated from this lecture course and consisted, 
for the most part, of his lecture notes brought to systematic form.  In the very opening, 829

Burgess called Political Science “the first-fruits of a work begun many years ago” under the 
guidance of Johann Gustav Droysen, hinting at his intellectual affinity between his studies 
and the Prussian school of political history. (However, if any guardian angel protected and 
guided this text, it was G. W. F. Hegel. No substantial references to Droysen’s intellectual 
labors appear throughout the following thousand pages.) Alternatively, this inscription 
may be read as referring to Burgess’ lecture course during which he developed, probed, 
and refined his interpretation of historical-political science. 
 The publication of a new book, Burgess reasoned, was never justifiable unless it 
contained new facts, more rational interpretation, or more scientific arrangement, of facts 
already known, or a new theory. Burgess did not claim to present any facts that were 
unknown before. If his book had any peculiarity, he admitted, it was that of the method — 
the application of the comparative method to the treatment of politics. Burgess explained 
that his work was an attempt “to apply the method, which has been found so productive in 
the domain of Natural Science, to Political Science and Jurisprudence.”  Burgess 830

refrained from making the other distinctive features explicit, although he meant it — his 
treatise was systematic. Unlike other publicists who accidentally engaged with random 
episodes of political life, Burgess was armed with the comparative method, which allowed 
him to approach politics as a comprehensive, yet finite and intelligible whole and set forth 
basic concepts of the historical-political knowledge. Even the book series in which Political 
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Science was printed bore the title “Systematic Series, edited by the faculty of political 
science in Columbia University” — it was the only book in the series, though. 
 Although  Political Science  was by no means a treasure chest of facts that were 
unknown before, the comparative method and commitment to systematic theory allowed 
Burgess to present his reader with “a different interpretation of facts, and a different 
conclusion from facts.” The facts he interpreted were historical and judicial, while the 
pillars of his interpretation came from a comprehensive system of theoretical distinctions 
and definitions, which he thoroughly elaborated beforehand. According to Burgess’ 
methodological convictions, there were two ways of reaching the definition: either through 
“the process of pure philosophy,” or through that of inductive logic. By virtue of 
philosophical speculation, a theorist could reach the definition of an object that was perfect 
and complete, the idea, while inductive reasoning defined an object that was developing 
and approaching perfection, the concept.   831

 Speculation, or distinguishing between different types of definitions, is a distinctive 
characteristic of Burgess’ intellectual manner. While holding to the dualism of objects that 
were politically perfect and historically developing, he aligned these objects by their level 
of perfection as revealed in history. There were several principal theoretical objects, 
relations between organized the space of Burgess’ throughs — the nation, the state, 
government, sovereignty, and liberty.  The last three constituted what Burgess called 832

“three fundamental doctrines” of modern political science — the theory and fact of 
sovereignty; the theory and fact of government; and the theory and fact of liberty. 
 Burgess defined a nation in its perfect and complete existence, hardly anywhere to 
be found, as an ethnic unity inhabiting a geographic unity. Ethnic unity was achieved 
through a common language and literature, a common tradition and history, and common 
consciousness of rights and wrongs. Out of these elements, the constitutive element was 
that of speech because it enabled mutual understanding before common views or practices 
could be attained.  With regards to physical geography, Burgess referred to a territory 833

separated from other territories by natural borders such as rivers or mountains. In his 
definition, Burgess did not include common descent, the sameness of race, or religion. 
Although he recognized that they contributed powerfully to the historical development of 
national unities, their influence was significantly weakened in the modern era due to 
migrations, freedom of religion, and other developments.  834

 Burgess, Political Science, 1:49. Although “systematism” was one of Burgess’s key selling points, all his 831

“systematic” theory occupied no more that a hundred pages of his entire bibliography; in his historical 
writings and minor publicist pieces, Burgess mainly reiterated key points from an early “systematic” outline.

 As formulated in John W. Burgess, “Private Corporations from the Point of View of Political Science,” 832

Political Science Quarterly 13, no. 2 (June 1898), 202.
 The common understanding of the principles of rights and the character of wrongs was the strongest 833

moral basis beneath any political government which Burgess was ready to admit; this understanding, 
furthermore, secures the enactment and administration of laws whose righteousness was thus acknowledged, 
and whose effect was in the realization of the truest liberty.

 Burgess, Political Science, 1:1–3. During his Göttingen days, Burgess listened to Johann Eduard Wappäus 834

lectures in geography and ethnology, “I could not have composed the chapters on “The Nation” except for the 
help I received from the notes on these lectures, which I had preserved;” see Burgess, Reminiscences, 104.
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 Where the geographic and ethnic unities coincided, the nation was almost sure to 
organize itself politically — to become a state. However, in its advancement to the political 
form, every nation had to pass through numerous indispensable stages, and it was only 
when the state reached its development in the popular or democratic form, that national 
unity exerted its most significant influence. Although the existence of national unity was 
the indispensable condition for the development of the state as a political form, not all 
nations were endowed with “with political capacity or great political impulse.” Some 
nations expended themselves in the production of language, art, and religion, while “the 
highest talent for political organization” Burgess acknowledged, has been exhibited by the 
Aryan nations “and by these unequally.”  Aryans in Asia did not create stable states, 835

while the European branches demonstrated dramatic differences in this respect. The Celtic 
branch was viewed as the weakest, the Greek exhibited more remarkable political 
shrewdness, while the Teutons dominated the world with their superior political genius.  836

 Burgess deemed it necessary to examine the correspondence between geographical, 
ethnic, and political divisions of Europe and North America before proceeding with the 
analysis of respective states. The clear and minute understanding in regard to this 
correspondence was necessary for a student of political science because “almost every 
question concerning the governmental system and organization of a state” stemmed from 
relations between three principal domains (for example, whether the nation comprised 
numerous ethnical groups within the clearly defined borders, or whether it was ethnically 
homogenous but territorially divided). According to Burgess“ ’philosophical” reasoning, 
where the three exactly corresponded, a complete national state could emerge, “the 
strongest and most perfect form of modern political organization.”  Yet in history, as he 837

noted with regret, nations diverged in this relation and departed from a progressive 
condition of strength and perfection. 
 Throughout history, nations manifested different traits. Burgess employed the 
notion of a national political character, but only to signify the traits that perdured through 
all of the periods of the nation’s life. Apparently, these very traits were more common 
among the nations that belonged to the same race, and thus it was more appropriate to 
inquire into the political psychology of races instead of analyzing minor and transitory 
national characteristics. Burgess determined that the great races from which the modern 
nations of Europe and North America have sprung were the Greek, the Latin, the Celt, the 
Teuton, and the Slav. To reveal the peculiarity of their political genius, students of politics 
should take the “political institution which each of these races has produced and to which 
it has clung, as expressive of its innermost political life in all the periods of its 

 Burgess, Political Science, 1:4.835

 Burgess was no less than Adams influenced by Johann Caspar Bluntschli who affirmed the innate 836

superiority of “the Aryan spirit” as being “most richly endowed by the creator and called to the highest degree 
of human independence.” For Bluntschli, it was “destined to enlighten humanity with its ideas of law and the 
state <…> take over and wield the government of the world — which already has been placed into the hands 
of the Aryan peoples — in humanly-conscious and humanly-noble fashion by educating the remainder of 
humanity to civilization. History has assigned this task to the family of the Aryan peoples. With this duty she 
has also bestowed on them the corresponding right.” Bluntschli’s article “Arische Völker und arische Rechte” 
from Deutsches Staatswörterbuch, as translated by Jurgen Herbst in The German Historical School, 120.

 Burgess, Political Science, 1:21.837
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development,” and then attempt to proceed with a recognition of the political ideals 
peculiar to each race. 
 The Teutonic nations were the political nations par excellence, for they were the 
founders of the national states.  Burgess acknowledged that it was impossible to define 838

whether the Teutons could accomplish this mission had they not adopted the Roman ideas 
transferred to them in the Carolingian Empire and the Roman church. During the pre-
Frankish period of political history, the Teutons strove against the organization of the 
state. Only after half a century of life in the great Charles’ European Empire had they come 
to the consciousness of their mission as the founders of national states. “But education can 
only develop what already exists in seed and germ,” Burgess noted, and thus concluded 
that no amount of Roman discipline, which was distinctly anti-national in its universality, 
could have evolved the national idea unless this had been an original principle of Teutonic 
political genius.  Ever since the division of the Roman Empire, the Teutons were 839

gradually becoming more conscious of their political mission — to establish states upon the 
principle of national union and independence. Hence, almost every national state of 
modern Europe owed its inception to the Teutons, and the same for Burgess was accurate 
about the United States. 
 These speculations revealed the distinction between the nation and the state, 
“preserving to the former its ethnic signification, and using the latter exclusively as a term 
of law and politics.”  Consequently, it was not to be assumed that every nation was 840

destined to become a state and that nation states were a significant production of the 
Teutonic political genius. Only the Teutonic nations have produced national states and 
proved their positive force by creating national states on the basis of populations belonging 
to other races. 
 As created by the Teuton political genius, the national state was the most modern 
and the most complete solution to the whole problem of political organization in history 
because it came nearer to solving the problems of political organization than any other 
system had developed.  Why was it the most perfect? Because the national state, by its 841

very design, fostered political progress, which Burgess understood in evolutionary terms. 

 Burgess shared an intimate reminiscence about his “Teuton” indoctrination: “Almost from the first day 838

that I took my seat in the lecture room of the university, I imbibed the doctrine that the great national, 
international and world purpose of the newly created German Empire was to protect and defend the Teutonic 
civilization of Continental Europe against the Oriental Slavic quasi-civilization on the one side, and the 
decaying Latin civilization on the other;” retold in John W. Burgess, The Present Crisis in Europe (New York: 
German American Literary Defense Committee, 1914), 1–2. 

 Burgess, Political Science, 1:38.839

 Burgess, Political Science, 1:4.840

 From these propositions in the reference to the missions of the Teutonic nations, Burgess deduced that 841

there was a duty imposed upon politically advanced nations to carry “the political civilization of the modern 
world into those parts of the world inhabited by unpolitical and barbaric races.” Attempting to put a solid 
theoretical ground under the Teuton colonial policy, Burgess argued that there was no human rights in the 
state of barbarism, because only state created rights and endowed its subjects with these. The political 
nations, Burgess argued, were authorized to force the uncivilized populations to progress for the execution of 
their great world-duty. He also complained that the modern publicists did not give due consideration to the 
fact that “the larger part of the surface of the globe is inhabited by populations which have not succeeded in 
establishing civilized states; which have, in fact, no capacity to accomplish such a work; and which must, 
therefore, remain in a state of barbarism or semi-barbarism, unless the political nations undertake the work 
of state organization for them.” Burgess, Political Science, 1:46.
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Humans advance politically, as well as individually, by contact, competition, and 
antagonism. The “monotonous” (his word!) universal empire suppressed the productive 
antagonism in the universal reign of peace, which ultimately meant stagnation and 
despotism. Among the principal political problems that the national state successfully 
solved were the problem of the relationship between states (through the system of 
international law); of the relationship between sovereignty to liberty (because it permitted 
the participation of the governed in the government); and the question of the relation of 
central to local government (it rests upon the principle of self-government in both 
domains). 

Certainly the Providence which created the human race and presides over its 
development knows best what are the true claims of humanity; and if the history 
of the world is to be taken as the revelation of Providence in regard to this 
matter, we are forced to conclude that national states are intended by it as the 
prime organs of human development; and, therefore, that it is the highest duty of 
the state to preserve, strengthen, and develop its own national character.  842

 This characteristic implied that only Europe and North America have succeeded in 
developing such political organizations that furnish the material for scientific treatment. 
When Burgess had to explain why he selected the constitutions of Great Britain, the United 
States, Germany, and France for his scholarly treatment, he claimed these to be “the most 
important states of the world,” and that their constitutions thus represented substantially 
all the species of constitutionalism which have been thus far historically developed. To 
derive general principles of public law and “good political science,” it was necessary to only 
compare the provisions from the most perfect constitutions and disregard the less perfect, 
and those “species” that were not typical.  The state does not become a subject of public 843

law until it has given itself a definite and regular form of organization, that is, until it has 
formed for itself a constitution.  844

 The state can be separated in idea from any particular form of organization, and the 
essential elements of its definition can be found in principle or the principles common to 
all forms. In line with his spontaneous dualism, Burgess separated the idea and the 
concept of the state and, relying heavily upon Bluntschli’s Lehre vom modernen Stat, and 
gave substantial treatment to them both. In the Burgess-Bluntschli theory, the idea of the 
state originated in a view on humanity as an organized unit — its territorial basis was the 
world, and the principle of its unity was humanity. As a concept, the state was a particular 
portion of humanity viewed as an organized unit. Its territorial basis was a particular 
portion of the earth’s surface, and the principle of its unity was a particular condition of 
human nature, which “at any particular stage in the development of that nature, is 

 Burgess, Political Science, 1:44.842

 On the use of “good political science” — interpretation of cases like “good and bad political science,” 843

“liberty is the postulate of our American political science,” “the German imperial political science,” the 
requirements of a complete political science in the sphere of constitutional law, “the national state is the 
most modern product of political history, political science, and practical politics,” “the national popular state 
alone furnishes the objective reality upon which political science can rest in the construction of a truly 
scientific political system.”

