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Introduction



If you believe you are a citizen of the world, you are a citizen of nowhere.

—BRITISH CONSERVATIVE PRIME MINISTER THERESA MAY, BIRMINGHAM, UK, 2016

The future does not belong to the globalists. The future belongs to patriots.

—REPUBLICAN US PRESIDENT DONALD TRUMP, UN GENERAL ASSEMBLY, NEW YORK, 2019





IN 1927, George and Ira Gershwin put on a musical satire about trade and war entitled Strike Up the Band. The plot centres around a middle-aged US cheesemaker, Horace J. Fletcher of Connecticut, who wants to corner the domestic dairy market. When Fletcher hears that the US government has just slapped a fifty per cent tariff on foreign-made cheese, he sees dollar signs. High tariffs mean his fellow citizens will have little choice but to ‘buy American’. What’s more, the tariff’s impact soon reaches beyond the national market to sour the country’s trade relationships. Swiss cheesemakers are particularly sharp in their demands for retaliation. Fletcher surmises that a prolonged Swiss–American military conflict would provide the necessary fiscal and nationalistic incentives to maintain the costly tariff on foreign cheese in perpetuity.

To make his monopolistic dream of market control a reality, Fletcher sees to it that the tariff spat between the two countries leads to all-out war. He first creates the Very Patriotic League to drum up support for the Alpine military adventure, as well as to weed out any ‘un-American’ agitation at home. The Very Patriotic League’s members, donning white hoods reminiscent of the Ku Klux Klan, go about excising all things Swiss from the nativist nation. Not even the classic adventure tale The Swiss Family Robinson escapes notice: it gets rebranded The American Family Robinson. With domestic anti-war dissent quelled, Fletcher next orchestrates a military invasion of Switzerland. The farcical imperial intervention ends with a US victory. But just as the war with Switzerland winds down and a peaceful League of Cheese established, an ultimatum arrives from Russia objecting to a US tariff on caviar. And, it’s implied, the militant cycle repeats.

The Gershwins’ late-1920s lampoon was praised by theatre critics but panned by the public. ‘The masses in general still believe in patriotism,’ one theatre critic explained. ‘People are going to be hurt and resentful […] to say nothing of the American Legion and patriotic societies.’1 He was right. The musical’s 1927 road tour was cancelled after just three weeks owing to the nationalistic blowback. A watered-down version of Strike Up the Band was churned out a couple years later. Apparently to make the story more palatable to the US sweet tooth, the tariff on cheese was switched for one on chocolate. Fletcher’s war with Switzerland, real in the original score, was downgraded to a dream sequence. Even with these ameliorative changes, however, critics once again warned that ‘the more aggressive American patriotic organizations’ might ‘threaten reprisals’.2

Strike Up the Band’s satirical association of US protectionism with nationalism, militarism, and imperialism may have gone too far for the average ‘patriotic’ American, but it would have struck a sympathetic chord with many left-wing peace workers. After all, during and after the First World War, the country’s peace activists—liberal radicals, socialists, feminists, Christians—had similarly witnessed with alarm the uptick of these very same ‘isms’ at home and abroad. And in seeking to curb these trends, left-wing peace workers often faced persecution, even imprisonment, at the hands of deputized ‘patriotic’ organizations and the US government. The peace movement’s common association of trade wars with geopolitical conflict, as in the Gershwin musical, is central to the story that follows. Leading peace activists envisioned instead a free trade world as promising a new prosperous economic order devoid of imperialism and war: what they increasingly referred to as their ‘Pax Economica’. Strike Up the Band’s libretto tongue-lashing of ‘patriotic’ protectionism can thus be recast as a musical accompaniment to what was, by the late 1920s, a long-standing international left-wing tradition that connected economic cosmopolitanism with anti-imperialism and peace—and economic nationalism with imperialism and war.

Writing this book amid a pandemic and mounting nationalist demands for economic self-sufficiency has been instructive. The COVID-19 pandemic itself has heightened the tensions wrought from greater interdependence. Covid’s rapid spread illustrates a doomsday scenario that the Cassandras of globalization have long warned about. The ensuing stringent travel restrictions, broken supply chains, resurgent xenophobia, and further protectionist retrenchment that have followed demonstrate how the coronavirus has ratcheted up the political forces of anti-globalism that had been making headway in the years since the 2008 Great Recession.3 This economic nationalist revival has most strikingly transpired within the two nations most responsible for creating the more liberal and open economic order after the Second World War, the United States and Britain.4

In the years following the 2016 presidential election, US political leaders from both major parties have renounced the pro–free market ‘Washington Consensus’. Republican president Donald Trump kicked things off with the unveiling of his ‘America First’ foreign trade policy, replete with xenophobia, tariff wars against trading partners, and anti-immigration policies. Trump pulled the United States out of the massive Asia-Pacific trade agreement called the Trans-Pacific Partnership, scrapped the North American Free Trade Agreement, levied punitive tariffs against the country’s closest allies, and even attempted to build a giant wall along the US–Mexico border to deter migrants. Democratic president Joe Biden’s ‘Buy American’ programme and industrial policy echo Trump’s, and Biden has also continued the trade war with China. In some areas, Biden’s protectionist policies are even more extreme than his predecessor’s.

Brexit Britain’s bipartisan ‘Buy British’ campaign, in turn, has followed close on the heels of the UK’s chaotic and nationalistic dislocation from the European Union (EU), accompanied by severe immigration restrictions to ‘take back control’ of British sovereignty. Some Conservative Party Brexit champions have promised that former British colonies such as India will replace the EU single market; others have proffered a more selective racialized vision called CANZUK, an economic union between the UK and its former ‘white’ settler colonies Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. Both proposals drip with imperial nostalgia.5 The consequent creation of new trade barriers between the UK and the EU and between Northern Ireland and the rest of the UK, in turn, have upset the European peace project.

Nationalistic onlookers have been fast to follow the Anglo-American protectionist cue. Right-wing governments in Italy, Hungary, Poland, Turkey, Brazil, the Philippines, India, China, and Japan, among others, have taken inspiration from the burgeoning protectionist consensus. Then came Russia’s brazen imperial incursion into Ukraine in 2022, accompanied by crippling Western economic sanctions in retaliation. The economic nationalist and imperial backdrop of the present volume no longer looks all that distant or alien.

Pax Economica’s spectrum of left-wingers broadly encompasses those whose politics were left of centre. Some sought reform, others revolution, but all shared the belief that economic interdependence could foster democratization, economic and social justice, and world harmony. For some left-wingers like Karl Marx writing in the 1840s, the envisaged interconnectivity wrought from free trade signalled the next progressive step in capitalism’s march towards proletarian revolution, and therefore deserved support. But for many other left-wing internationalists, universal free trade came to be seen as the economic bedrock of a more peaceful, prosperous, and democratic world order. Left-leaning liberal radical reformers such as Richard Cobden, Henry George, Mark Twain, Leo Tolstoy, Norman Angell, Abe Isoo, J. A. Hobson, Jane Addams, Rosika Schwimmer, and Fanny Garrison Villard connected free trade with democracy promotion, antislavery, universal suffrage, civil rights, prosperity, anti-imperialism, and peace. Socialist internationalist peace workers such as Florence Kelley, Eduard Bernstein, Karl Kautsky, Crystal Eastman, Toyohiko Kagawa, Norman Thomas, and Kirby Page leaned further left in their critiques of capitalism and economic inequality. But these same social democrats, democratic socialists, and communists nevertheless often found themselves working alongside their more moderate liberal radical contemporaries to realise their shared vision of a peaceful, free trade world.

Pax Economica’s motley crew of left-wing free traders were the leading globalists of their age, in contrast to the right-wing free-market advocacy more commonly associated with globalism’s champions today. The disjuncture between then and now offers an opportunity to correct a historical imbalance. The past couple of decades have witnessed a flurry of scholarship tracing the right-wing origins of today’s free-market ideas back to the interwar years.6 By recovering the shared world of left-wing radicalism and free trade, this book tells a very different story, with a much earlier starting point: the 1840s. Back then, the left-leaning free-trade ideology of anti-imperialism and peace was famously known as ‘Manchester liberalism’ or ‘the Manchester School’, owing to its roots in Manchester, England. It was also referred to as ‘Cobdenism’, after the school’s most prominent British spokesman, Richard Cobden. Cobdenism took on various left-wing guises and varieties, suffusing the international peace and anti-imperial movements from the mid-nineteenth century onward.