 Burgess, Political Science, 1:90.844

 268



predominant and commanding.” The idea signified the real state of the perfect future, 
while the concept signified the real state of the past, the present, and the imperfect future. 
 Consequently, a treatise upon public law and political science could deal only with 
the concept of the state, that is, the state as a particular portion of humanity viewed as an 
organized unit. Burgess recognized that the principles according to which the portions of 
humanity formed their respective states were impossible to determine with the use of 
theoretical tools because they were subject to historical change. These might have been 
common blood and common faith, personal allegiance, or the territorial citizenship. To 
study any particular state, it was necessary to single out its constituting principles by 
examining its geography, ethnology, and the history of civilization. Thereby, the order of 
studies in the School of Political Science was homologous to Burgess’s theory. Columbia 
students did not merely ascend from studying physical geography to constitutional law, 
but they learned how to acquire the concept of the state before proceeding with its 
scientific treatment.  
 What were the peculiar characteristics of the state as a social and legal entity? 
Burgess identified four. First, the state was all-comprehensive because it embraced all 
persons and associations of persons. Second, it was exclusive because only one state could 
exist for the same population and within the same territory. Third, it was permanent. 
Burgess argued that human nature had two sides to it, with one side that was individual, 
and the other that was universal. Whatever was universal about the human being belonged 
to the state, and since humans could not divest themselves of either side, the state did not 
lie within the power of men to create or destroy it. Fourth, the state was sovereign, and this 
was its most essential principle: 

An organization may be conceived which would include every member of a given 
population, or every inhabitant of a given territory, and which might continue 
with great permanence, and yet it might not be the state. If, however, it possesses 
the sovereignty over the population, then it is the state. What now do we mean by 
this all-important term and principle, the sovereignty? I understand by it 
original, absolute, unlimited, universal power over the individual subject and 
over all associations of subjects. <…> The state must have the power to compel 
the subject against his will: otherwise it is no state; it is only an anarchic 
society.  845

 Albeit omnipotent and supreme, the state’s unlimited sovereignty was not hostile to 
individual liberty but was its source and support. Burgess reasoned that if the state was 
ever deprived of its power to determine the elements and the scope of liberty, then each 
individual will make such determination at their own discretion. Then, the determinations 
made by different individuals would come into conflict, and some humans would remain 
free, while the others would be reduced to personal subjection. As an organic unity of 
people, only the state granted liberty to all its subjects through its sovereign power to make 
the final determination about its scope. Burgess strongly denounced any attempts to 

 Burgess, Political Science, 1:52–53.845
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deprive the state of its unlimited power over the individual, since although the state may 
abuse its unlimited power over the individual, “it is the human organ least likely to do 
wrong, and, therefore, we must hold to the principle that the state can do no wrong.”  846

 Here, Burgess reached the essential concept of his entire teaching — the distinction 
between state and government as both ideas and concepts. Some publicists tended to 
disregard the principle of sovereignty merely because they did not make such a distinction 
and had, therefore, no reliable instrument to detect that danger to liberty rested in the 
unlimited power of government, not the state. Burgess observed that despite their pure 
and speculative character, an author’s reflections revealed a good deal of his dependence 
upon the “objective” world, that is, upon their historical condition. In this respect, 
American publicists had a significant advantage over the Germans because, in the US, the 
government was not the sovereign organization of the state.  Behind of the government 847

lay the constitution, and “back of the constitution the original sovereign state, which 
ordains the constitution both of government and of liberty.” Americans had the distinction 
between state and government already embodied in their historical condition, and Burgess 
urged the American publicists to cease copying European Masters of political thought. 
Sometimes political scientists were confused with an objective reality, which misled their 
reasoning. In Europe, state and government were mingled to the extent that the publicists 
became befuddled in their reflections by the befuddlement of the external object. The 
historical development of their state had already brought Americans closer to grasping this 
important distinction clearly and sharply. They only needed to exercise a little independent 
reflection to recognize “the point in which the public law of the United States has reached a 
far higher development than that of any state of Europe.”  Burgess resolutely declared 848

that the national popular state alone furnished the objective reality upon which political 

 Burgess, Political Science, 1:57.846

 Burgess reasoned that explanation of how it actually happened were to be found in the consequences of 847

states’ historical development. In the case of European states, the form of the state which was present in one 
period of history over-lapsed with that developed in the succeeding period or periods. From this fact a great 
confusion arose: in the transition from one form of state to another, sovereignty moved from one body to 
another, and the old sovereign body (the old state) in a new system became only the government, or even a 
part of it. With “ such conditions and relations in the objective political world,” Burgess commented, it was 
not strange that the European publicists had failed to “distinguish clearly and sharply between state and 
government, nor that their treatment of all problems, dependent for correct solution upon this distinction, is 
more or less confused and unsatisfactory.” In America, on the contrary, the “objective political world” was 
more favorable to the publicists — American state was only a century old, and rested wholly upon a 
revolutionary basis. During the Revolution, Americans have seen the state organized outside of and supreme 
over the government, and have, therefore, “objective aids and supports upon which to steady our reflection 
and by which to guide our science.” Burgess, Political Science, 1:70–71.

 The new and latest generation of American students of political science have been most largely trained in 848

European universities, under the direction of European publicists, again, and by means of European 
literature. It will be an effort for them to make such use of their European science as always to gain 
advantage. It will be of the greatest service to them if they can employ it as a stepping-stone to a higher and 
more independent point of view ; one which will enable them to win scientific appreciation of the distinctive 
lessons of our own institutions. If they fail to do this, however, we can expect little help from them in the 
attainment of a better and more satisfying treatment of the topic of this chapter. 
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science can rest upon in a construction of truly scientific political system — “all other forms 
contain in them mysteries which the scientific mind must not approach too closely.”  849

 Burgess’ idea that the mind of a political scholar may be affected by the historical 
condition of a state he lived in was already indicative of his thoughts about the origin of the 
state.  Burgess held that the state was neither founded by God nor by human agreement. 850

The state was the product of history, meaning that the state emerged through the gradual 
and continuous development of human society and “out of a grossly imperfect beginning, 
through crude but improving forms of manifestation, towards a perfect and universal 
organization of mankind.” Thus, the historical essence of the state consisted in the 
“gradual realization, in legal institutions, of the universal principles of human nature, and 
the gradual subordination of the individual side of that nature to the universal side.” In 
this quality, the state existed long before it was known to humans and understood by them. 
The state exercised its powers under forms that were not regarded as political, with the 
modern government being only one among many. 
 The principle of historical genesis, as Burgess termed his approach, did not 
contradict the doctrine of the divine origin of the state if the latter was rationally 
construed. From this perspective, theocracies and despotisms were the starting point in 
the historical evolution of the state’s political forms.  Social compact theory, in its turn, 851

erroneously accepted a mere stage in the state’s development for its origin; compact 
presupposed an already developed state life. The compact theory could explain 
transformations that occurred in an already existing state through popular revolution or 
the state’s acquisition of new territory through colonization, but it had no application in 
explaining its initial creation.  The state, for Burgess, was the gradual development of 852

human society towards a perfect and universal organization of mankind, the compact 
being just another episode among many. If formalized, the principle of the historical 
genesis 

takes for its basis and point of departure human nature; it distinguishes in that 
nature a universal side and a particular side; it recognizes the former as the state 
subjective; it accepts the principle that the creator of that nature is, therefore, the 
originator of the subjective state, i.e. the political idea. But the political scientist is 

 Burgess, Political Science, 1: 58. The antipode of the American popular state was the German imperium, 849

and thus there was “no subject of public law which stands in greater need of scientific statement to the 
American public than the tenure and powers of the German Emperor,” as Burgess argued. John W. Burgess, 
“Tenure and Powers of the German Emperor,” Political Science Quarterly 3, no. 2 (June 1888), 335.

 Burgess once again lamented this deplorable condition — “the fact is that the political science of the 850

modern world is still engaged in the task of working out the distinctions between sovereignty and 
government, and that political practice is in the transition period between the sovereignty of the government 
and the sovereignty of the people behind the government.” Burgess, “Private Corporations,” 203.

 The “modern view” on the relation of church to the civil government was discussed in John W. Burgess, 851

“The ‘Culturconflict’ in Prussia,” Political Science Quarterly 2, no. 2 (June 1887).
 When political scholars began to conceive state as a growing organism, “the product of historical 852

conditioning,” the opposition to “hollow abstractions of natural rights philosophy and its resultant 
revolutionary doctrines,” in Treitschke’s formulation, gained new force. Burgess urged that “every student of 
political and legal science should divest himself, at the outset, of this pernicious doctrine of natural rights,” 
while Adams asserted that “political science no longer defends the Social Contract as the basis of 
government.” See Herbst, The German Historical School, 119.
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looking for the state made objective in institutions and laws, and this is the 
product of history. <…> the great work of making the subjective state objective in 
institutions and laws is, for the political scientist, a creative process which may 
properly be termed origination.  853

 Men have been the sole force behind the manifestation of the ideal state in its 
conceptual — historical and legal — forms. Burgess argued that it was impossible to 
determine when the human mind awakened to the consciousness of the state or when it 
first felt an impulse for the objective realization of such consciousness. However, he 
deemed it evident that this consciousness did not come at once. Humanity went through a 
period of barbaric liberty and self-help until several great personalities, who were priests 
rather than statesmen, formed the nuclei of political organization. For the longest time, 
religion and law, church and state were confused and mingled. Slowly, the people became 
disciplined and educated, and the consciousness of the state spread beyond the initial 
narrow circle of rulers. Non-priestly leaders emerged, and with them emerged an 
understanding that the state, in its subjective character, was not a special revelation of 
divinity, and a new party of warriors emerged. The next stage was the rule of warriors by 
the power of religion — despotism. The despotic rule, as Burgess believed, was more 
progressive than the theocratic because it left a larger sphere of individual liberty 
unrestrained. Later, more antagonistic bodies and diverging forces emerged, and a more 
significant proportion of humans became awakened to the consciousness of the state. 
Finally, people brought absolute sovereignty to objective realization by establishing royal 
power, in other words, the state finally knew itself and was able to take care of itself. By the 
nineteenth century, the historical fictions and makeshifts had done their work, and the 
legal political structure stood upon its own foundation. The state then became established 
as “the product of the progressive revelation of the human reason through history.” In the 
process of historical evolution, the torch of civilization had been handed from one race of 
men to another, as some bearers ceased to be embodiments of the world’s progress, and 
many races were still waiting “be touched by the dawn of this great light.” Out of all of the 
races in the world, only the Romans and the Teutons have realized the state in its pure and 
perfect character, and from that time, they became guardians and propagators of the 
state’s consciousness. Burgess never advocated that each race should seek political 
perfection. On the contrary, he encouraged the politically advanced races to impose their 
experience upon others until the whole human race shall realize “its universal spiritual 
substance” and “subject itself to the universal laws of its rationality.”   854

 He argued that among the modern nations, the people of Germany, Great Britain, 
and the United States were of Teutonic stock, and among them, Germany was the 
motherland of Great Britain, as Great Britain was the motherland of the United States. 
Although racially and ethnically, Germany was “the immediate motherland of the United 
States,” Burgess did not grant much to this affinity if it meant merely “that the same blood 
courses through the veins of the majority of Germans, Englishmen, Scotchmen and North 
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Americans.” The peoples’ affinity acquired political significance only when it succeeded in 
producing and maintaining substantial consensus about rights and wrongs, liberty and 
government, policy and interests. Since Teuton peoples’ ethnic affinity produced an ethical 
bond of institutions and ideas, they became racially and politically distinct from all other 
peoples in the world.  What were the “Teutonic” institutions and ideas? Burgess named, 855

first and foremost, their high sense of individual worth and individual rights. Second, 
Germany, Great Britain, and the United States had reached a substantial consensus of 
opinion regarding the principle of local self-government. Third, the three great peoples had 
planted their institutions upon the basis of a national state, and the boundaries of these 
states corresponded with the physical boundaries of natural defense and the ethical 
boundaries of population.  856

 Burgess deplored the present state of political scholarship because it could not 
discriminate adequately between state and government and, therefore, inadequately 
treated related topics like the forms of the state or its ends. Burgess even found himself 
involved in the same difficulties against which he warned his reader. However advanced, 
the organization of the state outside of, and supreme over, the government was everywhere 
incomplete. Accordingly, when the political scholar assigned supreme position to it, he 
inevitably confounded the subjective with the objective state, the ideal with the actual, the 
philosophically perfect with the historically developing. Burgess, however, was resolved to 
make a trial upon this line and aspired to make it clear “that a better organization of the 
state outside of the government would be a great advance in practical politics.” 
 Regarding the forms of the state, Burgess contended that the Aristotelian 
classification of states into monarchies, aristocracies, and democracies remained correct 
and exhaustive but with one fundamental revision. Aristotle developed his distinction to 
capture the Hellenic politics, in which the states were organized in their governments, in 
fact, they were identical. However, the modern era did not meet this condition, and an 
advanced political scholar was required to determine the forms of state first and then the 
forms of government.  Aristotle had the government in mind more than the state when 857

he invented this classification because he spoke of the “rule” of one, minority, or masses. In 
modern political science, it was necessary to classify states upon a rigidly political principle 
— sovereignty. Under this modification, the monarchy came to signify the sovereignty of a 
single person, the aristocracy was the sovereignty of the minority, and democracy was the 
sovereignty of the majority.  858

 On this, see John W. Burgess, “Germany, Great Britain and the United States,” Political Science Quarterly 855

19, no. 1 (March 1904), 2.
 As Burgess explained, the local self-governments were not only the most effective possible instruments for 856

“safeguarding local interests and working out sound local policies,” but they were best possible seminaries 
for political training (at this point, he merely echoed the Adams’s social gospel) for through them the latent 
political talent is best brought, discipled and developed. Except of the Teutonic states, all the other states 
govern by means of official agencies — “political ignorance rather than political education is the outcome of 
the system.” S Burgess, “Germany, Great Britain and the United States,”3–5.
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 For Burgess, modern states were based upon popular sovereignty; they were 
democracies. Not all of them appeared to be such because older state-forms remained 
present, such as government, but for the most part, Teutonic peoples had already met the 
social conditions necessary for the occurrence of a democratic state. Burgess expresses 
these conditions in the phrase “national harmony” — when the population has reached a 
consensus about the meaning of rights and wrongs, and about the proper scope of 
government and liberty. This implied that people who composed the state understood each 
other and that they had risen in their development to the consciousness of the state, in its 
essence, means and purposes. Hence, the democratic state was by necessity a national 
state, and the state whose population had become national would inevitably become 
democratic. 
 Furthermore, because political publicists did not correctly distinguish between state 
and government, disarray prevailed in studying the state’s ends. Some authors, Burgess 
explained, lost sight of the ultimate ends of the state in contemplating the immediate ends, 
which, from the standpoint of the ultimate ends, were but means. Others occupied 
themselves with the contemplation of proximate ends to the extent they lost sight of the 
ultimate end. Moreover, neither publicist indicated other means employed by the state to 
attain its ends other than government. Burgess proposed two theoretical advancements 
necessary for the comprehension of the cardinal subject: first, political scholars had to 
clearly distinguish between the state and the government in the account of the forces 
employed in the attainment of these ends. Second, they had to recognize three natural 
points of division with regards to the state ends: a primary, a secondary, and an ultimate 
purpose of the state, with previous ends being the means for the attainment of the next 
following. There was only one ultimate end, the only universal human purpose of the state, 
the perfection of humanity. 