The terminology used to describe the book’s left-wingers accordingly reflect their intersectional fight for free trade, anti-imperialism, and peace. Their movement is referred to interchangeably throughout the book as ‘the free-trade-and-peace movement’, ‘the commercial peace movement’, and ‘the economic peace movement’. So too ‘internationalism’ is used interchangeably with ‘cosmopolitanism’, because of their shared intellectual property for much of the period between the mid-nineteenth and mid-twentieth centuries. During this time, even the most extreme cosmopolitans recognized the existence and staying power of the nation state; and even the staunchest internationalists, while recognizing that nationalism was an entrenched reality, also saw it as the most powerful stumbling block to a more peaceful, interdependent world order. Internationalism and cosmopolitanism back then were both also closely associated with ‘interdependence’: what we now more often refer to as ‘globalization’.7

‘Free trade’ and ‘protectionism’ also had meanings particular to the century preceding the Second World War. This was a time when governments relied largely on tariffs for generating revenue. Pax Economica’s cast of characters accordingly understood free trade to mean low tariffs for revenue purposes only, rather than their near absence as free trade is commonly thought of today. Left-wing free traders back then sought to lower government expenditures on imperial defence and militaries to keep revenue tariffs as low as possible for the consumer—with imperial devolution, peace, and prosperity a natural by-product. Most protectionists, believing war and imperialism to be immutable, instead sought discriminatory or prohibitive tariffs on foreign products both to insulate domestic producers from unfettered international competition and to pay for expanding their nation’s militaries and empires. This form of economic nationalism, often accompanied by government subsidies for domestic businesses and internal improvements, became popularly known by the mid-nineteenth century as the ‘American System’ in the United States. The close late-nineteenth and twentieth-century association of protectionism and colonialism, in turn, is sometimes referred to as ‘neomercantilism’. As Eric Helleiner has argued, neomercantilism was an updated version of the older mercantilist system of imperial trading blocs and monopolies common among early modern empires.8

The left-wing economic cosmopolitan fight for anti-imperialism and peace begins with the mid-nineteenth-century transatlantic free-trade movement. At first glance, it might seem ironic that the leading peace and anti-imperial theories emanated outward from Britain, the dominant empire of the day. The British Empire of the Victorian age likely brings to mind ambitions of worldwide market access and a British world system controlled through naval supremacy, pith helmets, and diplomatic persuasion. This depiction is in keeping with what is now a prodigious body of literature examining the complex relationship between British imperialism and modern liberalism.9 This volume adds further complexity by exploring how liberal ideas spurred transnational anti-imperial and peace activism; for many politically left-of-centre adherents, free-trade liberalism contained a hard-nosed critique of imperialism, militarism, and war.

And yet the radical left-wing free-trade fight to end imperialism and war, if recognized at all, is treated as a mere curiosity: what Stephen Howe describes as ‘a minority current, and a limited and conditional stance’.10 This marginalization stems in part from a long-standing tendency to misremember the half-century leading up to the First World War as ‘a golden era of globalization’, as Tara Zahra puts it.11 Pax Economica’s study of the commercial peace movement paints a very different political economic picture. Recovering the pacifistic efforts of left-wing free traders thus provides a new transnational history of peace activism and its complex relationship to global capitalism between the mid-nineteenth century and today. Excepting British peace historiography, most national histories of pre-1945 peace movements (and most are national histories) grant little more than a passing reference, if any, to free trade. They also exclude the numerous organizations for which peace through free trade was their main purpose.

Free trade’s marginalization and exclusion has a long lineage within peace studies. Helen Bosanquet, in her 1924 study of the relationship between free trade and peace in the nineteenth century, went so far as to state that peace societies had ‘lost even their mild interest in Free Trade’ after a brief flirtation in the 1840s and 1850s.12 The doyen of peace studies Merle Curti has argued that the ‘slow advance of peace’ over the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries owed much to the fact that ‘peacemakers have not adequately fought the economic forces that make for war’. He goes on to argue that ‘most friends of peace […] have naturally accepted the existing economic order and have not seen the threats to peace inherent in it’. Others have held that peace activists didn’t think about economic matters at all. Gorham Munson, for instance, asserts that ‘as a movement pacifism has been notoriously innocent of economics’. These observations, John Nelson concludes, ‘hold true for the peace movement prior to the First World War’, and to a large extent after it.13 The disjuncture works both ways. Those histories of world governance and liberal internationalism that have recognized the sizeable role played by free-trade ideas and their left-wing adherents have isolated them from their peace activism.14 This book turns these long-held assumptions, exclusions, and dissociations on their heads by showing how free trade remained a central tenet among left-wing internationalists working within the era’s anti-imperial and peace movements to overturn the neomercantilist order.

Free trade’s historiographical exclusion is more surprising still considering that commercial peace workers were well recognized in their day, not least by Nobel Peace Prize committees. The first ever Nobel Peace Prize, in 1901, was awarded to two individuals. Of the two names, Henri Dunant is the more familiar today, as the founder of the International Committee of the Red Cross in Geneva. The other, the leader of the turn-of-the-century French peace movement Frédéric Passy, is less remembered. Passy was a French disciple of Britain’s mid-nineteenth-century ‘apostle of free trade’ Richard Cobden. Like Cobden, Passy believed that universal free trade was an essential ingredient for a more peaceful world and accordingly helped create numerous European economic peace organizations. The Nobel committee’s interest in the economic cosmopolitan connection to peace only grew stronger after the First World War. In the summer of 1919 the Nobel Institute even ran an international competition to provide ‘An Account of the History of the Free Trade Movement in the Nineteenth Century and its Bearing on the International Peace Movement’.15 Other left-leaning leaders of the commercial peace movement to receive the prize thereafter included Chicago’s Jane Addams (1931), Britain’s Norman Angell (1933), former Democratic US secretary of state Cordell Hull (1945), and Boston’s Emily Green Balch (1946).

Along the way, Pax Economica traces how the global vision of left-wing economic cosmopolitans came to embrace supranational oversight as a prerequisite for their pacifistic free-trade order. As Glenda Sluga describes it, by the end of the First World War ‘steam, electricity, and trade had socialized a new kind of international man’ who put greater faith in supranational governance to maintain the peace.16 The book’s ‘cosmopolitan internationalists’ well understood that this meant weakening national borders and diminishing national sovereignty and allegiances. This globalist mindset and worldview paved the way for the likes of the League of Nations and, eventually, the United Nations, the EU, and the World Trade Organization, key institutions that would underpin subsequent post-1945 economic ordering.

The book’s thematic approach highlights the multifaceted growth and evolution of this left-wing free-trade tradition within transnational anti-imperial and peace networks spanning a century and more. Its structure allows for the telling of six distinct but overlapping stories. The first chapter provides the protectionist and imperial backdrop to the rest of the book. The chapter focuses on how the American System of protectionism—popularized by Alexander Hamilton, Henry Clay, Henry Carey, and Friedrich List—most shaped the economic makeup of the world’s empires from around 1870. This allows us to see the global economic order in the way that both its leading supporters and its leading critics saw it: as one dominated by extreme protectionism, nationalism, militarism, and colonialism. The subsequent four chapters trace the role of free trade within the international anti-imperial and peace movements from the left-wing perspective of liberal radicals, socialists, feminists, and Christians, groups that tend to be treated disparately or even as oppositional. The final chapter carries the story forward from the end of the Second World War to today. During this time, the United States is commonly understood to have taken the lead from Britain in liberalizing global trade even as the decolonizing world fought to obtain a seat at the decision-making table.

Treated individually, the chapters allow for a more focused engagement with debates and questions surrounding the international peace histories of liberal radicals, socialists, feminists, and Christians. Taken as a whole, the chapters provide a wide-ranging landscape depicting how visions of free trade helped tie these left-wing peace workers together, and how they overlapped with other left-leaning reform movements. As Strike Up the Band illustrates, by the 1920s free trade’s association with peace had seeped into wider left-wing culture and discourses, and controversially so. Pax Economica accordingly includes how left-wing visions of a more peaceful interdependent world intersected with a variety of other nineteenth- and twentieth-century initiatives such as the abolition of slavery, women’s suffrage, civil rights, the Esperanto movement, and the New International Economic Order.

Liberal ideas connecting free-trade universalism with peace not only preceded the Cold War; they predated the 1840s. We can find earlier such iterations of economic cosmopolitanism in the Enlightenment thought of Immanuel Kant, the French physiocrats, Adam Smith, and Thomas Paine, perhaps even as far back as the ancient Greeks.17 But massive mid-nineteenth-century transformations of the global economy heralded something new for the modernizing world. Universalistic theories of free trade became potential political realities upon the creation of a global food system, global transport and communication networks, and mass industrialization. These globalizing trends evolved and grew between the 1840s and 1940s, underpinning post-1945 left-wing visions of world citizenship, the international division of labour, decolonization, economic interdependence, prosperity, social justice, and peace.18

The left-wing fight for free trade, anti-imperialism, and peace was a transimperial one, meaning a transnational struggle that more often than not crisscrossed imperial boundaries.19 This was an uphill struggle during an era in which empires were key movers, shakers, and innovators of globalization: what A. G. Hopkins describes as ‘imperial globalization’.20 The transimperial story that follows therefore corrects the all too common misimpression that this first age of modern globalization was one of free trade and laissez-faire run amok, culminating in the First World War. Apart from the British case, this imperial phase of integration was protectionist, regional, and quite often coercive, as pre-modern or undeveloped economies were forced to become integrated within a Euro-American dominated global market system. The protagonists of this book understood the economic nationalist makeup of the imperial order only too well.