This end is wholly spiritual; and in it mankind, as spirit, triumphs over all fleshly 
weakness, error, and sin. This is what Hegel meant by his doctrine that morality 
(Sittlichkeit) is the end of the state; and the criticism that this doctrine confounds 
the domain of the individual with that of the state, so freely indulged in by most 
publicists, is a crude view, a narrow conception of the meaning of the term 
morality.  859

 By not appreciating the evolving character of history, publicists erred while they 
proceeded to the ultimate step without resting upon the first and the second. Burgess 
appeared to be a dissenting Hegelian when he claimed that the state could not be 
organized from the beginning as the world-state. For him, a theorist could not reasonably 
speculate about the world-state without treating all its precursory forms.  The same 860

erratic type of chronological inconsistency which Burgess had already uncovered in the 
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 Both Columbia and Hopkins schools owed to Bluntschli the view that “the true unity of the world’s life in 860

to be found in the succession of states, empires, federations, and in the international relations, which are 
slowly leading to such great aggregations as the United States of America and the United States of Europe.” 
See Herbert B. Adams, The Study and Teaching of History: Phi Beta Kappa Address at William and Mary 
College, February 18, 1898 (Richmond: Whittet & Sheperdson, 1898).
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social compact theory manifested itself again — humanity could not act through such 
ponderous organization, and many centuries of a non-linear, probably cyclical 
development prepared its inception. To begin with, humanity politically organized itself in 
portions. Then, political apportionment gave rise to the establishment of the natural state, 
the most perfect organ “which has as yet been attained in the civilization of the world for 
the interpretation of the human consciousness of right.” National states delivered the best 
vantage point for the contemplation of the state’s ultimate end, and it must be developed 
everywhere before the world-state can appear: “this is what Bluntschli means when he says 
the end of the state is the development of the popular genius.” Thus, the proximate ends of 
the state were organically directed towards the accomplishment of its ultimate end, to 
perfection from “national civilization to the civilization of the world.”  
 While the state’s ultimate end was the perfection of humanity, what were its 
proximate ends? In Burgess’ closed political system, these were government and liberty. 
The state first established government and vested it with sufficient power to maintain the 
reign of peace and law. Then the state addressed itself by establishing the system of 
individual liberty (in the beginning, this domain was inevitably narrow, but as the people 
advanced, the domain of liberty widened). Burgess opposed any incarnation of the doctrine 
of natural rights and contended that there was no right outside of the state, and that the 
state was the creator of liberty. This doctrine did its practical part when the state was a 
single person, or a few persons, but once the state became the people’s ultimate 
organization, it transformed into a set of erroneous assumptions of popular thinking. 
There never was, Burgess concluded, any liberty upon the earth and among human beings 
outside of state organization because  

Mankind does not begin with liberty. Mankind acquires liberty through 
civilization. Liberty is as truly a creation of the state as is government; and the 
higher the people of the state rise in civilization, the more will the state expand 
the domain of private rights, and through them accomplish the more spiritual as 
well as the more material ends of civilization; until, at last, law and liberty will 
be seen to be harmonious, both in principle and practice.  861

 Accordingly, the political ends of the state could be only achieved in a strict 
historical order: from the organization of government and liberty to granting the highest 
possible freedom to the individual, to the recognition and development of national genius 
of the different states, to the establishment of a world’s civilization.  Burgess deemed this 862

sequence appropriate for every sphere of human life, for every product of human history: 
from private to international public law, from the law between nations to the law of 
nations, from national exclusiveness to universal intercourse. “Take these ends in their 
historical order,” he taught, “and pursue them with the natural means, and mankind will 
attain them all, each in its proper time.” From this point, in 1896, Burgess commented on 

 Burgess, Political Science, 1:85.861

 As Bernard E. Brown accurately observed, it followed from Burgess’s theory that men must try to 862

understand the workings of this great force and harmonize their activities with it, so as to assist its more 
perfect realizaton, — this very qualification made historian and political scholar extremely important. See 
Brown, American Conservatives, 113–120.
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the “constitutional revolution” in Norway: this country had already acquired territorial and 
ethnical unity, it constituted a nation, and could from that proceed with instituting self-
government. Yet Burgess cautioned that if Norway would insist on acquiring independence 
in this point of its development, it would, “most probably, lose all.” This order was the law 
of historical development, and it could not be reversed without collapsing in dissolution 
and turmoil: no liberty before government, and no world-state before the national state, 
“in the manner and sequence which both nature and history prescribe.”  863

 Compliance with the inexorable law of historical development was, for Burgess, the 
virtue of the American commonwealth. Every movement in a country’s history was a 
distinct step toward the advancement of a great ideal — the perfection of the Aryan genius 
for political civilization. If interpreted from the point of view of institutional building, 
Aryan politics consisted of the development of national democratic states. Burgess 
maintained that no other peoples or populations “have ever given the slightest evidence of 
the ability to create democratic states” and it was only the Aryans who moved towards the 
realization of genuine democracy and the impartation of its example to the world. Burgess 
named two pillars of the ideal of the American Commonwealth, which were Aryan 
nationality and national sovereignty, and two principal elements of its construction, which 
were individual liberty and self-government. Individual liberty consisted of government 
necessities, the welfare of the community, and was defined and guaranteed by the 
constitution and interpreted and protected by the courts. It was the most significant 
product of American Aryanism.  864

 Turning back to Burgess’ early idea that the judgments made by political scholars 
were dependent upon the objective historical conditions of their life, it is worth once again 
considering what he meant by the American science of politics. He conceded that there was 
no nationality in mathematics or philology, but regarding political science, political 
economy, public and constitutional law, the advancements made in these disciplines 
corresponded with the stages of the state’s development. This quality of political 
knowledge made American political science superior to political sciences developed by 
other nations. America itself represented “the most momentous product of modern 
political science” because the American commonwealth had reached the highest stage of 
perfection compared to any other; because the distinction between state and government 
was made most evident in American political life; because the American governmental 

 John W. Burgess, “The Recent Constitutional Crisis in Norway,” Political Science Quarterly 1, no. 2 (June 863

1886), 293.
 John W. Burgess, “The Ideal of the American Commonwealth,” Political Science Quarterly 10, no. 3 864

(September 1895), 408. Burgess acknowledged that he was “not of those who think that the United States 
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system best secured personal liberty and granted more powers to the institutional self-
government than any other system; because of American federalism, its complete 
emancipation from the principle of hereditary right in the holding of office or mandate, its 
complete separation, therefore, of public powers from the property, its constitutional 
independence and coordination of the departments. Thus, the American political science 
was destined to be the most advanced.  865

 By the turn of the century, Burgess became so assured in the superiority of 
American political knowledge that he deemed it necessary to safeguard it from the 
corrupting European influences. Burgess was alarmed by the massive immigration of non-
Teutonic elements, which infiltrated American political institutions, and by the spread of 
socialistic teaching in German universities, which American migrant students brought to 
American institutions of learning.  Members of this rising generation of German-trained 866

scholars were destined to occupy professorships in America and “make a propaganda of 
these foreign notions as to the paternal character of government.” These new professionals 
were filled with European political culture and were much better accustomed to the 
conditions of Europe than those of America. Therefore, they could not benefit from the 
advanced condition of their motherland.  In 1904, Burgess acknowledged that “the 867

higher education in the United States is now in the hands of men who have been educated 
in the German universities, who read and speak the German language, who know the 
German literature and science, and who entertain a strong affection for the land and 
people where and among whom they developed their ideals of life and culture.”  868

 In Burgess’ understanding, political science was a body of principles “derived from 
the genius and historical development of the people subject to the given political system.” 
It presumed that axioms and customs in the given political system constituted the 
substance of its political science. At the close of the nineteenth century, political science as 
perfected in the United States, systematized by Burgess and taught at Columbia, comprised 
the following doctrines: the doctrine of individual immunity against governmental power; 
the system of individual liberty that was not based on the benevolence of government, but 
on fundamental immunities against governmental power; the doctrine of local self-

 Burgess argued, that the American commonwealth was “already based upon ideal principles and has 865

advanced many stages in an ideal development;” it only had to be freed “from some crudities and 
excrescences, and to pursue steadily the general course towards which its history points, in order to reach the 
perfection of its ideal.” See Burgess, “The Ideal of the American Commonwealth,” 416.

 Burgess campaigned for restricted immigration: In speaking at Berlin in front of the German Emperor, he 866

declared that the US must preserve their “Aryan nationality in the state,” and admit to its membership “only 
such non-Aryan race-elements as shall have become Aryanized in spirit and in genius by contact with it.” 
With regards to the Slavs, Czechs, Hungarians, and South Italians, Burgess said that “Uncle Sam does not 
want such rabble for citizens.” See John W. Burgess, “Uncle Sam,” Jahrbuch für Amerikastudien Bd. 8 
(1963), 253.

 Burgess, “The Ideal of the American Commonwealth,” 411.867

 Burgess, “Germany, Great Britain and the United States,” 10.868
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government;  that all governmental mandates and offices were a public trust;  and that 869 870

the proper boundaries of a sovereign state were those prescribed by physical geography, 
economic unity, and ethnical solidarity.  871

 Burgess’ historical explorations focused mainly on American constitutional history, 
that is, on studying American political genius in its “objectified” forms. He analyzed 
American constitutional history between 1817 and 1876 in a dedicated four-volume study 
he contributed to Scribner’s “Epochs of American History” series:  The Middle Period, 
1817–1858 (1897), The Civil War and the Constitution, 1859–1865 (1901); Reconstruction 
and the Constitution 1866–1876 (1902).  A Southerner by descent and a Northerner by 872

choice, Burgess believed that the time was ripe for a Northerner to present a scientific 
appreciation of events because “the victorious party can be and will be more liberal, 
generous, and sympathetic that the vanished; and because the Northerner view is, in the 
main, the correct view <…> Any interpretation of this period of American history which 
does not demonstrate to the South its error will be worthless, simply because it will not be 
true.”  He went through the mass of Congressional debates, executive orders, diplomatic 873

correspondence, and military reports aiming to detect the purposes of an irresistible 
historical force, of “the unseen but almighty power which conducts the development of 
man towards his ultimate destiny.”  For him, history was the process of the state 874

becoming objective. Burgess emphasized that he made it an inevitable rule for his studies 
to use no secondary material, that is, no material in which “original matter” was mingled 
with “somebody’s interpretation of its meaning.” This strategy, he believed, assured his 

 According to Burgess, this doctrine involved the principle that the sovereign power back of both general 869

and local government was the same power which authorized and delimited all government over against 
individual liberty, and did so on the basis of the requirement that the local government “shall have the 
maximum of powers which it is capable of exercising” and “it shall be the recipient of the residuary powers, 
that is, of such governmental powers as may be assigned or recognized by the sovereign power back of all 
government, but not specifically assigned to either the general or the local government.” See 
John W. Burgess, Recent Changes, 6.

 Burgess found in Constitutional provisions “indubitable evidence of great popular self-control.” See 870

John W. Burgess, “The Law of the Electoral Count,” Political Science Quarterly 3, no. 4. (December 1888), 
634.

 See Burgess, Recent Changes, 1–14. However, at the same time Burgess claimed that “the slinging of 871

slogan and the hurling of epithet” must not presume to discredit free inquiry; he even recognized that an 
“exaggerated patriotism” may be fatal to the attainment “of truth in polity and law.” See John W. Burgess, 
The Sanctity of Law, Wherein Does it Consist? (Boston: Ginn & Co., 1927), v-vi.

 Another Burgess’s massive historical study was The Reconciliation of Government with Liberty, (New 872

York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1915), a massive volume he published after the retirement. Don to the present 
moment, Burgess claimed, the millennial equilibrium between government and liberty has not been attained, 
and the mankind “still is, in danger of diverging from the true path which leads to it, towards despotism on 
the one side or anarchy on the other.” In a book, Burgess presented his “exacting” study of the historical 
development of the state in Asia, Africa, Europe, and America, ancient and modern, so that to furnish a 
proper reconciliation.

 John W. Burgess, The Middle Period, 1817–1858 (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1901), x–xi.873

 John W. Burgess, The Civil War and the Constitution (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1901), 100; 874

Burgess, The Sanctity of Law, 6.
 278



readers that in case the facts in a final narration were twisted by prejudices and 
preconceptions, “they have suffered only one twist.”  875

 Burgess saw himself as a political scholar who, armed with historical instruments 
and systematic theory, combated his fellow citizens’ political prejudices. After “the 
scientific method of the acquisition of truth has already conquered the domains of 
mathematics and physics,” Americans confronted the same development in politics and 
law. It had been fumbling “first in darkness, then in twilight, and then in the dawn; and 
now the light of the morning is beating upon it.”  As one interpreter suggested, For 876

Burgess’ generation of historians, Hegelianism seemed to explain the turmoil of the Civil 
War through which they had lived. Hegel’s philosophy was full of meaning for Americans 
“who wished to arise out of the conflict between particular interests in the Civil War, a 
greater than before Whole.” In their appraisal of the Civil War, Hegelian historians treated 
the particularistic conflict as another episode in the long standing impulse towards 
universal human progress. Through this lens, the war appeared a “historical necessity,” 
while secession hastened the plan of universal history.  877

 For Burgess, changes in the form of government were adequately studied through 
the optics of public law, while changes in the form of the state suggested a subject for 
political science because, at this point, historical forces prevailed above juristic thinking. 
Constitutions were revolutionary, not juristic products, and therefore Burgess studied 
constitutional formation (the American Constitution in particular) historically, not 
juristically. For the same reason, he rejected the juristic approach to the constitution of 
Imperial Germany: “national consciousness had spread out over and into broader areas of 
society, and was bound to reflect itself in political unity as an impulse objectifying or 
realizing the idea.” Thus, the history of the German constitution, like that of the American, 
was considered a problem in terms of the correspondence of the forms of state with the 
conditions of the people.  878

 In all of his writings in constitutional history, Burgess relentlessly crusaded against 
the time-honored dogma that the American political system was an indestructible union of 
immutable states. The fundamental argument of his opponents’ reasoning came from the 

 Burgess, The Middle Period, viii–ix; as Burgess later formulated the intention of his historical writings, 875

they were about to oppose “American history as written by Puritan clergymen and fanatical abolitionists,” in 
Burgess, Reminiscences, 290. For the discussion of his historical writings see Shepherd W. McKinley, “John 
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American Civil War. See James A. Good, “A ‘World-Historical Idea’: The St. Louis Hegelians and the Civil 
War,” Journal of American Studies 34, no. 3 (December 2000).
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viewpoint that the constitution reserved states’ rights and set no period for the Union’s 
existence. Burgess, in turn, attempted to show that the perpetuity of the Union was 
dependent upon certain geographical and ethnic conditions and that the indestructibility 
and immutability of the state was an unwarranted abstraction. Burgess based his 
reasoning upon his systematic theory when claiming that the “political system cannot be 
perpetuated simply through the guaranty contained in its written constitution.” The 
principle of the perpetuity of any political union for him was hidden in the womb of 
geography and ethnography. A population speaking a common language and sharing 
common ideas of rights and wrongs constituted a nation, the only natural basis of the true 
and permanent political establishment. The constitution for Burgess was not the creator of 
political relations but merely an attempt to express and legitimize them. Following the 
spirit of “independent research in politics”  and looking at all facts and tendencies in 879

American constitutional and legal history, Burgess believed that the quoted doctrine was a 
mere abstraction, “an exaggerated Platonism” of the American political philosophy, and 
attempt “to substitute ideas for things, instead of seeking to find ideas in things.”  880

Now we do not live under any other heavens, nor are we directed by any other 
providence or nature; and the question of the perpetuity of our Union is the 
question as to the natural unity of our territory, and the homogeneity of our 
people. Is our population substantially one in language and in the fundamental 
ideas of rights and wrongs? and is our territory substantially a geographic 
unity? The answer to these inquiries is neither easy nor certain.  881