Their pacifistic visions of a liberal order of open trade and world fraternity evolved throughout the last half of the nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth, but even so, the era in which its protagonists lived imposed certain limitations. For many Victorian-era economic peace workers, their universalistic worldview was constrained by their Euro-American-centrism and the limitations of nascent global transportation and communication networks. The Victorian-era commercial peace movement also showed itself to be more susceptible to the era’s white supremacist ideas of Anglo-Saxonism and ‘civilization’ than its twentieth-century successors. These biases further limited left-wing economic cosmopolitan and anti-imperial visions.21 For some utopians at the extreme end of this Anglo-Saxonist spectrum, for example, the global dominance of a free-trading Anglosphere—‘Anglobalization’—even promised an ‘Anglotopia’: perpetual peace through Anglo-American democratic imperialism.22 This liberal imperialist dimension later reinforced the League of Nations mandates system.23 Granted, few of this book’s protagonists fell into this peace-through-empire camp. But nor were the era’s left-wing economic peace workers able to break free entirely from the constraints of this racialized Euro-American-centric worldview. This tendency would noticeably weaken during the interwar years amid the global turn towards authoritarianism and autarky, during which a more radical generation of commercial peace workers threw themselves into creating a new interdependent economic order more sympathetic to the demands of the decolonizing world.

Euro-American-centrism also informed the free-trade and protectionist theories of economic development emanating from the imperial metropoles.24 Many of the leading theorists of capitalism, from Adam Smith to Friedrich List to Karl Marx, followed this line of thought. These developmental stage theories drew the attention of not only imperial-minded nationalists but also anti-colonial nationalists, who embraced and adapted these same theories to undermine the Euro-American imperial order. As explored in chapter 1, almost paradoxically, anti-colonial nationalists such as Liang Qichao, Ma Yinchu, Arthur Griffith, Mahatma Gandhi, Benoy Kumar Sarkar, and W.E.B. Du Bois saw the Western developmental model as both the source of their humiliation and the means of their salvation.25 That the colonized and decolonizing world often borrowed from, imitated, and adapted the ideas, texts, languages, and policies of the colonizers—a nineteenth-century process that Christopher Hill refers to as ‘conceptual universalization’—should not be surprising.26 Recognizing this unequal power relationship does not dismiss the unique and significant ways that anti-colonial nationalists incorporated local settings and traditions to retool the racialized developmental ideologies of the West into emancipatory weapons of independence.

Pax Economica therefore reflects the imbalanced dissemination of economic ideologies during this era of Western-dominated colonialism, globalization, and industrialization. Although not one-way streets during this period, the most popular ideological roads invariably led back to Rome or, more often than not, London, Paris, Berlin, New York, Geneva, and Boston. The intrinsic power dynamics of imperial globalization meant that the West’s near monopoly control of global transportation and communication networks, and thus of knowledge transfer, allowed for few exceptions to this Euro-American-centred rule. As a result, while this is a globe-trotting book, its Euro-American connections remain prominent. Yet the story that unfolds seeks to avoid falling into the pitfall of narrating merely how the West shaped the rest. What follows is in no small part about how Western ideas framed the global battle between economic cosmopolitanism and economic nationalism. But it is also about how ‘the rest’—including anti-colonial nationalists in India, Ireland, Egypt, Ghana, the USA, China, Cuba, the Philippines, and Argentina—refashioned these ideas and policies to make them their own. These same efforts would, in turn, gradually make left-wing economic cosmopolitans more accepting of the developmentalist trade policy visions of the Global South after 1945.

The ensuing transimperial struggle between economic cosmopolitanism and economic nationalism over the future course of global capitalism often made for strange bedfellows. Before the Cold War conflict between capitalism and communism, capitalist and socialist radicals found common cause in their efforts to overturn the economic nationalist imperial order. By the early twentieth century, a shared belief in trade liberalization as a mechanism for peace, prosperity, and social justice had socialist internationalists joining hands with left-leaning capitalist reformers. The latter—liberal radicals—were willing to work closely with more centrist elements within the peace establishment like the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, as well as with Marxist revolutionaries, international feminists, and ecumenical Christians. The pageantry of the left-wing economic peace movement included a colourful cast of characters that readers might find surprising.

Pax Economica’s interventions challenge a wide scholarship that has tended not to look earlier than the 1930s and 1940s to understand the origins of post-1945 economic globalization.27 Limited understanding has bred understandable confusion. Cold War lenses have blurred the historical depiction of modern left-wing radicalism, displacing the economic peace movement from its previously prominent position. In the US context, for example, since the 1950s historians have recast late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century free-trade radicals as supporters of the very corporate monopolies and empires that they sought to dismantle, and have shoehorned them into histories of US conservatism rather than of US liberalism. Still others depict all US socialists as economic nationalists, overlooking the pacifistic free-trade alliances between socialist internationalists and capitalist liberal radicals.28 This book’s unorthodox narrative upends many such common Cold War–driven misconceptions surrounding modern liberalism, free trade, anti-imperialism, and peace.

In sum, Pax Economica illustrates most vividly how the global spread of imperial ideas was never limited to imperial rule; it also advanced anti-imperial dissent. Free-trade cosmopolitanism provided the economic fuel needed to fire up the international peace and anti-imperialist movements working between the mid-nineteenth century and today. This anti-imperialism of free trade was a transimperial phenomenon that came to encompass the political left-wing within the British, US, Spanish, German, Dutch, Belgian, Italian, Russian, French, and Japanese empires, where economic cosmopolitans struggled to replace the neomercantilist and nationalist realist logics that undergirded imperialism and war with the free-trade principles they believed would undermine empires and promote peace. Travelling across imperial boundaries, trade wars, and military conflicts, free-trade theories of anti-imperialism and peace sought to undo the world that had produced them.

The book’s findings help explain how we got ‘there and back again’ (to borrow a phrase from J.R.R. Tolkien). Today’s ongoing economic nationalist backlash against free-market globalism has once again shaken the economic order, contributing to the growth of authoritarian regimes, the search for self-sufficiency, trade wars, geopolitical turmoil, and imperial expansion. The book’s examination of the economic peace movement and its close affinity with democratization therefore also provides a new history of what in the field of international relations is referred to as ‘democratic peace theory’ and ‘capitalist peace theory’, although the book’s economic cosmopolitans would be perplexed to see these theories treated separately rather than as mutually reinforcing. They would also be surprised to discover that their contributions to these theories are nearly forgotten.29

The book concludes by emphasising how the ideological origins of post-1945 battles over neocolonialism, neomercantilism, and neoliberalism lay in the 1840s and the century that followed. The Cold War has obfuscated a much older ideological struggle that pitted the industrializing imperial powers against each other, while also giving birth to anti-colonial nationalist demands for political autonomy and economic development that would later prevail in the Global South. Long before the Cold War divided much of the globe into socialist and capitalist camps, the capitalist system itself was riven in two between those cosmopolitan idealists who wanted the world’s markets to become peaceably interdependent through free trade, and those nationalist realists who viewed geopolitics as a matter of perpetual war, wherein tariff walls were needed to buttress national boundaries and insulate infant domestic industries from unfettered international competition. As an intellectual and political history, this battle between economic cosmopolitanism and economic nationalism encapsulates what David Armitage describes as ‘a collision of competing universalisms’. This same collision course once again appears cataclysmic three decades after Cold War’s end.30 Today’s visions of a more peaceful economic order arose long before the cheese war that played out upon the Gershwins’ interwar stage. They began to take shape within the century-long political and ideological fight over the future course of trade, imperialism, and war that gripped the industrializing and colonial world from the 1840s.
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The Imperialism of Economic Nationalism
GLOBALIZING THE AMERICAN SYSTEM OF PROTECTIONISM




The highest means of development of the manufacturing power […] are colonies. […] England owes her immense colonial possessions solely to her surpassing manufacturing power. If the other European nations wish also to partake of the profitable business of cultivating waste territories and civilizing barbarous nations […] they must commence with the development of their own internal manufacturing powers, of their mercantile marine, and of their naval power.

—FRIEDRICH LIST, 18411

Modern protectionism is, both in theory and in practice, largely an American product. […] Modern protectionism is the economic policy, not of nascent nationality […] but of young imperialism.

—SYDNEY SHERWOOD, 18972





BRITAIN’S EMBRACE of free trade in the 1840s got the ‘cosmopolitical’ imagination running wild. The era’s leading internationalists began predicting that the rest of the industrializing world, seeing the widespread benefits the island nation gained from trade liberalization, would soon follow suit. The United States, Britain’s resource-rich former colony, looked like it would provide the most fertile soil for free trade’s mid-nineteenth-century transplantation; even as Britain was striking down its protective tariffs on foreign grain (the Corn Laws) in 1846, Democrats in the United States were slashing tariff rates.3 The timing appeared fortuitous, leading Richard Cobden, the Liberal radical figurehead of the British free-trade movement, to declare that the consummation of their efforts was at hand.4 The Anglo–French Treaty of 1860, or Cobden-Chevalier Treaty, thereafter lowered tariff barriers across much of Europe, promising the arrival of a new era of economic liberalism, market integration, affordable food, and regional prosperity.5 Left-leaning supporters of free trade augured that greater economic interdependence would eventually erode national rivalries, and perhaps, some day, even national boundaries, resulting in a more peaceful and prosperous world federation. And their liberal vision of global interdependence left little, if any, room for imperial projects. With the glimmer of mid-century trade liberalization across both the English Channel and the Atlantic Ocean, a brave new economic cosmopolitan world order appeared to be just over the horizon.