The institutional history of politics 
 If there was a distinct leitmotif running throughout Adams’ writings which 
integrated his varying research interests in the 1880–90s, it was the topic Francis Lieber 
called “institutional self-government” or “institutionalized liberty.” For Lieber, self-
government was the highest stage in the development of the human race that appeared 
objectively realized as popular government executed the nation’s will through numerous 
institutions and laws. It was, as he believed, the only way to “practice” liberty, for there was 
no right beside the state, as there was no liberty if not guaranteed by law. Lieber 
distinguished what he termed Gallican and Anglican liberties and argued that the Anglican 
tribe enjoyed the most significant amount of liberty among civilized nations because its 
institutions had generated the only extensive, consistent, and enduring system to sustain 
self-government. Lieber believed that the Anglo-Saxons became accustomed to practicing 
liberty in the course of historical development, so he cautioned theorists who declared that 
some nations were fitter for liberty than others. Although he maintained that to study 
liberty, unfree nations must go to America and England, it was not because of the organic 
propensity of the Anglo-Saxon tribe but merely because history allowed this tribe to better 
institute the laws and usages of self-rule. Lieber was far more liberal than nationalist in 
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this aspect of his speculations and always insisted that humans were “far more uniform 
than different.”  882

 However, in Lieber’s theory, institutional self-government was  stricto sensu a 
historical and legal matter. Adams interpreted this in modern evolutionary terms — what 
was Anglican liberty in Lieber transformed into the Teuton genius in Adams.  Although 883

the concept of a distinct “Teutonic spirit” was not unknown to Lieber, he attributed to it a 
relatively narrow meaning, that is, the recognition of personal independence. On its own, 
the Teutonic spirit could not withstand the development of modern liberty. Lieber 
maintained that the Teuton spirit could only contribute to the development of Anglican 
self-government when combined with the Christian ideal of individual rights and duties. 
Furthermore, Lieber denied that Teutonic, or Germanic liberty, and Anglican liberty were 
genealogically related. Anglican liberty had “developed itself independent upon all other 
Teutonic nations” and had evolved continuously, while all other Teutonic nations had lost 
their liberty. From this original liberty, the Germans, supposedly the most Germanic of the 
Germanic tribes, had nothing left in the nineteenth century except recent attempts to 
engraft principles or guarantees of liberty as copied from France. Lieber deemed it only 
necessary to state that “so called Germanic liberty” was that “what is called Anglican liberty 
is, as was said before, a body of guarantees which, as an entire system, has been elaborated 
by the Anglican tribe, and is peculiar to this tribe, unless imitated by others.”  884

 The Teutonic hypothesis, the only philosophy of history professed by the members 
of the Johns Hopkins Seminary, was a modern twist on the earlier conception of 
“Teutonic” liberty and stated that the modern popular government was the product of the 
Teutonic racial genius. As a seminary supervisor, Adams assumed the responsibility to 
frame the general principles of its work. First, he asserted that the exact institutional forms 
taken by the Teutonic genius were the results of a complex evolution stretching back across 
centuries to the folk-assemblies of Anglo-Saxon England and their remote exemplars 
among the primitive Germanic tribes. Second, the American institutions were “truly 
reproduction of Old English types” just as they were the reproductions of the village 
community system of the ancient Germans (as Edward A. Freeman put it elsewhere, 
“America stands to England very much as England stands to Germany” ). Third, this 885

purely speculative hypothesis in Adams’ life work became intimately related with his 
essentially utilitarian perspective and even dramatized it. Fourth, the instruction provided 
by the department of history and political science at Johns Hopkins, Adams stated, 
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endeavored to show “the relation of the past to the present.”  This was not a mere 886

educational motto, but a theoretical position based upon the School’s interpretations the 
logic of historical-political continuum. 
 In this revised form, as Raymond Cunningham observed, the Teutonic hypothesis 
comported well with mugwump convictions of Adams’ reformist-minded academic milieu. 
It provided a plausible historical confirmation that political leadership rightly belonged to 
the northern European stock (especially Anglo-American) and reminded academics of 
their responsibilities as the conservators of a great tradition. As Marvin E. Gettleman 
accurately summarized in his unpublished paper dedicated to the history of the Johns 
Hopkins Seminary “if Saxon ancestors bequeathed the impulse of self-government, then 
the task of the descendants was clearly charted: exercise of scientific acumen to remove the 
dross in contemporary political life, and to restore public life to a modernized version of 
the purity it once exhibited in the Saxon forest enclaves of yore.”  Once historical 887

development became equal to historical evolution, evolutionary optimism infiltrated 
historians’ popular writings. 
 The paper “The Germanic Origin of New England Towns,” which Adams presented 
at the meeting of the Harvard Historical Society in 1881, was the closest that he got to the 
long-cherished ideal of an “original” research contribution. In his study, Adams inquired 
into the origin and outgrowth of institutional liberty in communal life within the colonies. 
Through the study of original material, he sought the germs of American state and national 
life. Most modern authors, he reasoned, focused too narrowly on the study of local history 
and tended to assume that new England towns were either the offspring of Puritan virtue 
and the Congregationalist church, or that they were the product of America’s “rocky soil, 
which is supposed to produce free institutions spontaneously, as it does the arbutus and 
the oak, or fair women and brave men.”  However, the science of biology, Adams 888

remarked, no longer favored the spontaneous generation, and it was a historian’s duty to 
find a proper seed for political organic life that surrounded him. “History should not be 
content with describing effects when it can explain causes,” and therefore, instead of 
expounding the legal conditions of historical institutions, Adams plunged into the study of 
their genesis. 
 The elementary units of Adams’s research were civic communities or towns because 
they were “the primordial cells of the body politic <…> organic tissues, without which the 
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colonial body would have been but a lifeless mass.”  Adams found that town institutions 889

of liberty were propagated in New England by old English and Germanic ideas brought 
over by Pilgrims and Puritans. Furthermore, he discovered that the town and village life of 
New England was the reproduction of Old English types of communal life, as they were 
remote ancestors of the community system that thrived among the ancient Germans. Since 
this line of succession had been properly established, Adams believed that investigators of 
American institutional history should naturally turn to the study of their mother country, 
as the English historians should turn “toward their older home beyond the German 
Ocean.”  890

 As Adams poetically put it, New England’s local institutions were like the tree 
Yggdrasil of Scandinavian mythology, for the principle of local self-government they took 
hold of things past, and upheld the future in its spreading branches. English historians, 
whom Adams greatly admired, acknowledged their nation’s older fatherland. In this 
respect, such authors as Freeman and Stubbs followed Montesquieu, who had long ago 
declared that the origin of the English constitution was found in the “forests of Germany.” 
Mainly building upon Tacitus’s  Germania, which became the nineteenth-century 
bestseller, British historians believed that the customs and manners of the Teutons were 
the only soil in which the tree of English liberty rooted itself.  In a similar vein, what 891

Adams attempted to prove was that America became “the younger Germany and the newer 
England beyond the Atlantic” and he intended to prove this through the study of New 
England’s institutional history.  892

 The principal features of the ancient village system, as described by Tacitus, 
survived in Schwarzwald, where small communities embraced the practice of Teutonic 
institutional liberty. Therefore, Adams claimed, his  Germania  could still serve as a 
guidebook for the modern explorer of institutional “germs.” Being such an explorer 
himself, Adams reported that the Teuton villages in both England and Germany shared 
constitutive features, which survived the agricultural community of the Middle Ages. The 
Saxons, Adams continued, transferred the village community system and their principal 
agrarian customs from ancient Germany to the eastern part of England. People in both 
Germany and England preferred to settle apart in farms or  Hofs thus forming large, 
dispersed village communities or Dorfs (same were later founded in New England in the 
form of farming towns; hence, town names in Germany ended with -heim and in England 
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with -ham, both meaning home). In both Germany and England, the distinction between 
the hamlet and the village was one of degree rather than one of a kind — what 
was Hof became the Dorf through the natural process of development, and therefore it was 
impossible to determine where the hamlet ended, and the village began. Among other 
shared constitutive features, Adams named the old system of cooperative husbandry, 
which was the system of common fields, and other Ancient German customs, such as land 
holdings which earlier were characteristic of primitive forest villages described by Tacitus.  
 From there, Adams proceeded with examining how the communal idea instituted in 
Teutonic villages and some of the old Teutonic practices in the matter of a land-holding 
were transferred across another sea that was much broader than the German ocean, and 
took root in the eastern parts of New England. As he reasoned: 

States are not founded upon shipboard, though the vessel be as staunch as the 
Mayflower, and constitutions cannot be framed upon paper, though it be the 
Pilgrims’ compact. A band of Saxon pirates tossing upon the waves of the North 
Sea and preparing to descend upon the coasts of Britain could not constitute a 
State, in passage, however excellent their discipline, however faithful their 
allegiance to the authority of Hengist and Horsa. But those Saxon pirates bore 
with them a knowledge of self-government <…> derived originally from the 
forests of Germany and transplanted across the sea. What is thus maintained 
and acknowledged concerning our Saxon forefathers, may likewise be urged 
concerning the Pilgrim fathers. They were merely one branch of the great 
Teutonic race, a single offshoot from the tree of liberty which takes deep hold 
upon all the past.  893

 Adams took a particular interest in the history of agriculture because he believed 
that the institutes that guaranteed permanence and continuity of civil societies were based 
upon the soil and “material interests connected with it.” Generations came and passed 
away, and nothing but the abiding relation to some fixed territory kept civil societies 
together. This exact configuration — enduring civil society as related to the soil — 
constituted, according to Adams, the state in the truest sense of the term. Governments 
could exist upon shipboards or among wandering tribes, but “no state or body politic can 
possibly endure unless it be grounded upon territorial interests of a stable and lasting 
character.” Adams named only two axioms of political science: no state without a people 
and no state without land.  For this reason, he maintained that Teuton and Saxon tribes 894

founded institutionally durable states no matter how fluid their governments were. 
 Through the examination of the Town of Plymouth, Massachusetts, which was the 
first commonwealth founded by pilgrims, Adams endeavored to study the historical 
connection between successive institutional forms of Teutonic liberty. Recognizing the 
preeminent importance of peoples’ relation to the land, Adams measured their kinship by 
the affinity of agricultural laws. The principal indication of the historical connection 
between the village communities of New England and those of the Old World was found in 
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the organization of settlements and land usage. Plymouth Colony was not settled upon 
through the principle of squatter sovereignty, which held every man responsible for 
himself only, but stood upon the communal principles of the strictest character. Just as his 
mentors among British and German historians discovered the vestiges of the old Germanic 
system of common fields in every ancient town of Old England, Adams excavated and 
carefully exhibited the juristic fossils from New England communes. (One of his favorite 
artifacts was two hundred acres of Commons known as Town Lands in the Town of 
Plymouth, “largely forest, where villagers sometimes help themselves fuel in good old 
Teutonic fashion” ). 895

 What principle endured in the discovered forms of land tenure? As Adams 
concluded, it was the community’s sovereignty over its individual or associate members. 
Despite inheriting definite rights in the common land, shareholders were subject to the 
majority’s will, and communal sovereignty over lands permeated even where individual 
rights appeared absolute.  Where this principle manifested itself, be it the folk-land or a 896

ville, parish, township, state, or nation, they were after all very much the same, for the 
communal interest instituted in the various forms stemmed from a common Saxon source. 
Students of local institutional history discovered that traces of the old agrarian communal 
system were cropping out in many different States of the Union. Concerning the nature of 
the Union, the crux of American political thought, Adams reasoned that it was based upon 
nothing else than a permanent and necessary institution founded 

upon the idea of territorial commonwealth, with self governing States gradually 
organized out of the Common Land of the nation, as New England Towns were 
organized out of village folk-land. Wherever in this common Saxon land the 
student may care to institute researches into the beginnings of civic life, there he 
will find, if he digs deeply enough, the old Saxon principle of land community 
uniting men together upon a common basis and around a common centre.  897

 Adams continued his exploration of American institutional liberty and self-
government in the paper “Norman Constables in America” read before the New England 
Historic Genealogical Society on February 1, 1882. Early in the 1880s, in the library of 
Massachusetts Historical Society, Adams came across the imprint of William 
Lambarde’s Perambulation of Kent, the first English county history, and his work on The 
Duties of Constables, both originally written in the late sixteenth century and brought to 
Boston by Hon. Robert C. Winthrop, who served as the first governor of Massachusetts. 
Through his son, John Winthrop, the influence of William Lambarde crept into the early 
legislation of Massachusetts.  Perambulation of Kent, the “treatise which describes the 
freest of English counties or the customs of Kent, whence the freehold land tenure of 
almost every English colony in America was derived,” and an essay on constables, “which 
describes the parish institutions of the mother country at the time when Puritans came 
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over” represented the most advanced English knowledge on the origin of municipal 
institutions attainable in New England. 
 Through the brief overview of historical and political developments in England and 
Germany throughout three centuries, Adams established that English institutional history 
was transmitted to America through Lambarde’s works. It was “the purpose of the little 
company of graduate students at the Johns Hopkins University” to pursue the advanced 
study of local institutions to uncover the exact pattern of this transmission throughout the 
US.  In Adams’ seminary design, students from various parts of the country investigated 898

their respective states and particular institutions. In 1882, students represented Maryland, 
Virginia, the Carolinas, Kentucky, Delaware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New York. 
One student entered the field of Ohio, others studied Michigan and the Northwest, and one 
student from Canada investigated the Anglo-French institutions of his Province. The object 
of Adams’ paper was to trace the origin and the development of the constabulary office, for 
he presumed that the Perry Constable was the connecting link between New England 
Towns and Old English Parishes. 
 To establish this link, Adams heavily relied on Lambarde, who was at once a 
historiographical authority and a source of juristic practice. He also relied on the resources 
of modern historical science, including the Statutes of the Realm and the English Colonies, 
together with certain unpublished manuscripts (also discovered by Adams) that were 
brought over to New England by Jonas Humphrey, who was the constable in England and 
settled in the parish-town of Massachusetts during the Puritan migration.  Adams 899

argued that the word constable was common to all Roman languages because initially, the 
constabulary office belonged to the nexus of court institutions, common to both Aryan and 
Semitic monarchies. Adams scrupulously drew numerous parallels between Teuton, 
Saxon, and Norman institutions to prove that the countries they established were self-
governed and that the local institutions of England developed from military germs 
implanted in the village community system of immemorial antiquity. He attempted to 
prove that the local Saxon settlements were, in fact, the permanent encampment of a 
Teutonic host, by Hundreds and Tithings, or by companies and squads, 

under the command of Hundredmen and Tithingmen, who mustered their 
respective quotas from local precincts, and who, in the midst of agrarian 
pursuits, served as watchful sentinels, ever ready to arose a peaceful population 
to arms. <…> When the war or expedition was over, it remained the duty of 