But this left-wing free-trade vision proved to be a mirage conjured from hubristic optimism. Such pacifistic cosmopolitan speculations underappreciated the value of economic nationalism in an era of unprecedented nation-state formation, industrialization, militarism, and empire building. German-American economic theorist Friedrich List penned his famous neomercantilist book The National System of Political Economy (1841), which would fast become a secular bible of free-market sceptics the world over. The United States then became the first major power to buck the free-trade trend in 1861 when, with input from political economist Henry Carey, the Republican Party began implementing its protectionist programme known as the American System. By the 1870s, Britain’s presumed free-trade trump card had received an unanticipated counter from most of its competitors. Drawing inspiration from List and other US protectionist prophets, one rival after another instead turned to economic nationalism to foster infant industries at home and to expand closed colonial markets abroad. Even Britain’s own settler colonies would abandon free trade by the turn of the century. Economic nationalism, not free trade, became the predominant political economic force underpinning imperial expansion and consolidation from the mid-nineteenth century to the Second World War.

And yet one of the more enduring myths surrounding the half-century leading up to the First World War remains the mistaken assumption that free trade and laissez-faire prevailed over the tail end of this ‘first era of globalization’. The reality was quite different. Commodity flows and exchanges increased across this period despite the growing demand for economic nationalism. Alongside the British-led gold standard, government-backed technological developments in transport and communications—railways, canals, steamships, telegraph lines—and a corresponding decline in transport costs deserve much of the credit.6 So, too, does the era’s coercive incorporation of new colonial markets into the global capitalist system. By around 1870, the ‘cosmopolitical school’ of free trade had little to show for its propagandistic efforts beyond Britain itself, whereas the American System’s nationalistic brand of infant industrial protectionism could claim global popularity, especially among Britain’s imperial rivals.

This widespread preference for the American System of protectionism over British-style free trade can be seen at once as a response to Britain’s hegemonic power and an uncomfortable reminder of its limitations. Fears of unfettered competition with the more industrially developed British allowed infant industrial protectionism to become a formidable countermovement, especially when coupled with imperial expansion. From North America to continental Europe to the Near East, Australia, and Japan, economic nationalist ideas and policies prevailed over the imperial economic order of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. As a result, this century of global market integration, nationalism, militarism, and empire building—imperial globalization—derived in far larger part from the imperialism of economic nationalism than from the imperialism of free trade.7 In other words, instead of opening up the world’s markets under the British-heralded banner of free trade for all, Britain’s imperial rivals demonstrated a predilection for extending their market access through informal means of high tariff walls, closed markets, and tariff retaliation where possible, and by formal annexation when necessary.

This Western-dominated age of imperial globalization meant that ideological exchanges, as well as capital flows, were often Euro-American-centric. The modernizing ideas of economic nationalism, developmentalism, and imperial expansion that most shaped this era drew upon a rich Euro-American ideological tradition. The Anglophobic US political system proved remarkably resistant to British-inspired economic cosmopolitan ideas, to the consternation of Anglo-American free traders. Thanks to the homegrown efforts of economic nationalist theorists such as Alexander Hamilton, Friedrich List, Henry Clay, and Henry Carey, most US politicians instead preferred a protectionist doctrine that combined a strong fiscal-military state with subsidies for internal improvements and infant industrial protectionism: what became known as the ‘American System’ in the decades preceding the country’s civil war (1861–1865). By the 1840s, the American System had evolved into a global export, a consumption driven in no small part by an urge to counteract the contemporaneous free-trade ideas emanating from Britain.

By the late nineteenth century, the American System of protectionism was in high demand. Nationalists across the globe—in France, Germany, Canada, Australia, Russia, the Ottoman Near East, and Japan—found the American System’s ideological connection of protectionism, nationalism, industrialism, militarism, and empire-building seductive. As so often happens during times of economic crisis, the onset of the Long Depression (c. 1873–1896) exacerbated this neomercantilist turn, as nation after nation sought to insulate itself from the full force of world market competition. For Britain’s imperial rivals, the new norm combined high tariff walls with monopolization of colonial markets to secure access to raw materials and to export surplus capital and populations. The seeming successes of late nineteenth-century US economic nationalism and continental conquest made the American System, rather than British-style free trade, the preferred developmental model.8 The years leading up to and during the First World War witnessed a speeding up of these trends towards nationalism, protectionism, and imperialism. Desire for economic self-sufficiency and imperial consolidation thereafter became paramount, once the Great Depression struck in 1929, even within ‘Free Trade England’ itself. And in exceptional cases where states fell under the direct coercive influence of British free-trade imperial policies, as in China, Ireland, India, and Egypt, leading nationalists instead looked upon the successful implementation of the American System as an anti-colonial exemplar for economic development within a British world system. Pan-Africanist leader W.E.B. Du Bois’s calls for Black self-sufficiency also drew from this burgeoning anti-colonial economic nationalist tradition. The American System thus cast its long protectionist shadow over the imperial order from the mid-nineteenth century to the Second World War.


The American System and Imperial Globalization, 1783–1861

The American System’s roots became entangled with Britain and its empire in the decades immediately following the American Revolution. The eighty-year period preceding the US Civil War was one of formal US independence from Britain, as well as continued informal economic dependence.9 As a partial remedy for the latter, Alexander Hamilton, the newly minted nation’s first treasury secretary, sought to replicate British mercantilism and military fiscalism in order to create a stronger federal government and a continental American empire.10 Such protectionist and fiscal-military reforms included a modernized central banking system styled after the Bank of England, alongside protective tariffs for American infant industries and farmers, coupled with subsidies for internal improvements of roads and canals to facilitate continental trade.11 Along the way, Hamilton also coined the term ‘the American System’ and introduced it into domestic circulation.12 With the adoption of the British-style fiscal-military state, the United States was thereafter better able to maintain and expand its military, facilitating US westward expansion and the establishment of a continental empire by mid-century.

Hamilton’s American System received a big boost in the 1820s and 1830s from Kentucky senator Henry Clay, the Whig Party’s most prominent congressional protectionist defender. To create ‘a genuine American System’, Clay argued, federal and state governments needed to enact protectionism, which had by then become synonymous with the American System. To strengthen and maintain it, he and other American System advocates supported westward expansion through a public land policy. Clay was also wont to point out Britain’s continued application of the Corn Laws, which from 1815 until 1846 placed high protective tariffs on foreign grain, as evidence that even the era’s most industrially advanced nation remained reliant upon economic nationalism to maintain its empire and to protect its domestic economic interests.13 Clay believed that the expansion of the American System was manifest destiny: that the American System would one day encompass all of the western hemisphere. And Clay’s pan-American vision contained a sharp imperial edge; Latin America, once devoid of the influence of the European imperial powers, would become part of a protectionist hemispheric Zollverein, with the United States sitting ‘at the head of the American system’.14

Clay’s protectionist efforts on behalf of the American System and US imperial expansion received propagandistic support from the antebellum era’s most influential publisher, Philadelphia’s Mathew Carey. Carey’s mistreatment and persecution at the hands of the British government while coming of age in Ireland helped shape his Anglophobic desire to nurture US industries so that they might eventually overtake the British. Mathew’s son Henry Charles Carey eventually took up his father’s protectionist mantle and played a central role in making the American System a key tenet of the Republican Party upon its founding in 1856.15

From within this same circle of American System advocates arose the most authoritative of nineteenth-century protectionist theorists: Friedrich List. This German-born US citizen’s economic ideas were ‘made in America’, Boston’s Protectionist reflected.16 During his residency in Pennsylvania (1825–1831), List left his indelible mark domestically on the likes of Henry Charles Carey and the subsequent Republican Party. List’s American System-inspired ideas first appeared in Outlines of American Political Economy (1827), establishing him as an authority on US fiscal policy and a champion of protectionism. He fleshed out his protectionist vision further in The National System of Political Economy (Das national System der politischen Oekonomie, 1841). List’s ideas went far in shaping imperial globalization by at once (1) attacking British free trade, (2) encouraging high tariffs and subsidies to foster national industrial development, and (3) contending that Western industrializing powers such as the United States, Belgium, France, and Germany required colonial expansion to obtain national security, raw materials, and new export markets for surplus capital. Undeveloped, ‘uninstructed, indolent’ nations such as those of Latin America, Asia, and eastern Europe, in turn, needed to be colonized by these same nations and needed to focus upon the production of raw materials for their industrializing colonial masters.17

After all, List emphasized, this combination of economic nationalism and colonialism was precisely what Britain had used to ascend to industrial preeminence in the decades preceding its post-1846 embrace of free trade, whereupon it now sought to ‘kick away the ladder’. British free traders and their international disciples—the era’s advocates of what List derided as ‘cosmopolitical economy’—duplicitously downplayed the power of political and economic nationalism at their own peril.18 Free-trade radicals, in their heady idealism, promised that international trade liberalization would bring cheap food to the starving masses, prosperity for all, and even world peace. But List the realist claimed to see through their universalistic and pacifistic language. He believed it to be little more than an ideological smokescreen to hide their true intentions: to forever keep Britain the ‘manufacturer of the world’. If the rest of the industrializing world followed suit and precipitously threw open its markets, he warned, Britain would maintain its hegemony by strangling rival nations’ infant industries in the cradle. List prescribed his Anglophobic protectionist product as a cure-all to counteract a British-dominated economic system—and it fast found a receptive global market.



Transimperial Exportation of the American System, 1861–1890

From imperial metropoles to colonial peripheries, the American System, rather than British-style free trade, became the economic model of choice. The late nineteenth-century industrializing world of nation states looked on with a mixture of envy, imitation, and emulation at the Republican Party’s successful establishment of the American System and its consequent centralization of federal power during and immediately after the US Civil War.19 This was on clear display when the Republicans subsidized the transcontinental railroad and doled out massive tracts of land to encourage westward settlement, despite the fact that Native Americans, collectively, already owned much of the territory. As Carl Mosk puts it, the GOP’s support for a centralized banking system, domestic manufactures, and mass production over the coming decades ‘was revolutionary not only in shaping consumption but also in reducing the relative cost of exerting military force’. In other words, the American System’s establishment made US militarism cheaper, and US imperial expansion easier.20 Its establishment also created geopolitical conflict between the United States and its Gilded Age rivals. This included numerous trade wars with Canada, its British colonial neighbour to the north, that very nearly came to all-out military conflict.21 The model of the American System appeared ripe for exportation throughout the late nineteenth-century industrializing world: a nationalistic consumer demand that only grew stronger following the onset of the Long Depression in 1873.22

By the early 1870s, theorists of the American System had become the protectionist prophets of the industrializing world. From mid-century their ideas fed into fiscal debates worldwide, as best reflected in the popularization of Friedrich List’s work. List’s 1841 National System of Political Economy was translated into numerous nationalist contexts, among them those of Hungary (1843), France (1851), the USA (1856), Australia (1860), Britain (1885), Romania (1887), Sweden (1888), Japan (1889), Russia (1891), Bengal (1912–16), Bulgaria (1926), China (1927), Finland (1846, 1935), and Spain (1942). List’s growing popularity illustrates how the American System was in high demand across the globe—especially among the industrializing Western imperial powers.

The American System doctrine was exported most immediately to post-Napoleonic France through Friedrich List himself. Following his exile years in Pennsylvania, List returned to continental Europe an American citizen. While residing in Paris in the late 1830s, he penned much of National System. List’s ideas had a direct impact upon French protectionist politics once his close friend Adolphe Thiers became premier in 1840. Thiers even offered List the job of overseeing the building of a French national rail network, although List declined in order to return to Germany.23

The combined protectionist work of List and Thiers helped shape the political economic makeup of the French Empire in a reverse image of what was unfolding in 1840s Britain. Despite the efforts of French liberals such as Richard Cobden’s friend Frédéric Bastiat and British liberals such as John Bowring to spread the free-trade gospel, the infant industrial lobbyists and Anglophobic protectionist politicians of ‘Fortress France’ reigned triumphant.24 And they soon began looking to expand the French colonial system. They added colonizing Algeria to their obsession with industrial development, along lines laid out by List and French right-wing protectionist politicians.25 Largely in imitation of the USA’s American System and continental colonization, Fortress France built its tariff walls ever higher over the coming decades, and then extended them to encircle its colonies; tariff protection from foreign competition was granted to Algeria in 1884 and to French Indochina in 1887. Jules Ferry, the former colonial premier of Tonkin and Tunis and the empire’s ‘apostle of the colonial renaissance’, summarized it thus in 1890: ‘Colonial policy is the daughter of industrial policy. […] The protectionist system is a steam-engine without safety valve if it does not have as correlative and auxiliary a healthy and serious colonial policy.’ His expansionist sentiments were shared by Emile Chautemps, the minister of colonies; Foreign Minister Théophile Delcassé, ‘the guiding genius of French imperialism’; and influential academics, such as Sorbonne historian Alfred Rambaud and Collège de France economist Pierre Paul Leroy-Beaulieu, through the 1880s and 1890s.26 The empire-wide expansion of the nineteenth-century French economic nationalist system culminated in the passage of the Méline Tariff of 1892, partly in response to an ongoing trade war with Italy, and partly in retaliatory response to the US protectionist passage of the McKinley Tariff of 1890. The French bill’s author, conservative politician Jules Méline, would continue to look to the United States and its American System as a model for emulation.27

German economic nationalists were not far behind France in embracing the American System and adapting it to the Zollverein. Upon List’s return to his fatherland in 1841, as US consul for the Kingdom of Württemberg, he designed the intellectual blueprint for subsequent German unification, protectionism, and imperial expansion with the publication of his National System. List’s nationalist vision for Germany was, according to one recent biographer, ‘a “transatlantic” idea that List had brought back with him from his exile in the USA’.28 Praise came pouring in from some of his German contemporaries, including Wilhelm Roscher, professor of political economy at the University of Göttingen, who would help found the late nineteenth-century German Historical School (GHS). List’s reception among free traders in Britain and certain liberal segments of the German press was less enthusiastic, to put it mildly, contributing to his depression and subsequent suicide in 1846.29

Application of List’s American System manifested itself in German imperial politics after his death.30 According to Matthew Fitzpatrick, List’s work established ‘many of the tropes of imperialist discourse in Germany. […] Constantly repeated and reinscribed, the central tenets of his belief in the necessity of imperialism as a national mission were transmitted to the next generation.’31 As early as 1844, List’s National System was rumoured to have become Otto von Bismarck’s ‘bedside reading’.32 German imperialist Alexander von Bülow, quoting List, wrote one of the strongest defences of German colonialism in 1849, with an expansionist eye towards Latin America. He then founded the Berliner Kolonisationsverein, which in 1853 was granted a contract to send German settlers to colonize Costa Rica, resulting in the short-lived colony of Angostura. Mid-century imperial theorist Karl Gaillard and the former Prussian envoy to Brazil Johann Jacob Sturz devised further colonial schemes for Latin America on this Listian model.33 In 1867, Lothar Bucher of the Prussian foreign office called for the acquisition of St. Thomas, Timor, and the Philippines to complete List’s envisaged colonial project.34 Wilhelm Hübbe-Schleiden—lawyer, publicist, African explorer, and member of the Westdeutscher Verein für Kolonisation und Export (West German association for colonization and export)—demanded in the late 1870s and early 1880s that Germany extricate itself from Anglo-Saxon cosmopolitanism and instead embrace a colonial Weltpolitik encompassing South America and Ethiopia. Investments in steamship lines connecting Germany with its African colonies picked up pace from the 1880s—and were backed up with a stronger navy.35 These trends led the German economist Julius Lehr to proclaim List ‘the father of the young theory that forms the basis of all protective tariff policies in Germany’.36 Illustrating the growing transatlantic reach of the American School, Henry Carey’s influence began rivalling that of List’s within German protectionist circles, not least because of Carey’s advocacy of agricultural protectionism.37

Bismarck’s support proved crucial to the Listian development of Germany’s imperialism of economic nationalism. Carey’s German disciples increasingly had Bismarck’s ear.38 List’s daughter Emilie took it upon herself to send a three-volume edition of National System to Bismarck and the crown prince in 1877, and she viewed the country’s protectionist turn after 1879 as an affirmation of her father’s enduring influence.39 Both Bismarck’s newfound favour for the Conservatives and German colonial expansion provided further affirmation. This confluence of German protectionism, conservative nationalism, and colonialism, first under Bismarck and then under Wilhelm II, is, according to Cornelius Torp, broadly considered to be ‘a turning point of crucial importance [… and] a key element in the conservative “refoundation” of the German Empire’.40 It also resulted in a series of trade wars with Germany’s main protectionist rivals, Russia and the United States, in the decades to come, as well as promoting the common idea that Germany needed to become a leading imperial power in its own right. By around 1890 more and more financial investments were being funnelled into German colonial projects in Africa, with the goal of exploiting raw materials for home industries.41 Such Listian colonial schemes for strengthening the German nation epitomized this period of imperial globalization by necessitating not only emigration and colonial expansion, but also the creation of a strong German navy and German–South American steamship lines.