 As one of seminary students wrote: “The centralizing tendencies of the present time are so strong, that the 898
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Hundredmen and Tithingmen, as local watchmen and police magistrates, to keep 
the peace. Hence arose the civil functions of officers once purely military.  900

 Adams discovered the germs of modern police in the Saxon system of “watch and 
ward” and the germs of New England town meetings and General courts in the Tithing and 
the Hundred courts. These institutions, he claimed, “together with Petty Constables and 
Justices of the Peace, were all the outgrowth of military beginnings.”  The mailed leader 901

of the Hundred became the rustic peace officer, while the ancient Tithingman became the 
Parish Constable, who was a keeper of village peace and the town armor. Adams did not 
doubt the substantial identity of the Saxon Tithingman and Norman Petty Constable 
institutions. Despite various names and confusing insignificant differences in customs, the 
institution remained essentially the same: Tithingman and Constable were the selectmen 
of their neighborhoods, they regulated the peace-pledge of the little community, and 
remained the chief men in communities. Furthermore, having a constable has always been 
a necessary incident of parish or  ville, while the term  ville  was merely the Norman 
equivalent of the Saxon “town,” both having the same meaning in common law. 
 After revealing the true nature of the constabulary office, Adams argued that its 
principle was scaled up to constitute the entire state, just as Adams had argued in relation 
to the institutional history of agrarian communes proposed earlier. Adams demonstrated 
that an original Tithing of England inhabitants took up more and more wasteland as 
circumstances required, and, with an increased population, colonial hamlets sprang up, 
electing their own Tithingmen. The new hamlets became independent or remained more 
or less united under the comprehensive name of some leading tithing, town, parish, or 
manor, like the villes or parishes composing a New England town. Thus, Adams concluded 
that New England towns’ origin were closely connected with military and constabulary 
institutions — “it should not be ignored that the first landing in New England was not that 
of missionaries or defenseless exiles upon Plymouth Rock, but of armed men exploring 
Cape Cod.”  902

 Adams identified the historical inception of New England with the founding of 
Plymouth by the democratic principle of “most voices,” when the colonists voted to settle 
on the seaward slope of Fort Hill. This symbolized “the town-idea of our forefathers,” that 
is, a self-guarded village community that kept watch and ward and maintained peace 
within its borders.  With this first vote cast, the first institution of New England was 903

established. This institution bore a military character and appeared on the shore before 
any regular church or town meeting — it was “the court of guard.” The townsmen gathered 
once again to elect Miles Standish for a Captain, a military officer who commanded the 
civil institutions. After reviewing his actual deeds, Adams concluded that Captain Standish 

 In the appendum “Hog-Reeves and Hog-Constables” Adams clarified: “in fact the invading Saxons 900
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was not a mere Petty Constable, nor was he a simple local militia captain. Captain Standish 
also possessed the authority to command public affairs: 

Let us call Miles Standish the first martial representative in New England, as 
Miles of Gloucester was the first representative in Old England, of the iron hand 
of sovereign constabulary power, whence the “lower constableship was drawn 
and fetched, — as it were, a very finger of that hand.”  904

 Adams found the link between New England and Old England by an iron chain of 
martial laws and martial institutions, with Captain Standish and the Town Constables 
being links in the chain connecting the beginning of New England towns with Old England 
parishes. He discovered that the Pilgrims entered New England in coats of mail, armed 
with the Town idea and the common law. Adams approvingly quoted famous Bostonian 
orator Rufus Choate, who said, “there already — in the Mayflower’s cabin — was 
representative government. There already was legalized and organized town, that seminary 
and central point and exemplification of elementary democracy.”  Another connecting 905

link between the Parish institutions of Old and New England was the institute of “ward,” 
derived from historical Hundreds. The Old English parishes were synonymous with vills or 
townships, and wards were their precincts. The parish ward was simply a constable’s beat 
or district. The very term “ward” Adams derived from the Saxon weard or guard, closely 
connected with the ancient system of watch and ward, “from which our modern police 
system has evolved.”  906

 To put it short, Adams, with his meticulous exploration of sources, tried to prove 
that such local institutions like the town cage, the parish stocks, the whipping post, and a 
constable to superintend whippings, could not be satisfactorily explained as indigenous to 
New England. This is because they were the common inheritance of all English colonies of 
America and stemmed from the common Saxon source. By comparing an enormously long 
list of constabulary duties in New England taken from colonial records with the 
manuscript warrants of constabulary duties issued in Old England, Adams proved that 
English institutions were reproduced in early America in great detail. Although many of 
them vanished over time, constables in their civil and military capacity represented an 
illuminating case of historical survival. 

Every item of constabulary duty is an assertion of a fundamental principle in 
civil society, the sovereignty of the community, of the salus republica, over the 
individual. The Constable represents the organized force of the State or 
Commonwealth. The entire strength of the People, the whole weight of Common 
Law, the accumulated force of civic experience and institutional history, may be 
brought to bear in the restraint of violence and in the keeping of public peace by 
constabulary power. <…> The Constable may be a quit, unobtrusive man, but he 

 Adams even found “something old English” about Captain Standish’s manner to bring the heads of 904
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 Rufus Choate. “The Age of the Pilgrims: The Heroic Period of Our History,” in The Works of Rufus Choate 905

with a Memoir of His Life, ed. by Samuel Gilman Brown (Boston: Little, Brown, & Company, 1862), 1:385.
 Adams, Norman Constables in America, 23.906

 288



still represents the majesty of Law. There is latent power in the constabulary 
office, as in all our homely local institutions.  907

 Adams never wrote anything more extensive than these two papers. However, 
notwithstanding the apparent narrowness of the topic and a cursory manner of 
exploration, both papers arrived just at the right time to frame the character of Johns 
Hopkins historical-political scholarship by providing a blueprint for future university 
studies. In 1883, negotiations about the Seminary’s monograph series were underway, and 
a decision was taken to accept four of Adams’s papers into the first volume. The two papers 
discussed above were complemented with studies on Saxon Tithing-men in America  (a 
paper read before the American Antiquarian Society in October 1881)  and on the Village 908

Communities of Cape Anne and Salem.  Despite Adams’ impressive debut, he 909

contributed only with monographs of educational or methodological character for the 
subsequent volumes of Studies, while his early publications transformed into the hallmark 
research schemata of Studies. 
 To appreciate how standardized, not to say mechanical, the study of institutional 
history became under Adams’ supervision, it is instructive to consider the publications that 
appeared in the opening series of  Studies. The monographs from the first series were 
published throughout the academic year of 1882–83 under the common title “Local 
Institutions.” Among eleven monographs published (the twelfth publication was an 
introductory essay written by Edward A. Freeman), four were authored by Adams, and five 
were prepared by his disciples and comprised genealogies of local governments in five 
different states (Illinois, Pennsylvania, Michigan, and the Northwest, Maryland, and South 
Carolina). Only one monograph was produced by a man who did not belong to the 
Seminary group, although his study followed the exact unofficial blueprint set forth by 
Adams. This was Alexander Johnston, a Princeton Professor of History and Political 
Economy, who wrote on the “Genesis of a New England State Connecticut.”  910

 Adams, Norman Constables in America, 30, 33.907
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 The entire publishing project opened with the programmatic essay of the 
Seminary’s patron saint, Edward A. Freeman, who was so impressed during his brief visit 
to Baltimore that he was kind enough to join Adams’ enterprise. In a dedicated 
introductory essay, Freeman attempted to establish principles for the writing of American 
institutional history. Rather than dwelling for too long on his nebulous contemplations of 
humanity’s fate, let us proceed to the very methodological essence of his argument. This 
argument later found its embodiment in numerous studies produced by Baltimore 
researchers. Freeman asserted that American institutions, which have been handed down 
from the foundation of the colonies such as institutions of Massachusetts or Maryland, 
belonged to the general branch of the institutions of English people “as those are again 
part of the general institutions of Teutonic race, and those are again part of the general 
institutions of the whole Aryan family.”  The historian’s ultimate duty of historical study 911

was to establish the civilizational kinship between various peoples necessary to understand 
the progress of humanity. This was, to speak in political terms, the process of the Teutonic 
racial genius’ unfolding in objective forms. At this point, the motto “History is past politics, 
and politics present history” became a methodological maxim, which linked historical and 
political research through the comparative study of institutions. As Freeman mentored in 
his introduction,  

if you can bring the Massachusetts custom and the Athenian custom in some kind 
of relation towards one another — if you can show that, among much unlikeness 
in detail, the likeness of a general leading idea runs through both — if you can 
show that the likeness is not the work of mere chance but that it can be explained 
by common derivation from a common source — if again you can show that the 
points of unlikeness are not mere chance either, but that they can be explained by 
differences in time, place, and circumstance — if you can do all this, you have 
indeed done something for the scientific study of Comparative politics.  912

 Five other monographs that appeared in the series followed Freeman’s maxim just 
as interpreted in Adams’s research — that is, they were peppered with Darwinian 
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metaphors.  Albert Shaw, a future editor of progressivist Review of Reviews, who in 1883 913

was a second-year graduate student, wrote a monograph on the local government in 
Illinois. His central argument proceeded from the assumption that the Illinois township 
system, which provided the basis for the existing local government, was neither novel nor 
experimental. He argued that local political institutions were “transplanted scions from 
older growths of Anglo-Saxon communal life” that had taken root in the Midwestern soil 
and “easily adapted themselves to the modifying influences of the new environment.”  914

Proceeding from these assumptions, Shaw examined how two diverse transplanted 
systems — the one that thrived in New England and the one grounded in Virginia — met to 
strive for supremacy in the state under consideration. 
 Shaw’s fellow graduate and Canadian social scientist Elgin Ralston Lovell Gould 
contributed with a monograph on the local self-government in Pennsylvania. Gould 
accused modern students of politics who were ignorant towards the fact that the nation by 
nature was a “highly composite organism of which the state, the county, and the township, 
are subordinate, but very essential members.” Before proceeding with a minute description 
of Pennsylvanian self-government structures, he considered the nature of institutional 
development. He established that institutions were not “the creations of a single mind nor 
the products of a separate age” but represented a continuous evolutionary process. Gould 
argued that institutions were the grand units of history that progressed concurrently with 
civilizational development of the human race. Therefore, to comprehend the present 
political character of institutional liberty, it was necessary to diligently study the varying 
stages of the development of the most elementary institutions, that is, of parishes and 
townships.  915

 Two more of Adams’ disciples pondered over their respective studies pretty much in 
the same manner. Edward Webster Bemis, a third-year graduate, called for the closer 
study of minor municipal institutions instead of “the old method of writing history,” which 
consisted in narrating “the exploits of kings and their armies,” just as the old study of 
politics was confined “to the doings of Reichstag, Parliament, Congress, State Legislatures 
and Common Councils.” He lamented that, except for several brief articles and Francis A. 
Walker’s Statistical Atlas (1874), scarcely anything on the subject of local government had 
been written in America. But what was meant by the local government, and why was its 
study so important? By the local government, Bemis meant “all agencies by which matters 
purely local in character, are taken from federal or State jurisdiction and placed in the 
hands of the local authorities.” 
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 Consequently, county legislation and county powers, in so far as they were related to 
subjects of exclusive county interest, were just as much parts of local self-government as 
the government of a town, village, or city. Moreover, since there was an increasing 
tendency “to transfer power from the State to the county,” no better means could be found 
to create an interest in and an appreciation of republican institutions than through their 
study for the sake of further political education.  It was also the object of Alexander 916

Johnston’s study, “The Genesis of a New England State Connecticut,” published in the 
same series to demonstrate how an omnipotent state was born by the natural accretion of 
townships and their sovereign will, which was not established by the decree. How this state 
“formed its own government, made its own laws, engaged in its own alliances, fought its 
own wars, and built up its own body, without the will of King, Kaiser, or Congress, and 
which, even at the last, only made use of the royal authority to complete the symmetry of 
the boundaries it had fairly won for itself.”  917

 An interest that Baltimore seminarists exhibited in the municipal political and local 
government was by no means purely scholastic. On the contrary — Johns Hopkins 
graduate students, lecturers and assistants, professors, and even the university president 
— all were involved in municipal politics. The civic purpose behind advanced instruction in 
history, politics, and economy was already an accepted idea at Hopkins when Adams de 
facto  took charge of the department in 1882. Furthermore, he had personal reasons to 
enhance this inclination even further. He was deeply influenced by his Heidelberg mentor, 
Johann Kaspar Bluntschli, whose career combined prolific scholarship in public law with 
public service and engagement in political reform.  The Association of Historical and 918

Political Sciences, which Adams established a year later, served as an institution where the 
politically engaged academic community joined forces with the local political and 
entrepreneurial elites. Initially, the Association became almost indistinguishable from the 
seminar, but in the 1880s, it extended membership to include elected lawyers, ministers, 
and other non-academic professionals.  
 As for Gilman, when already occupying the presidential post at the University of 
California, he voiced a modest hope that from the training in “the principles of good 
government,” some caliber of political leadership would emerge. Like many educational 
leaders of the time, Gilman believed that national progress demanded advanced 
instruction in historical and political sciences. While discussing his idea of the modern 
humanities in an inaugural address, Gilman spoke of “men who know what the experience 
of the world has been in the development of institutions, and are prepared by intellectual 
and moral discipline to advance the public interests irrespective of party, and indifferent to 
the attainment of official stations.”  919
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 In 1881, Gilman invited the Civil Service Reform Association of Maryland to hold its 
meetings in Hopkins Hall. Adams became an early and active member of the Association 
and “urged the young men of his seminar to do likewise.”  Throughout the 1880s, the 920

scope of Adams’ seminar became more diffused due to the inclusion of Ely’s students in 
political economy and economic history. The same was the fate of the Association, which 
was in time synonymous with the seminar, and gradually becoming a university “public 
relation vehicle.”  In October 1883, during one of the Friday sessions, Adams presented a 921

paper on “The Progress of Civil Service Reform in the United States.” In this, he gave an 
overview of the civil service movement from Congressman Thomas Jenckes’s assault on 
spoils in 1866–67 to the recent House defeat of the attempt to repeal the four-year laws 
limiting the terms of office for thousands of federal civil servants. Such a plan, he insisted, 
was “so monstrously cruel that it seems more worthy of an Oriental despotism than of a 
free republic.” Nonetheless, he finished with an optimistic claim that “like the successive 
reform bills in England, temporarily obstructed by antiquated politicians, the cause is 
more alive than are the men who fail to see that the day for reform has come.”  922

 While studying papers presented to the seminary and association meetings, 
Raymond Cunningham concluded that the topic of national, state, and local political 
reform prevailed over any other theoretical or practical issue. Therefore, the list of visiting 
lecturers remained in full conformity with an Adams’ earlier claim that the “municipal field 
is at present perhaps the most important in American Politics.” Papers were given, among 
others, by visitors that were prominent in the reform circles like Dorman B. Eaton, First 
Chairman of the Civil Service Commission, Henry Perkins Goddard of the Maryland Civil 
Service Reform Association, and Seth Low, Former Reform Mayor of Brooklyn.  923

 Since 1876, the community of Johns Hopkins University became concerned with the 
political conditions in Baltimore. Steeped in the spirit of municipal reform, civic-minded 
academic professionals “joined with community business leaders under the banner of 
Good Government to curb political bossism and to improve the quality of urban life.”  In 924

Baltimore, their target was a Democratic machine, managed by Isaac Freeman Rasin, a 
close ally of Arthur Pue Gorman, a Senator from Maryland (the Gorman-Rasin 
organization controlled the Maryland Democratic Party from the late 1870s until Gorman 
died in 1906). Adams and his seminar engaged in the local “antimachine” campaign and 
frequently invited John C. Rose, a Republican attorney and statistical expert, to their 
meetings who inquired into voter registration problems and impressed his listeners with 
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the statistical accounts of voting fraud. In the autumn of 1882, Adams’ former students 
were in the vanguard of the “New Judges” campaign for the integrity of Baltimore 
judiciary, which fell prey to the Gorman-Rasin organization. Adams even adjourned 
seminary meetings to attend a “new judges” demonstration with his students,.  925

 During the Baltimore mayoralty campaign of 1886, seminary men supported the 
reform candidate George William Brown, one of the first university trustees and a member 
of the board, against the machine candidate, James Hodges. In 1883, Brown addressed the 
seminary meeting with a thesis on “Municipal Reform in Baltimore” and even held a minor 
research position in history. Nonetheless, Brown lost the election, and in response to his 
defeat, the reformers united in a Baltimore Reform League, committed to “secure fair 
elections, promote honest and efficient government, and to expose and bring to 
punishment official misconduct.” Within ten years, the League, in which Hopkins men 
(including Adams) were well represented, had become the principal vehicle of proto-
progressivism in Baltimore.  926

 Even the Teutonist doctrine pushed seminary participants toward political 
engagement. Saxon ancestors bequeathed them the precious institutes of liberty, and only 
their academic knowledge was powerful enough to remove modern misinterpretations and 
restore the time-honored tradition of self-government. Naturally, when Adams launched 
the publication of Studies, monographs gained popularity in the reformist milieu, while the 
very content of these studies was “similarly coloured by the mugwump spirit.” Monographs 
on local government that were more inclined toward the “political” side of the historical-
political continuum disclosed a civic purpose and gained the attention of reformers, while 
“historical” studies set the explanation of the present deplorable political conditions as 
their primary purpose. Charles H. Levermore’s history of New Haven, exemplary for new 
tendencies in municipal investigations, left his readers in no doubt:  

Until a recent day, the best interests of the city have suffered because so many of 
its most intelligent residents were men who looked upon the affairs of the 
community as foreign to their world; who may have been profoundly interested 
in Roman politics of the time of Caesar, or even in national politics of their own 
day, but who overlooked the civic structure which immediately contained and 
concerned them.  927

In 1887, when the time had come for the organization of a new department in historical 
and political science, Adams claimed that America stood in need “of the practical 
application of the lessons of history and political science to the solution of great problems 
of administrative reform, <…> in tariff reform, in agrarian reform, in social reform, in 
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labor reform, and in the repression of anarchy and crime.” To serve this end, he urged the 
university to make more generous provisions for his future department. “While fostering 
Science of every kind” Adams reminded Gilman that “Universities should especially 
foster Scientia pro Patria.”  928

 This alliance between Johns Hopkins Seminary and the Baltimore Reformist 
Movement provides an additional context necessary to understand a “civil academy in 
Washington” project. In the publication prepared for the Bureau of Education, which was 
discussed in more detail in the previous chapter, Adams proposed an academy where 
“government fellows,” appointed from congressional districts on the basis of competitive 
examinations, would cram for two years for a postgraduate program in history, politics, 
economy, and modern languages, while interning in related federal departments.  To be 929

sure, Adams was not a disinterested visionary — with good reason, he considered that 
Hopkins would become a foothold for the reformist initiative due to its proximity to 
Washington. He wanted to organize his school of public administration, wanted his 
disciples to be employed in the higher echelons of national civil service, and, as Adams 
wrote to Albert Shaw “I want an outlet for my men in government-work and am going to 
have it in one way or another.”  Although Adams’ ambitions found Gilman’s sincere 930

support, the Hopkins President was also anxious to exploit the “Washington connection” 
but JHU’s financial constraints hampered the plan.  931

 While Hopkinsonian “political science” drifted toward the education of civil 
servants, social science instruction became oriented toward the education of professional 
social workers. Throughout the 1890s, it was Elgin Could’s province to supply the JHU’s 
curriculum with a sufficient number of courses in applied sociology. In 1888, he commuted 
weekly from Washington, where he worked in the newly created Department of Labor, to 
give a course in social statistics. Over the years, he returned to Baltimore to treat such 
topics as pauperism and divorce, housing and indigenous families. Occasionally, Could was 
joined by Amos G. Warner, another Hopkins PhD, with whom they organized German-
style “sociological field-trips.”  During this time, guest speakers at Friday-sessions 932

included Samuel W. Dike of the National Divorce Reform League, Sidney Webb, the 
English Fabian Socialist, Albert Shaw, soon-to-be American editor of the  Review of 
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Reviews, Stanton Coit of the New York City Neighbourhood Guild, and ex-President 
Rutherford B. Hayes of the National Prison Association.  933

 Still, these initiatives remained within the broader historical framework. In 1887, 
Adams published a paper on “The Literature of Charities” first presented at a conference 
sponsored by the Baltimore Charity Organization Society (COS) and designed to serve as a 
guidebook for social workers. Traditionally, Adams approached American political turmoil 
through the overview of British historical experience. That country, he postulated, despite 
its landlordism and class-distinctions, “was many years nearer the enlightenment of 
human selfishness, nearer the ultimate harmony of capital and labor, nearer the economic 
organization of Christian charity, nearer self-help and honest government than is our own 
country.”  Adams pained a striking picture: to understand modern social science and 934

organized charities, the student of politics had to “at the outset grasp the fundamental fact 
that, for eighteen centuries, the charitable and legislative efforts of society have been 
pauperizing instead of elevating men.” This process had its origins in the bread-and-
circuses policies of imperial Rome perpetuated by the Christian church, “which 
inadvertently exacerbated the situation through indiscriminate almsgiving.”  However, 935

the new British school represented by Arnold Toynbee and Thomas Arnold, were 
succeeding in the promotion of novel, scientific “methods of exercising charity.”  Even in 936

the case of charitable organizations, Adams’ reasoning proved universal. 

5.3 A short-lived academic generation 

 The intellectual bankruptcy of moral philosophy was an inevitable consequence of 
the college’s downfall. There was no need to criticize the old-time system of beliefs, and no 
need to depose cathedral authorities. A student of American academic history might get 
confused while looking at the Gilded Era as what seemed like a pillar of political knowledge 
at some point merely vanished into thin air. Although John W. Burgess and Herbert B. 
Adams were great academic reformers, they never refuted the older knowledge. In the 
several thousand pages that they wrote, there was no single line dedicated to rebutting 
theories of moral government, rights, duties, and obligation or citizens and states, no word 
countering the idea of “good” or “bad” government as resulting from the moral nature of 
civil society that constituted it. They left only scarce comments disproving the social 
compact theory, snarky remarks about natural rights, and unexpressed attempts to 
relocate public law from the moral basis to that of strength, will, and coercion.  
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 The permeating intonation of Burgess’ and Adams’ writings was affirmative for a 
good reason — there was no need for them to fortify the new intellectual niche with the 
words of dissent. Still, the Gilded generation represented a young and moving force, and if 
the point of this force’s application was not a theoretical founding of moral philosophy, 
then what was it? In the previous chapters, I attempted to disclose the subtle stitch that 
joined academic machinery and political knowledge as existing in the American academy 
during various phases of its existence. The young force was applied to this exact point on 
the institutional-intellectual nexus. Men of Columbia, Hopkins, Cornell, Michigan, 
Chicago, and other rhetorically Germanified research universities crafted the research 
infrastructure first, and enabled it to produce new knowledge second. This generated 
knowledge was discussed in great detail in previous pages, but now let us turn back to the 
stitch mentioned above which soon turned into a scar. 
 The infrastructure of graduate instruction that both Burgess and Adams established 
in their respective schools comprised subject-oriented libraries, collections of original 
sources, instituted seminars with laboratory-styled seminary rooms, academic degrees and 
tracks that led to their attainment, monograph series and journals, and associations that 
served as public venues for the dissemination of research produced by professors and 
students alike. This renewed research infrastructure endorsed an idea of advanced 
knowledge that equated science and rigorous scholarship. If condensed into one concept, 
the common understanding of “rigorousness” appeared as “ascendence.” This ascendence 
can be seen from scattered historical evidence to political generalization; from recitations 
to original lectures; from daily drills to seminary papers; from chronological 
reconstruction to philosophical interpretation; from the individual excavation of facts to 
cooperative erection of explanatory models; from bachelor degrees to full professorships, 
and from privately printed pamphlets to a widely circulated monograph. 
 A young historical-political scholar, whose gymnastic training equipped him well for 
university instruction, stepped into a highly regulated environment where every 
institutional move had its intellectual counterpart. An allegedly German practice of the 
thorough, scrupulous, minute study of sources available in the university library was 
expected to lead him to the production of an original paper commonly understood as a 
report, not a discourse. Then the report was presented to a narrow circle of colleagues, its 
evidence base was enriched in cooperative work, and its arguments were sharpened in 
exhaustive deliberations. A young scholar then presented his reviewed report as a paper on 
the association meeting where its arguments were exposed to external criticism. With all 
the levels successfully passed, the student composed his monograph, which should have 
been an original contribution and a genuine initiation to the world of academe. What was 
particular about this path which later, with minor revisions, became a standard procedure 
for the academic profession? Every step taken to ascend from baccalaureate to doctorate to 
personal chair was simultaneously a step from the historical part of the continuum to the 
political part of it. 
 At the dawn of academic professionalization, historical-political scholars believed 
that genuine scientific inquiry into politics was necessarily historic in its substance and 
method. Hence, the path from apprentice to master run from critical work with historical 
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sources, to the establishment of the truth about politics, be it understood as philosophy of 
history, constitutional law, or political theory. As implied by this institutional path, 
methodological guidelines opposed the futile speculations detached from exploring 
historical facts and antiquarian historical research that did not strive towards 
philosophical generalizations. Naturally, historical methods formalized in graduation 
procedures provided pioneering scholars with a sense of unity of the substratum which 
they explored. There was a piece of work for everyone, yet everyone complied with the 
same set of requirements, and thus the universal method manufactured its universal 
object. There was a distinct homology between graduate education, the structure of the 
historical-political continuum, and the vague evolutionism praised by the Burgess-Adams 
generation, and the essence of this homology was in ascendance. 
 The study of ascendance needed a research object other than an individual human 
being, civil society, or even nation, for they all were transient and partial. Ascendance 
needed things that were persisting and universal, and these were found in the study of 
political institutions backed with the Teuton tale. Let us closely consider these two 
constitutive elements — institutionalism and Teutonism. The markedly teleological 
concept of institutions advancing toward ultimate perfection was another variation of 
developmental historicism decorated with evolutionary metaphors. The concept of the 
institution was itself developmental, for states and constitutions, governmental structures, 
and particular offices evolved toward a definite goal. Scholars utilized the historical 
method to study how they evolved, while their political speculation aimed to define the 
very goal toward which history unfolded.  937

 Regarding American Teutonism, it is crucial to understand that it was neither local 
variation under the general title of developmental historicism, nor poorly concealed racism 
impersonating historical method. Teutonism was essential for the historical study of 
politics as practiced by Burgess and Adams because it legitimized the study of human 
advancement towards perfection as a process detached from chronology. Viewed from the 
standpoint of universal history, the evolvement of political forms did not appear linear or 
even certain. However, the idea of an organic chain that associated the Teutonic 
institutions from varying chronotopes allowed researchers to reconstruct political 
evolution beyond temporal sequence. Teutonism was essential for the historical-political 
tradition because it elicited the political progress where historical study doubted it, and in 
this sense, it structured the research practice. The dogma of historical reasoning as the 
basis of political speculation did not suggest any guidelines concerning immediate 
research. It was only with Teutonism that the historical-political scholar gained clear 
instructions on what he should look for (evidence of political advancement made by 
peoples of the Teuton stock and embodied in political institutions); where he should look 
for it (where the peoples of the Teuton stock founded their states irrespective of epoch or 
region); and how he should look for it (with the application of the comparative method to 

 Institutions were understood “as ultimately giving the historical process structure and unity,” as Ross put 937
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measure the advancement made by the Teutons and the other races, both in synchronic 
and diachronic perspective). 
 Dorothy Ross stated that during the 1870–80s, a field she conceptualized as 
“historico-politics” provided “a relatively stable context for the establishment of political 
science as a field of systematic knowledge.” Historiography of political science as an 
academic study owes Ross the initial elaboration of the idea that disciplinary development 
did not merely proceed from “speculative” to “empirical” stages in the process of 
professional consolidation, but passed through a distinct stage organized by its own logic. 
Ross argued that despite the superficial integrity, professional fragmentation had been 
brewing. In the late 1880s, while university students of politics remained devotees of some 
version of historico-politics, many historians “descended from the older tradition of 
history as belles lettres or sceptical of political activism, [and] projected different 
conceptions of their field.”  This assumption was later developed by Robert Adcock, who 938

adopted Ross’ conceptualization and applied it to the examination of the APSA founding. 
Studying the advent of the “political scientist,” and a modern university professional as 
distinct from that of “historian” or “economist,” he determined that in 1903, the 
Association did not provide institutional substance to an existing field of study, but rather 
“it marked, solidified and helped to propagate a newly emergent scholarly identity.”  939

 If we superimpose these two statements, it becomes apparent that the historical 
science of politics, as instituted by the turn of the century, was the context that APSA 
founders strived to surmount. How did this even happen? Adcock argued that the 
professional identity of “political scientist” emerged not as a rationalizing move 
“away from history” as Ross implied, but through the partitioning of a previously existing 
“distinctive intellectual tradition” of historico-politics. Through the study of what he 
conceptualized as “organizing beliefs” that outlined this tradition and constituted its 
internal integrity, Adcock endeavored to determine why the disciplinary partition occurred 
along “one set of lines rather than the other.”  Adcock determined that specialized 940

historians and political scholars acquired their distinct disciplinary identities in response 
to two dilemmas “posed by the declining persuasiveness of the organizing beliefs that had 
given coherence to historico-politics.” Diverging reactions to these dilemmas created a 
centrifugal movement that resulted in the field’s partition.  
 As determined by Adcock, the first dilemma concerned the understanding of the 
nature of historical knowledge, while the second concerned the difficulty of differentiating 
between the activity of scholarship from political partisanship. Regarding the first 
dilemma, the historical-political continuum became problematic both for scholars 
interested in the study of the past for its own sake, and scholars consumed with the study 
of present-day politics. The first group turned decisively against Teutonism because it 
overemphasized European descent while neglecting distinctively American development. 
They also charged the earlier historical studies with anachronism, for they read present 