The German unification that followed the Franco–Prussian War (1870–1871), and the economic depression that struck soon thereafter, cemented Friedrich List’s envisioned national system and tariff union at home not only through its imperial governors, but also within German universities via the influential GHS. This self-described anti-Manchestertum intellectual movement considered List its ideological progenitor. The GHS accordingly emphasized centralization of the German state, a programme of economic nationalism, anti-internationalist state socialism, and imperial expansion. The GHS was also more amenable to agricultural protectionism alongside tariffs and subsidies for German industries. The Listian school dominated German universities and threw its support behind the German imperial government. Professor Wilhelm Roscher, for example, supported colonial expansion in order to alleviate German overpopulation, surplus of capital, and political conflict. German imperialism was ‘a necessary consequence of the new development in business’ and essential in order for Germany to take its rightful place among the modern industrial nations of the world.42 Its leading lights created the Verein für Sozialpolitik (Association for social policy) in 1872 to counteract Manchester liberalism, Judaism, internationalism, anti-imperialism, and democratic socialism, all of which were seen as existential threats to the nascent German nation and its imperial future.43 The 1873 onset of the Long Depression and the GHS’s conspiratorial attacks on Manchestertum also helped spark a new wave of anti-Semitism. Berlin journalist Otto Glagau abandoned liberalism at this time because ‘Jewry is applied Manchestertum carried to its logical extreme. Similar sentiments appeared in Conservative and Catholic publications, and the Anglophobic writings of right-wing GHS historian Henrich von Treitschke, a longtime proponent of German colonialism at the University of Berlin.44 Thanks to Roscher, Treitschke, and their GHS circle, by the latter part of the century such economic nationalistic—and often anti-Semitic—defences of German imperial expansion had become mainstream.45

The American System and the GHS became more enmeshed by the turn of the century. Italian economist Luigi Cossa went so far as to suggest at the time that the two should be rebranded the ‘German-American school of economics’.46 This amalgamation came about owing to a second wave of Listian nationalism crashing upon US shores during the late nineteenth century. In droves, US university students began studying history and economics at German universities, the beating heart of the GHS, in the last decades of the century. And these same students returned home infused with a progressive desire to use an activist government to undermine the doctrine of the Manchester School that was then so commonly trumpeted within the hallowed halls of the US ivory tower.47 US disciples of the GHS began their assault on Manchestertum’s university strongholds from their base camp, the University of Pennsylvania’s Wharton School (founded in 1881), so named after its wealthy protectionist benefactor, industrialist Joseph Wharton. A frequent attendee of Henry Carey’s Sunday ‘Vespers’, Wharton sought to counteract the academy’s free-trade ‘infection which healthy political organisms can hardly afford to tolerate’.48 From their newfound bully pulpit in Philadelphia, economists Richard T. Ely, Simon Patten, and Robert Ellis Thompson, ‘much influenced by Friedrich List’s nationalism in political economy’, taught their students in the tradition of ‘the German-American school of economists founded by List and represented by H. C. Carey’. In 1885, the three men also co-founded the American Economic Association—originally proposed as the Society for the Study of National Economy—to act as the US branch of the GHS’s Verein für Sozialpolitik. Republican opposition to Cobdenism grew as a result. The Anti-Cobden Club of Philadelphia, for instance, laid claim to over 1,500 members by the end of the 1880s, landing the club’s president a prominent federal post in the 1889–1893 GOP administration of Benjamin Harrison.49

The American System first became a British imperial import by way of Canada, an unsurprising transimperial border-crossing considering the British colony’s geographical proximity to, and growing economic dependence upon, its southern neighbour. By the 1850s, Canadian merchants were agitating for economic nationalism by citing the writings of Horace Greeley, the pro-Republican protectionist editor of the New York Tribune, and, of course, Friedrich List. Dominion politicians also continued to advocate construction of high tariff walls, emulating the American System, and nowhere were they to be built higher than along the long border that Canada shared with its southern neighbour. Toronto’s Isaac Buchanan, the self-styled ‘father of the National Policy’ of Canada, helped found the Association for the Promotion of Canadian Industry (forerunner of the Canadian Manufacturer’s Association) in 1858. With Henry Carey’s writings as guide, he believed the ‘Patriotic or Social Economy’ of protectionism to be superior to the ‘English Political Economy’ of free trade. Canadian protectionists secured higher tariff rates during the depression years of 1858–1859 via the Galt Tariff, around the same time that Republican congressmen were beginning to push through the protectionist Morrill Tariff in the United States.50

The American System’s appeal, including designs for a Canadian transcontinental railway, picked up more steam following Confederation in 1867, amid a growing sense of national identity. As Mel Watkins touches upon, the American System’s emphasis on industrialization, homesteading, and railway promotion ‘imprinted itself on the Canadian consciousness’ as well as through ‘high tariffs and lavish railway subsidies’.51 The mid-1870s economic depression garnered further protectionist support for nurturing Canadian industries from the Dominion Boards of Trade. The Manufacturers’ Association of Ontario thereafter helped craft the 1879 tariff bill, the same year that John A. Macdonald introduced the Conservative Party’s protectionist National Policy.52 In 1885 the last spike of the Canadian Pacific Railway was driven in, strengthening lines of transport and communication between the British Atlantic and the empire’s colonies across the Pacific. By 1890, the American System had thus been emulated through the transcontinental railway and protectionist Canadian legislation, culminating in the entrenchment of the Conservative Party’s National Policy and a series of trade wars with Canada’s southern neighbour. Many of these same Canadian economic nationalists also took the lead in the late nineteenth-century British imperial trade preference movement and helped spark similar calls in Australia.53

Thanks in no small part to the efforts of North American economic nationalists, the American System soon took hold of the Australian nationalist imagination. With List, Clay, and Henry Carey as inspiration, protectionists in the British colony of Victoria were fighting a political and ideological battle with the free traders of New South Wales throughout the latter half of the nineteenth century.54 Victorian protectionist William Bryson argued for infant industrial protectionism using US economic growth under the American System as testament and the work of Clay and List as scripture. The mid-century protectionist editor of the Melbourne Age, David Syme, also drew upon List and Carey. Melbourne politician and merchant George Ward Cole similarly reproduced sections of List’s National System and Clay’s speeches to highlight the prosperity to be derived were the American System to be implemented in Australia.55 Following passage of a protective tariff in 1865 in Victoria, Australian colonial demands for imitation and retaliation only grew louder with the deepening of the Long Depression and passage in the United States of the extremely protectionist 1890 McKinley Tariff. The new Republican tariff indirectly injured Australian wool exports, sparking demands for retaliation and for strengthening of the economic bonds of the British Empire. Free traders throughout the Australian colonies found themselves outnumbered. The protectionist Melbourne Age celebrated how even New South Wales had become intolerant of ‘the policy of the Manchester School’.56

The growing popularity of the American System in the British settler colonies of Canada and Australia, coupled with the Long Depression, gave succour to imperial protectionists in Britain itself. Whereas British economic nationalists had feared speaking above a whisper in the 1860s and 1870s owing to the hegemonic hold of the Manchester School, protectionist rumblings became a tumult by the late 1880s.57 Unsurprisingly, a British variant of the GHS arose at this time, in Oxford: the derivatively named English Historical School. Then in 1885 Sampson Samuel Lloyd, a prominent Conservative politician and Birmingham manufacturer, published the first British translation of List’s National System. His global tour of the settler colonies had inspired the undertaking. During his travels, he had discovered how List’s work had ‘directly inspired the commercial policy of two of the greatest nations of the world, Germany and the United States of America’, as well as ‘our English-speaking colonies’ and ‘some commercial economists in this country’. List’s economic nationalist theories of forty years earlier were thus ‘applicable at one time as at another’, including ‘the present moment’ in Britain.58

With List as muse, Lloyd helped revive the imperialism of economic nationalism in Britain. This included the National Fair Trade League in 1881, ‘fair trade’ at this time referring to tariff retaliation and imperial trade preference.59 The Imperial Federation League was created a few years later to argue on behalf of greater imperial consolidation, with local chapters spread throughout Britain and the settler colonies.60 A mounting desire to retaliate against the 1890 McKinley Tariff, even more than these imperial advances, legitimated their position; fair traders found a new home within the United Empire Trade League in 1891 under the leadership of Sheffield’s anti-immigration Conservative MP Howard Vincent.61 Whether through inspiration, emulation, or retaliation, disciples of the American System were to be found arrayed across the imperial world system.



The Imperialism of Economic Nationalism, 1890–1945

The American System’s combination of economic nationalism and imperial expansion was becoming ever more popular across the industrializing world by the turn of the century, with the United States leading the way with the 1890 McKinley Tariff. This revolutionary Republican tariff bill was authored by two of the most forward-looking of the GOP’s American System advocates, Ohio congressman William McKinley and secretary of state James G. Blaine of Maine. The tariff allowed the United States to expand its informal empire through its protectionist reciprocity provision. For years to come, the GOP slogan became ‘protection and reciprocity’, a clear call for foreign market expansion under an economic nationalist umbrella. In contrast to the unconditional most favoured nation principle backed by free traders—which allowed for any other interested parties to sign on, thereby expanding trade liberalization—Republican reciprocity was conditional. This meant that the 1890 tariff allowed for the signing of a series of bilateral reciprocity treaties, mostly in undeveloped regions of Latin America, so as to expand US market access while also curtailing the ability of signatories to sign similar treaties with the American empire’s European rivals. This coercive reciprocal element, along with the looming threat of massive tariff retaliation should a signatory step out of line, restricted its application, making sure that US trade expansion at this time occurred under protectionist principles.62

At the dawn of the twentieth century, the Republican Party next oversaw the acquisition of a colonial empire. This included shoring up the country’s transcontinental conquest, followed by the acquisition of a formal and informal colonial empire encompassing various islands in the Caribbean and the Asia-Pacific region—Puerto Rico, Cuba, Guam, Samoa, the Philippines, Hawai’i—where a succession of Republican administrations maintained coercive control over colonial trade, finance, and migration.63 As Johns Hopkins economist Sidney Sherwood described it at the turn of the century, the USA’s ‘young imperialism’ of national political union alongside ‘a tariff wall of fortification around the imperial boundaries’ owed much to that ‘successor of Hamilton’, Friedrich List, whose ideas were ‘rightly regarded as American’ in origin.64

[image: ]FIGURE 1.1. ‘The Rapid Growth of Prosperity’. President McKinley pushes the massive imperial ‘Protection Snowball’, on its way to absorbing ‘Extension of Territory’. American Economist, 23 February 1900, 89.


With the mythical ‘China market’ drawing Republican expansionist attentions, the GOP’s styling of the protectionist empire’s trade policy as an ‘open door’ was prime Orwellian doublespeak. Hence the unfortunate historiographical tendency to misconstrue the Republican open-door policy as free-trade in character. Observers at the time, by contrast, understood it for what it was; the open door meant equal access to foreign-controlled Chinese markets, not free trade. The door into the US domestic market would remain tightly closed, even for its newly acquired colonies. The Republican Party’s ‘magnificent open-door policy’ aimed at the China market ‘is Protection for American Industry’, the American Economist clarified in 1901 (see Figs. 1.1, 1.2, and 1.3). Benjamin Wallace of the US Tariff Commission reiterated as much in 1921: ‘The open door does not mean and should not mean free trade.’ 65

[image: ]FIGURE 1.2. ‘The White Light of Protection’. The American protectionist colonial empire shines with prosperous ‘white light’ at the dawning of the twentieth century. American Economist, 28 December 1900, 305.


[image: ]FIGURE 1.3. ‘Oh Mother, May I Go Out to Swim?’ Uncle Sam, in maternal garb and carrying a disciplinary birch rod, warns a childlike Philippines to stay away from the water labelled ‘free trade in tobacco in sugar’. Puck 58 (24 Jan. 1906).


GOP fears of a deluge of immigration from the newly acquired US colonies played a non-trivial part in the turn-of-the-century Listian playbook. ‘Your votes for Free-Trade, your votes for the phantom politics of the flag following the Constitution,’ warned Ohio congressman Charles Grosvenor in 1900, ‘is but a declaration that the Sulus, the Tagals, the Filipinos and all the enormous horde of foreigners in Asia that have come to us as a possession’ could pour into the United States in ‘overwhelming columns of cheap—oh, how cheap!—low, degraded labor’.66 Similar fears were raised about migrants from the nation’s Caribbean colonies. The protectionist news organ American Economist reiterated Gunton’s Magazine’s racialist demand that Puerto Rico and Hawai’i ‘be permanently annexed as colonies, with no rights of American citizenship or statehood’, so as to restrict immigration and foreign representation in Congress, and to set an imperial ‘precedent for Cuba, if it should eventually be annexed’.67 The US Supreme Court gave the xenophobic closed-door empire its legal seal of approval beginning with its 1901 decision in Downes v. Bidwell, which effectively ruled that the US government could enforce ad hoc tariff policies upon its colonies, in contrast to the internal policy of free trade that existed among the US states.68

The GOP’s haphazard maintenance of the closed-door imperial project continued until the onset of the Great Depression. Fallout from both the First World War and the 1918 ‘Spanish’ Flu aided and abetted the Republican Party’s 1920s retreat from globalism.69 Along Listian lines, US protectionists proudly announced their opposition to the League of Nations. The American Protective Tariff League highlighted that it was ‘the first national organization in the United States to oppose the covenant of the League of Nations’. Why? Because the League was a ‘foreign-controlled super-government’ hell-bent upon enshrining free trade within its charter. ‘Freedom of trade between the different states of the United States’ only worked because they were all on the same ‘economic level’. The same principle did not hold true, the American Economist argued, for trade among nations.70 Republican passage of the Fordney-McCumber Tariff in 1922 helped get the country back on a protectionist track following a slight lowering of tariff rates under the Democratic pro–free trade presidency of Woodrow Wilson. The tariff was, along with quotas on immigration, a key part of the GOP’s ‘America First’ unilateralist programme.71 The increasingly nativist interwar nation would also place more stringent quotas on ‘undesirable’ European immigration, and by the end of the decade similarly racist associations would be imputed to Filipinos to curtail their migration to the continental United States, a policy that Rick Baldoz calls ‘racial protectionism’.72

The beginning of the end of the US closed-door empire arrived in 1930. Republican passage of the infamous 1930 Hawley-Smoot Tariff so soon after the onset of the Great Depression contributed to the shrinking of world trade just when it most needed to expand. The protectionist legislation incurred a series of European retaliatory tariffs and a rise in anti-American sentiment.73 The Foreign Policy Association’s Raymond Leslie Buell, writing from Boston in 1938, went so far as to connect this blowback to the 1931 Japanese invasion of Manchuria, the 1935 Italian annexation of Ethiopia, and Nazi designs upon Central Europe; the last ditch efforts to maintain the American System in the USA had created a domino effect, as one desperate country after another, seeking economic self-sufficiency, turned to tariff retaliation alongside formal colonialism.74 For many Americans, even some Republican stalwarts like Buell, protectionism now became synonymous with economic instability, an association that eased the way for a liberalization of US trade under the direction of Roosevelt’s secretary of state, Cordell Hull. This reversal of long-standing protectionist politics also signalled a serious challenge to the imperial expansion of the American System that had taken place between the Civil War era and the early 1930s. The closed door of the expansive empire—implemented through high tariff walls, immigration restrictions, government subsidies, jingoism, militarism, and trade wars—was finally beginning to swing open.

In turn-of-the-century Britain, the US closed-door empire had already begun sparking renewed right-wing calls for retaliation from economic nationalists. They drew further encouragement from the settler colonies’ continued support for protectionism and imperial trade preference. Joseph Chamberlain’s Tariff Reform movement (1903–1913) was the result.75 The Birmingham manufacturer-turned-politician spearheaded the movement, which emphasized tariff retaliation and immigration restrictions alongside British imperial trade preference as a retaliatory response to the American System’s global popularity.

The prolific British political economist Joseph Shield Nicholson, Scottish businessman-turned-pundit F. S. Oliver, and Conservative journalist Leopold Amery all lent Listian firepower to the Tariff Reform arsenal. Nicholson oversaw the British republication of List’s National System in 1904, and followed this up in 1909 with A Project of Empire, which sought to recast Adam Smith as an advocate of British protectionism and imperial expansion. Nicholson also made sure to include a scheme for an imperial customs union based upon the American System.76 Oliver, a supporter of imperial preference and federation since the 1880s, drew upon the federalist vision of Alexander Hamilton as an example for unifying the empire under Tariff Reform.77 Fears of German navalism and protectionism in turn were used to bolster the Tariff Reform movement, even as it brought leading lights of the English Historical School such as Birmingham University economic historian William Ashley into closer alliance with GHS counterparts in Germany.78 And Leo Amery, among Chamberlain’s staunchest supporters, began lashing out at the Manchester School in the pages of the London Times. Then, in 1906, with List as explicit inspiration, he published The Fundamental Fallacies of Free Trade amid his assault upon Adam Smith and Richard Cobden’s Edwardian disciples. Amery continued to pursue his protectionist reformation as dominions secretary (1924–1929), when he pushed Empire Shopping and ‘Buy British’ campaigns through the London-based Empire Marketing Board (1926–1933).79 Amery’s defence of imperial protectionism was such that he once admitted to preferring the ‘new order’ of Hitler to the free-trade order of Cordell Hull.80 Although Joseph Chamberlain’s Tariff Reform movement was unsuccessful in the near term, it claimed a Pyrrhic victory in the early 1930s, when Britain abandoned free trade and joined the empire’s trade preference system. Protectionist promotion of ‘Buying British’ would remain a staple within the Dominions until 1945.81

Edwardian Tariff Reformers were keen to point out with wry self-satisfaction that even under those few regimes that had remained bastions of economic liberalism longer than most, such as the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the ‘circumstances have changed’. As Austrian economist Leo Petritsch recognized in his 1904 response to Chamberlain’s movement, ‘now there exists neither in Austria nor in Hungary any political party that would fly the banner of free trade’.82 What became known as the ‘Pig War’ (1906–1909) began two years later when Austria-Hungary put prohibitive tariffs on Serbia’s main export, pork. A sharp decrease in trade and a desire to curb Serbian expansionist ambitions motivated Austria-Hungary to annex Bosnia and Herzegovina from the Ottomans in 1908, sparking an Ottoman boycott of Austrian goods. The geopolitical groundwork had been laid for Austrian archduke Franz Ferdinand’s 1914 assassination in Sarajevo at the hands of a young Bosnian Serb.83

The ‘young’ US closed-door empire remained a fin de siècle model for modernizing states like Australia. Following federation in 1900, the newly united antipodal British colony immediately embraced infant industrial protectionism and imperial trade preference. Sydney played host to the Intercolonial Protectionist Conference that same year, where the attendees emphasized the growth of the protected markets of Canada and the United States, while warning of the looming threat of Asian competition. The president of the New South Wales Chamber of Manufacturers referenced Henry Clay amid his calls for making protectionism a permanent Australian fixture, and the Melbourne Age did likewise by reprinting passages from Henry Carey and List.84 In 1904 Benjamin Hoare, Melbourne journalist and secretary of the Protectionists’ Association, abashedly admitted to having once been ‘half caught by the fascinations of some of the Cobdenic theories’, particularly those of the radical US political economist Henry George. But luckily for Hoare, ‘the profounder reasonings of the German school of economics came as a corrective’, and the teachings of List and Henry Carey as ‘a very saving prophylactic’. In Preferential Trade (1904), Hoare outlined how Australian economic nationalism should go hand in hand with Joseph Chamberlain’s newly proposed system of imperial trade preference in Britain.85 Australia’s economic nationalist investment paid imperial dividends; in 1907, federated Australia established trade preference with Britain, much as had Canada, New Zealand, and South Africa over the previous decade.