 Ross, The Origins, 76.938

 Adcock, “The Emergence,” 482.939

 Adcock, “The Emergence,” 485.940

 299



institutions into earlier practices. Steadily, the leading figures of the second generation 
turned to believe that they lived in economic and social conditions that were dramatically 
different from those of earlier years. They justifiably abandoned the intellectual strategy of 
weaving together the American present and the European past, as well another variation of 
this strategy which included the study of present-day political life inquiring into its 
genesis.  Regarding the second dilemma, Adcock explained that the growing sense of 941

distance between past and present resulted in a distance occurring between historians and 
political scholars. The future “historians” started to believe that political engagement 
contradicted their notion of objectivity. In contrast, “political scientists” were ready to 
leave the dusty archives behind and jump into the midst of congressional debates, while 
also holding on to an allegedly non-partisan understanding of what was right or wrong 
(unlike political reform organizations).  942

 The bottom line of Ross’ and Adcock’ interpretation is that the leaders of historical 
science of politics, namely John W. Burgess and Herbert B. Adams, had “consciously 
sought” to devise an American version of European nineteenth-century intellectual 
trends.  Whether they succeeded in this endeavor or not, at some point, the idea of 943

transatlantic affinity seemed no longer plausible, and the second generation of scholars 
split the historical-political continuum in half. If I dare to reformulate their explanation, it 
will make up the following brief statement: by the turn of the century, one group of 
scholars discovered American history, and the other group discovered American politics, 
both as research objects independent of European history.  Although I believe that this 944

interpretation is accurate, I do no find it exhaustive, for it only considers early historical-
political scholarship as an intellectual enterprise, while it was, as I attempted to 
demonstrate, a reformist institutional project. For Burgess and Adams, the historical 
science of politics was anything but an end in itself. They considered it instrumental in a 
broader framework of university reforms — it was the historical science of politics 
instituted as graduate instruction. 
 The obsession with which Burgess and Adams treated the organization of their 
libraries and the content of their journals; the fact that monographs produced under their 
supervision were merely endless variations of one topic; even their own publications that 
essentially aimed at providing blueprints for future research than theories — all of this, if 
carefully assessed, indicates that their understanding of graduate instruction was rather 
concrete. They deemed the alignment between particular types of knowledge and 
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educational levels as mandatory, and in this aspect, were not essentially different from 
academic dogmatists who sought perfect coordination between pedagogical, 
administrative, and scholarly hierarchies.  
 What did the following generation do? They abstracted the institutional 
infrastructure from the particular type of knowledge it was expected to generate and thus 
discovered the pure machinery of university learning. The first-generation of scholars 
considered it mandatory that the gymnastic level of instruction corresponded with the 
study of historical facts, while the university level of instruction corresponded to 
philosophical generalizations. The second-generation discovered that graduates could 
engage in the study of documents for the sake of chronology, that undergraduates could 
engage in the discussion of policy activities without committing to partisanship. 
Furthermore, every link in the chain of historical-political reasoning could acquire a life of 
its own, and exploit the entire academic infrastructure without compromising its scholarly 
or professional authority. Once the meaning of university instruction was properly 
abstracted, historians no longer needed political or philosophical scholars to fill doctoral 
programs, and political scientists no longer needed history to stuff the undergraduate 
curriculum. Adams and Burgess could not properly abstract the university machinery from 
the research agenda, and therefore by the early 1890s, the historical science of politics lost 
the emancipatory potential that it had possessed in the late 1870s. 
 The very first graduates of Columbia and Hopkins proved poorly indoctrinated into 
the historical-political scholarship and ridiculed the emergent dogmatism of their 
supervisors in a manner that subtly resembled the one in which the generation of the 
1860s mocked the gospel of moral philosophy. The resentment that manifested in the 
writings of Burgess’ and Adams’ graduates was so pronouncedly intimate that it deserved 
an interpretation that was similar to a father-and-son conflict. Future historians and 
political scholars alike opposed principal aspects of historical-political doctrine, including 
the predominance of empirical research understood in terms of “thoroughness” and the 
evolutionary quest for “germs.” J. Franklin Jameson, a gatekeeper of the American 
historical profession throughout the first quarter of the twentieth century, first studied 
under Burgess at Amherst, and later under Adams at Hopkins. In the late 1880s, Jameson 
wrote to his father, describing one of Adams’s seminary meetings:  

Friday was spent at our tiresome history meeting, where a fellow read a paper 
on the origin of the military system of England, which he traced back nearly to 
when our ancestors chattered in the tree-tops. He couldn’t quite, because, as I 
suggested to him, standing armies were impossible among those who held on to 
branches by their tails.  945

On the part of political science, the Progressives did not allow the fully fledged racism of 
Teutonic theory to sink “into the limbo of extraneous views.” Building the vocabulary of 
American politics, they had to challenge it loudly.  The laissez-faire attitude towards 946
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government, the sense of hopeless historical determinism in politics, and the excessive 
reliance on historical sources in the study of politics all reached the same fate. With ill-
concealed irritation, Woodrow Wilson refused to dig “into the dusty records of old 
settlements and colonial cities, <…> rehabilitating in authentic form the stories, now 
almost mythical, of the struggles, the ups and downs, of the first colonists here there and 
everywhere on this then interesting continent.”  Hence, when modern political science 947

separated from the historical-political continuum and acquired its distinct disciplinary 
identity, this identity was not built around the “political” side of the earlier continuum but 
was rather founded in its negation. A. Lawrence Lowell questioned the value of original 
sources for the study of real-life politics. For him the only laboratory for the study of 
political institutions was not in a library but “the outside world of public life.”  Charles 948

Beard questioned the applicability of scientific method to politics, and went so far as to 
claim that 

No science of politics is possible; or if possible, desirable. There is no valid 
distinction between descriptive politics, political science, political theory, or 
political philosophy. They all represent more or less serious efforts to thinks 
about a phase of life called political. The method of natural science is applicable 
only to a very limited degree and, in its pure form, not at all to any fateful issues 
of politics. What we have, therefore, and can only have is intelligence applied to 
the political facets of our unbroken social organism.   949

 The following generation of political scholars finished the transformation of 
political knowledge that had been underway since the 1870s. Early scholarship aspired to 
deduce the proper ends of political unity and establish the only correct means for their 
attainment by pondering over man’s moral nature. By the turn of the century, political 
scholars moved to consider the ends a matter of popular election and constricted the 
responsibility of scientific politics to the question of making the means for attainment of 
the ends established by popular consensus most efficient. The culmination of this 
transformation considered the question of sovereignty. For old masters, sovereignty was in 
the organic state, essentially in the perpetuating political unity of people as opposed to the 
transitory government. The new generation took a move so radical that it could scandalize 
any nineteenth-century historical student of politics: they placed sovereignty in the 
governmental institutes, exactly where Burgess and Adams did not want it located. 
 Herbert Adams’ health began to fail in late 1898. He took a break seeking relief in 
Jamaica. At the beginning of the academic year of 1900–1901, Adams resumed his duties, 
but it soon became apparent that he could not carry forward his work. His malady was 
incurable, and he was compelled to resign his duties as a Professor of American and 
Institutional History and as a Head of the Department of History and Politics in 1901. He 
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succumbed on July 30 of the same year. Adams’ declining health mitigated the drama of 
his declining influence. Things went differently in the case of Burgess, who remained 
active, although his reputation began to decline with the creation of the American Political 
Science Association.  
 From the mid-1900s, Burgess found himself in opposition. To the younger 
generation of scholars, he appeared as a relic, methodologically narrow with his 
institutional view of political science, and politically reactionary with his quasi-biological 
notion of progress and the peculiar destiny of the Anglo-Saxon race. Burgess, in his turn, 
had “ample reasons to regard the younger scholars as parochial.”  Despite sweeping 950

Americanization of academic discourse, he maintained a strong bond with Germany, and 
in 1906–07, Burgess lectured the German Emperor and officials as the Roosevelt Professor 
at the University of Berlin. Immediately upon return, with his scholarly significance fading 
away, gradually losing his students and readers, he “withdrew to the woods of New 
England.”  In the spring of 1912, Burgess submitted his final report as Dean of the 951

Graduate Faculties.  
 Burgess resumed his literary activities with Americas’ entrance into the Great War, 
for he was greatly disturbed by the sight of the Teutonic unity being torn apart. Staying in 
his Athenwood residence in Newport, Burgess authored several pamphlets that explained 
to the American public “the growing peril to Germany and Austro-Hungary of the revived 
Pan-Slavic policy and program of Russia, the re-inflamed ‘Revanche’ of France and Great 
Britain’s intense commercial jealousy.”  In the summer of 1917, Burgess was asked 952

permission to reprint a part of his fundamental  Political Science and Comparative 
Constitutional Law as a single volume “for use in settlement of the questions involved in 
the present war.” Burgess signed a contract and sent his manuscript, but no answer 
followed. Burgess waited for several weeks and then received “one of the rudest and most 
brutal communications ever addressed by a published to an author.” The contract had 
been declared canceled, and the reason for this step was that everything done by Germany 
in the war found its justification in Burgess’ treatise. Accused of “Prussianism,” Burgess 
mourned the book, which incorporated his entire teaching. “Maybe, when men begin to 
use their reason again” he wrote, “it will be resurrected. If not, Requiescat in pace.”  953

Burgess died in 1931. 

 McKinley, “John W. Burgess,” 52.950

 Herbst, The German Historical School, 127.951

 Burgess, The Present Crisis in Europe, unnumbered.952

 Burgess, Reminiscences, 255–257. Gradually, Burgess became more discouraged with the course of 953

America’s development, and after the Great War his frustration was great enough to claim that down to the 
Spanish War, the movement of American history had been an almost unbroken march in the direction of a 
more perfect individual liberty and immunity the government, but “from that date to the present the 
movement has been in the contrary direction, until now there remains hardly an individual immunity against 
governmental power which may not be set aside by government, at its own will and discretion, with or 
without reason, as government itself may determine. In a single proposition, the government of the United 
States is now, in principle, autocratic.” In Burgess, Recent Changes, 2.
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Conclusions 

 Let us now digress for a while from political science to look at the presented study in 
a larger historiographical landscape. Prima facie, disciplinary history appears by no means 
virgin territory. The explosive growth of studies in philosophy, sociology, and history of 
knowledge in the 1960–1980s generated a myriad of conceptual schools and 
methodological sects. Some of them expressed an ambition to excavate the emergence of 
disciplines. Researchers required a conceptual tool that would enable them to transform 
traditional divisions between scientific and non-scientific knowledge and capture scholarly 
phenomena that was supposedly different from science. Strictly speaking, they looked for a 
tool that would enable them to emancipate history of knowledge from pretensions of 
discredited positivism. The notion of “discipline” qualified as such a tool. Around the same 
time, students of intellectual and cultural history, who were less vulnerable to scientistic 
propaganda due to their institutional remoteness, began to inquire into academic 
knowledge as it appeared through their analytical lens. They encountered similar difficulty 
— a term “science” which was overladen with competing meanings and interpretations and 
no longer facilitated insightful research, so they did not know any better than opting for 
another term, and some turned to “discipline.” It is instructive to consider two publications 
to get a sense of the dominant intonation characteristic of disciplinary histories in the last 
half-century.  954

 In the introductory article to the collection of case studies entitled Perspectives on 
the Emergence of Scientific Disciplines (1976), editors stated that there existed essentially 
only two approaches to studying scientific development. The first one, historical, dealt 
primarily with “the internal development of scientific knowledge within given fields of 
inquiry” while the second one, sociological, was concerned with “social processes 
associated with the activities of scientists.” Editors were quite forthright in expressing their 
methodological ambitions. By bringing the institutional sittings of science into their 
analysis, they hoped to explore opportunities for the social history and historical sociology 
of science and illuminate the relationship between intellectual and social processes of 
knowledge production. University systems, they claimed, influenced scientific 
development by establishing social separation on intellectual grounds. Hence, “although 
the structure of the academic world can become a barrier to scientific innovation, it is 
sometimes possible for scientists to use the social dynamics of the university system to 
gain support and acceptance for new intellectual departures.”  In this sense, the 955

development of modern disciplines and university history appeared as related in a pseudo-
Kuhnian manner: organizational frameworks incorporated certain forms of knowledge, 

 Suzanne Marchand made the most recent (albeit impressionistic) attempt to chart a strikingly convoluted 954

historiography of “the history of the disciplines” in Suzanne Marchand, “Has the History of the Disciplines 
had its Day?,” in Rethinking Modern European Intellectual History, ed. Darrin M. McMahon and Samuel 
Moyn (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014). A summa of disciplinary history for pedagogical use appeared 
in Peter Weingart, “A Short History of Knowledge Formations” in The Oxford Handbook of 
Interdisciplinarity, ed. Robert Frodeman, Julie Thompson Klein, and Carl Mitcham (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2010).

 From the introductory article “Problems in the Emergence of New Disciplines,” in Perspectives on the 955

Emergence of Scientific Disciplines, ed. Peter Weingart, Gerard Lemaine, Roy MacLeod, and Michael Mulkay 
(Paris, Chicago: The Hague, 1976), 2, 17.
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then the accumulated knowledge exceeded its respective framework, and this process 
stimulated further institutional innovation.  956

 In 2014, James Turner published  Philology: The Forgotten Origins of Modern 
Humanities, an ambitious exploration of “the emergence of the humanities as academic 
disciplines.” Turner was quite particular when arguing that his study focused on 
“humanities  as fields of academic knowledge” that inhabited freestanding research 
institutions, settled in colleges and universities, or even lived outside any institutions of 
learning.  Consequently, in this volume, higher education’s institutional history appeared 957

as merely subservient to the developmental plot of the humanities’ evolution. Turner 
detected the first symptoms of the emergent “principle of disciplinarity” during the early 
nineteenth century when the rising colleges and research universities put pressure on for 
“a primal oneness” of scholarly knowledge. Turner stated that “the modern  idea of an 
academic discipline” caused the fracture of learning. Nevertheless, for him, this process 
occurred merely alongside the development of a modern research university: “Whether the 
research university per se produced disciplinarity is a nice puzzle. I tend to think not, since 
some productive scholars who scorned disciplinary lines flourished within major 
universities around 1900 and after.”  Ironically, Turner’s own interest in the topic 958

proceeded from his workaday concerns as a practicing scholar. He was discouraged by the 
fact that modern university humanities became too narrowly focused on a backdrop of a 
tremendous millennia-long Western tradition of inquiry into language. Although, he 
resisted establishing a direct link between the forms of scholarly knowledge and 
institutions of learning. 
 In the case of both studies in disciplinary history, although decades of research and 
dozens of publications divide them, a reader encounters a shared unstable, ambiguous, 
and poorly elaborated theoretical vocabulary stuffed with demonstrative pronouns and 
comparative adverbs.  Still, if one reads carefully enough to overcome the apparent 959

inconsistency of language and considers the basic structure of presented historical case 
studies, it transpires that the writers of disciplinary history had been dealing with nothing 
more than professionalization. Quoted authors, just like many of their colleagues, assume 
the existence of some well-defined body of knowledge, whether it is conceptualized as a set 
of interrelated scientific prepositions, a mode of observation, or a collection of 
methodological tools. In their view, this body of knowledge pawed its way into the modern 

 Examples of “integrative” thinking are so numerous, that I shall confine myself to mentioning only Fritz 956

Ringers’s refined theoretical considerations in “The Intellectual Field, Intellectual History, and the Sociology 
of Knowledge,” in Fritz K. Ringer, Toward a Social History of Knowledge: Collected Essays (New York: 
Berghahn Books, 2000).

 James Turner, Philology: The Forgotten Origins of the Modern Humanities (Princeton: Princeton 957

University Press, 2014), xvi.
 Turner, Philology, 383.958

 Consider, for instance, Robert B. Townsend’s reasoning. In a recent publication, he distinguished between 959

history as a a discipline (“an organized body of knowledge”) and history as a profession (“an organized form 
of work”). Since the two clearly overlap, rather “than engage in hairsplitting” the clear demarcation between 
the two, Townsend prefers to speak about history as enterprise, or “the broad range of activities where such 
knowledge about the past is produced and used.” Robert B. Townsend, History’s Babel: Scholarship, 
Professionalization, and the Historical Enterprise in the United States, 1880–1940 (Chicago: The University 
of Chicago Press, 2013), 3–4.
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era by acquiring attributes of a professional enterprise. For a historical actor thus 
constructed, the university appeared to be a mere legitimating instrument, an authority 
that allocated signs of professionalism and controlled their redistribution. In the first 
quoted narrative, intellectual innovations emerged autonomously from a university 
structure and then this structure was used for good and for ill. In the second case, 
academic knowledge existed alongside research institutions and either coincided with 
them or not.  
 I do not mean to trivialize contributions made by generations of distinguished 
researchers, but I still intend to address the issue directly. For a long time, the term 
“discipline” was used to ease the historians’ concerns about the discrepancy between their 
methodology, an exuberant historical reality that they encountered, and history’s own 
academic ambitions. Overuse or misuse of a certain word (or even concept) is not an issue, 
although it is always indicative. Suppose discipline is a specific form of knowledge 
determined by its institutional settlement in the modern research university. In that case, 
it must be acknowledged that disciplinary history is a critical enterprise per se, and 
disciplinarity is so challenging to study because it once shaped the tools and methods with 
which historians are currently aiming to capture it. Therefore, regarding disciplinary 
history, the problem is not with the term, school, or method but with clarity. In this sense, 
the “good” decision is not the one that conveniently conceals the problem but the one 
which constantly elicits it. Discipline is more complicated than being a body of facts or 
scientific judgments about facts, and it is more comprehensive than a structural unit 
within a larger institution of learning. When we look at knowledge with bureaucratic eyes, 
we produce disciplinarity. When we think of knowledge as transitioning from leisure to 
profession, we produce disciplinarity. When we dissect historical knowledge with the tools 
that have once emerged in administrative reports, we produce disciplinarity. To conclude 
this digression, I would state that on closer examination, it appears that disciplinary 
histories had not yet been written solely because historians had not yet critically 
constructed such an object as a discipline. In this sense, the present study aimed to extend 
beyond the history of political science and become an exercise in critical disciplinary 
history. 
 This thesis explored the emergence of political science as a university discipline, and 
the meaning attributed to university discipline was at once its guiding principle and a 
working assumption. Can one think of political science as emergent on the institutional-
intellectual nexus between political knowledge and research university? If the answer is 
affirmative, how valuable is such thinking for historical research? In his introduction to 
Political Science and Comparative Constitutional Law, John W. Burgess wrote that the 
publication of a new book in his domain was justifiable only if it contained new facts or a 
new interpretation of those. Although Burgess admitted that he could not claim that his 
book contained any facts that were unknown before, he believed to advance, “in some 
cases, a different interpretation of facts, and a different conclusion from facts, that have 
been, heretofore, presented.”  The same is relevant with regard to this thesis. The 960
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amount of new facts herein presented is insufficient to justify a new publication. However, 
I believe that the idea of institutional-intellectual nexuses employed in this research 
facilitated a new interpretation of several key episodes in the history of political science. 

What does it mean: political science emerged from moral philosophy? 
 For a student in the history of modern knowledge, the statement that political 
science as a separate field of study emerged through the fragmentation of a previously 
existing realm of moral philosophy might sound a bit cliché.  Despite its apparent clarity, 961

upon closer examination, this statement appears somewhat obscuring. Moral philosophy 
considered things political as elements installed in a law-bound moral system that, in its 
turn, was grounded in human nature as created by protestant God. Great academic 
dogmatists like Joseph Haven and William Whewell treated the issues of polity, law, and 
government in the same manner as they treated married life or forgiveness — they deduced 
principles, refined definitions, and catalogued duties and obligations. Evidently, political 
science neither directly inherited nor creatively reassessed moral philosophy’s intellectual 
attainments but discarded them. In what sense then did university political science emerge 
from the collegiate study of politics?  
 In this thesis, I considered moral philosophy as an indoctrinating tool embedded in 
a collegiate hierarchical structure that served a dual purpose of informing students about 
“moral judgment” and disciplining them as members of a moral society. This approach 
proved rewarding. It uncovered that collegiate hierarchies had fused to form a vague 
educational ideology based on administrative paternalism, semi-secular pietism, and 
didactical moralism. In this particular institutional-intellectual nexus, moral philosophy 
upheld the authority of an old-time college, while collegiate hierarchies endorsed 
conservative tendencies in academic moralism. Ergo, overtures of intellectual revisionism 
in a field of political knowledge swallowed by moral philosophy ran into institutional 
resistance. The inner logic of moral philosophy was too narrow in its psychologism to 
evolve independently of pedagogical commitments, and too broad in its political 
assumptions to change under the pressure of internal contradictions. Their destinies were 
so entangled that the transformation of the first institutional-intellectual nexus began from 
discouragement with collegiate rigidity which led to the downfall of moral philosophy. 
 This analysis allowed us to rethink the intuition in a way which was hidden in a 
well-worn statement. Indeed, political science did emerge from moral philosophy, but this 
process was mediated by institutional transformations so that it appeared to be the 
negation of moral philosophy and its manifestations. The moral-collegiate nexus made it 
impossible to revise political knowledge unless its institutional container was altered. The 
wheels turned in the 1870s, when discouraged youth, concerned with colleges’ 

 Gladys Bryson was among the first scholars to maintain that the general formulation in which modern 961

social sciences were earlier held, “as within a matrix, was the mold of moral philosophy.” What Bryson 
described as fragmentation of a larger field, for John G. Gunnell appeared to be “the confluence of two 
intellectual tributaries” — academic moral philosophy and social reform movements. The historiographical 
perspective on the relationship of moral philosophy and political science stretches between these two 
viewpoints. See Bryson, “The Emergence of Social Sciences,” 305; John G. Gunnell, Political Theory and 
Social Science: Cutting Against the Grain (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011), 14.
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degeneration and the little opportunity available to study politics adequately to their 
needs, crossed the Atlantic. 

What does it mean: American political science was influenced by the German 
sciences of state?  
 Not only did the university idea mediate the transformation of moral philosophy 
into political science, but it also mediated the transatlantic exchange between the German 
sciences of state and American political science. Historians have already established the 
pivotal role of the German-American academic transfer in the history of American higher 
education. However, the relationship between academic exchange and the alleged German 
influence on the development of political learning remained unclear.  Looking at the long 962

list of American university reformers who labored over the establishment of graduate 
instruction, one cannot help but notice that the vast majority of them specialized in the 
fields that were previously treated under the auspices of moral philosophy. These were 
historians, psychologists, statisticians, economists, and political scholars. Indeed, former 
moral scholars constituted the most sizable group among American academic migrants 
and the most enthusiastic group of future university reformers.  
 The “college way” distinguished between areas of knowledge and was not equally 
constraining to all. It was more alert to intellectual innovations which could potentially 
compromise its moral authority and institutional resilience. Therefore, it prevented 
unnecessary revisionism in the subfields of moral philosophy that could challenge the 
collegiate authority founded upon the doctrine of moral government. Far from being more 
antagonistic than their colleagues in natural sciences, students of politics and history 
opposed the entire collegiate structure when advocating for intellectual innovations. Those 
who wished to study politics were compelled to emigrate, while upon return, they were 
compelled to create an institutional space to practice the knowledge that they had learned. 
Two groups intersected: those engaged in studying moral objects and those engaged in the 
reformist movement. Yet there was only one Germany for both. 
 The research conducted demonstrated that the same selection mechanisms 
mediated the German-American academic transfer in the domains of political knowledge 
and university reforms. The structural and legal position of migrant students in the 
German educational system, the growing disenchantment of the educated public with an 
old-time college, and the failure of this system to accommodate new scholarly, pedagogical, 
and institutional tendencies generated an instrumental image of the German university. 
Driven by resentment, American migrant students had little understanding of the German 
university before leaving the US. They shared an image of its superiority and sought 
advanced training, not knowing in what field or under whose supervision. They took refuge 

 Current understanding of the German influence in the history of American social sciences was made up as 962

a mosaic of findings in several areas: biographical accounts of social science’s founding fathers like Bernard 
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Diehl’s Americans and German Scholarship, or Anja Werner’s The Transatlantic World of Higher 
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2005).
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in foreign academia, became involved in a different learning style, and, enjoyed 
institutional assistance and intellectual support of professors and fellows. They became 
committed to a new, empirically obtained idea of advanced learning. How did the 
institutional position of migrant students and their expectations of Germany stem from 
this idea? To put it concisely, they made American graduates’ knowledge in the sciences of 
state and history impressionistic — young doctors captured intonation and style but hardly 
comprehended advanced discussions. 
 The lure of the German university, as Lawrence Veysey called it, stood between 
American migrant students and the German sciences of state. As demonstrated in this 
thesis, American graduates selected elements of political and historical knowledge that 
were most contrarian to academic moralism. They were fascinated with the historical state 
and the empirical study of institutions while disregarding the idealistic pedagogy 
of Building  and the underlying notion of philosophical unity. Claiming that there were 
inexorable laws of historical development, German savants acclaimed free individual 
action and for almost a century worked to reconcile two convictions. Americans went the 
other way and abstained from elements of German knowledge vaguely consonant with 
collegiate rhetoric while paying disproportionate attention to forma attributes of 
scholarship, including seminary rooms, source collections, and PhD requirements. 
 As a result, it was not a new knowledge that sentenced moral philosophy to death 
but institutional reforms that made its dogmas inappropriate for the pedagogical ground of 
higher learning. Thus, it was the dissolution of collegiate learning that opened the way for 
modern political science. At the same time, the German experience of American students 
framed the disciplinary qualities of this new knowledge. This was both institutional as part 
of new graduate education, and intellectual as historical, inductive, and based on “facts” 
that were carefully excavated. In this very sense, one can refer to the German influence in 
the history of political science. It armed the reformers’ historicism and empiricism to 
emancipate it from dogmatism, and endowed political scholars with new infrastructure to 
acquire a new type of autonomy. In a sense, a figment of the German university furnished 
the transition from one institutional-intellectual nexus to another. 

What does it mean: political science is a university discipline? 
 If reformulated in terms employed in this thesis, what was this new institutional-
intellectual nexus established between the modern research university and political 
knowledge? Daring to define the nature of disciplinary knowledge, I would argue that it is 
native to modern university — university infrastructure is its breeding ground.  The 963

generation of reformers spent almost a decade constructing the new scholarly 
infrastructure, and research was relegated to secondary importance. During this phase, 
political sciences’ founding fathers almost instinctively campaigned to replace deductive 
speculations that were characteristic of moral philosophy with the vanguard of inductive 
theoretical reasoning. They aspired to anchor political generalizations into German-styled 

 For the discussion of how self-conscious university reformers and discipline-builders of the late 963

nineteenth century understood the purpose of their efforts — an aspect not sufficiently covered in present 
study — see Henrika Kuklick, “Professional Status and the Moral Order,” in Disciplinarity at the Fin de 
Siècle, ed. Amanda Anderson and Joseph Valente (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2002).
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historicism but fashioned this aspiration as a slogan for a reformist campaign, not a 
research paper. 
 Around the mid-1880s, the short period of academic turbulence was over. The new 
research infrastructure appeared fairly established, proclamations about the superiority of 
original investigation lost their luster, and the reservoirs of intellectual authority granted 
by German doctorates appeared exhausted. A considerable discrepancy occurred between 
the reassuring reformist rhetoric of professionalized faculty and the shifting, unstable 
speech that they employed in theoretical writings and research pieces. At this very 
moment, the installed machinery of seminars, libraries, and monograph series began to 
produce new political knowledge. This fact was of pivotal importance —a group of scholars 
did not generate a new body of knowledge and proceeded with instituting it when the time 
was ripe. Instead, the exact opposite occurred. The group of scholars engaged in 
establishing the modern research university and generated a new body of knowledge as yet 
another attribute of the modern research university. 
 Although the vaguely defined boundaries of the new discipline shifted year by year 
depending on appointments and curricular choices, by the late 1880s, it developed several 
features that cemented the new institutional-intellectual nexus. Political scientists 
reconceptualized the state as distinct from government and reasoned that such a 
complicated political object could be treated only by well-trained professionals. Hence, 
they built their professional identity upon the idea that newly invented “things political” 
were their exclusive intellectual property. Afterward, they endowed state and government 
with historical existence understood in evolutionary categories. The state was an idea, the 
eternal and supreme political entity studied through speculative reasoning, and the 
government was the eternal state’s mundane and transitory embodiment which was 
comparatively studied in its empirical, and historical forms. By the turn of the century, 
political science ended its alliance with history, which was once forged to withstand 
collegiate learning, and began to operate separately as a fairly established university 
discipline. Later, from the distinction between the state and the government, two wings of 
modern political science emerged — straight after one generation, the students of the state 
became political theorists, and the students of government founded comparative politics. 
This was another turn of the wheel and a whole other story. 
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