Not to be outdone, leading French and Italian imperialists took their cues from their protectionist counterparts across the English Channel and the Atlantic. Imperial expansionist Jules Méline, in his efforts to acquire new exploitable agricultural lands at the turn of the century, looked in part to Joseph Chamberlain’s contemporary Listian imperial preference scheme. But Méline found even more inspiration in the US continental empire. As David Todd puts it, Méline ‘preferred to compare France’s colonial demesne to the prosperous agricultural West of America’.86 The empire’s closed-door system thereafter was bolstered in the mid-1930s by the French government’s establishment of a Maghreb customs union. French intra-imperial trade grew even as colonial food security crumbled amidst wider depression-era protectionist retrenchment; French colonial subjects from North Africa to northern Vietnam faced famine by the Second World War.87 From around the same time, Italian imperialists began enacting similar exploitative neomercantilist policies in Ethiopia, culminating in a campaign for Italian imperial ‘wheat autarky’ from 1938 to 1941.88

The Russian Empire followed its own Listian trajectory at the turn of the century. Throughout the latter half of the nineteenth century, the Russian academy became suffused with the teachings of the GHS.89 And not long before the Japanese and Russian empires came into conflict over Manchuria and Korea, Count Sergei Witte began repurposing the American System for the Russian Empire. Witte viewed himself as the Friedrich List of imperial Russia. His ideas, laid out in his popular 1889 pamphlet The National Economy and Friedrich List, were soon followed up with policy action. As director of railway affairs from 1889 to 1891, minister of ways and communications in 1892, finance minister from 1892 to 1903, and prime minister between 1905 and 1906, Witte oversaw the Russian Empire’s Listian turn-of-the-century industrialization programme, high tariff policies, and the construction of the Trans-Siberian Railway to place Russia on a par with its rival imperial powers.90 The high tariff of 1891 served as the cornerstone of Russian trade policy until the empire’s demise, and sparked a two-year trade war with Germany.91 Following Chinese defeat in the 1895 Sino–Japanese War, Witte negotiated a treaty with the Chinese government by which the Russian Empire would service China’s debt to Japan in exchange for a railway concession in Manchuria: to build the Chinese Eastern Railway.

With support from the Russian Empire’s leading industrialists, Witte’s autocratic Listian endgame was to create a colonial space to strengthen the Russian continental imperial project. As Chia Yin Hsu notes, Witte’s vision for Manchuria within the Russian Empire ‘was an outgrowth of his contemplation on nationhood, articulated in a pamphlet on “nationalism” and the “national economy” that was both a translation of and a tribute to’ Friedrich List, emphasizing ‘the “colonial” dimension of this concept’. Russia would become the industrialized imperial metropole and Manchuria its agricultural colonial ‘handmaiden’ to set Russia on an equal footing with Japan and the European imperial powers. European economic nationalism and militarism, in turn, threatened Russian grain exports, worsening relations with its European rivals in the years leading up to the Great War.92

During the First World War, the Russian Empire’s economic nationalism spilled over into violent policies of expulsion and property seizures of ethnic minority groups (Jews and Germans) seen as sympathetic to the enemy and a hindrance to economic development.93 Listian disciple Dmitrii Mendeleev (of periodic table fame) and Russian industrialists comprising the Association of Industry and Trade, an influential lobbying group, continued to look to the neomercantalist doctrines of the United States and Germany for inspiration in the years leading up to and immediately following the 1917 Russian Revolution, paving the way for the increasingly autarkic interwar economic policies of the Soviet Empire. V. I. Lenin—who according to Roman Szporluk ‘translated List into a Marxist language and adapted him to the Russian political tradition’—laid the groundwork for Joseph Stalin, whose industrial-military system was more Listian than Marxist.94

Turn-of-the-century German protectionists warned of the ‘American peril’—a triple threat that included the US export invasion of Europe, heightened tariff walls, and economic encroachment into Latin America—and called for a customs war between the two empires. As Georg Oertel, editor of Deutsche Tageszeitung, argued to a gathering of agricultural protectionists in 1907 to riotous applause, a ‘brisk and breezy war’ was far better ‘than a foul and musty peace […] bought at the expense of German honour, at the price of German prosperity. There should be no attempt to avoid a customs war at all costs!’ Some among Gustav Schmoller’s GHS circle became more boastful about German investments in China and Turkey, and even concocted plans for carving out a German colonial sphere from the remains of the Spanish and Portuguese empires in Latin America.95 The increased duties on German exports implemented through the Republican tariff of 1909 only worsened German–American relations on the eve of the First World War.96 The German Empire’s protectionist response to the global spread of the American System, however, was imitative as well as retaliatory.

Through the expansionist efforts of Friedrich Naumann and his circle, Listian imperial visions for a German-led united Mitteleuropa became more and more popular in the years leading up to the First World War. As the nineteenth century wound down, the German Colonial Department was already beginning to consider the economic exploitation of eastern Europe along Listian lines.97 The scheme received further support once Naumann, a Lutheran theologian by training, became involved with the GHS’s distinctly secular Verein für Sozialpolitik from 1890. He thereafter established a name for himself among the German working class as an influential patriot-advocate of German navalism and colonial expansion. In 1906 Naumann argued for reconciling German industrial capitalism with democratization at home and imperial expansion abroad. In so doing, as Henry Meyer observes, ‘he was following in the footsteps of Friedrich List’. Naumann’s Listian vision emphasized the growth of German railway networks, and his circle also made sure to keep at least one expansionist eye on the Ottoman-controlled Christian Near East. Naumann and other like-minded turn-of-the-century ‘patriot imperialists’ viewed the Baghdad Railway as the ideal colonial prize, much as the Trans-Siberian Railway was to the Russian Empire. According to Meyer, ‘many a Reich-German finger followed the thin black lines from Berlin southeastward and many a patriotic heart beat faster at the mention of “unsere Bagdadbahn”’.98

From the beginning of the Great War to the end of the Third Reich, this Listian pan-German vision infused German imperial policies and discourses. In 1914, Naumann’s group began lobbying the imperial government to add Mittelafrika to its war aims. A year later, Naumann’s widely popular book Mitteleuropa became his pan-Germanist magnum opus.99 Continued anti-colonial unrest in the African colonies persuaded wartime an-German theorists and organizations such as the Pan-German League and German Eastern Marches Society to look elsewhere to achieve German hegemony, particularly Russian-controlled Poland. Some German colonialists during and after the Great War even began portraying Poland as more African or Asiatic than European, in order to justify its acquisition on grounds of racial superiority.100 Soon after the onset of the Great Depression, Adolf Hitler’s Third Reich put Naumann’s Listian theories into imperial practice, coupled with Adolf Wagner’s earlier anti-Semitic socialist (economic) nationalism via the GHS.101 Hitler’s economic nationalist Nazi empire accordingly adopted German colonial methods and ideas from south-west Africa as it looked to Latin America and eastern Europe for colonial exploitation. These ‘indolent’ regions were to have become peripheral agricultural producers to feed the German industrial centre, much as List had first recommended in 1841. In the case of Nazi-occupied Poland, this is effectively what transpired.102

The Ottoman Empire took its comparatively late Listian turn amid the First World War. As urged within the List-inspired publications of Ottoman economist Akyiğitzade Musa and Young Turk intellectuals such as Ömer Seyfeddin, Yusuf Akçura, and Mehmed Ziya Gökalp, economic nationalists within the empire pushed back against classical liberal theories as both an anti-colonial mechanism for extricating Ottoman finances from western European control, and as a last-ditch effort to resuscitate the empire’s agriculture and industry through pan-Turkish consolidation. The coercive free-trade treaties that the western European powers had forced upon the Ottomans in the 1830s and 1840s allowed little room for protectionism throughout the late nineteenth century, outside of intellectual circles.103 Investment in internal improvements such as telegraph lines and the Damascus–Hijaz Railway (1900–1908) laid an integrative path for Ottoman development. These were coupled with, as Cyrus Schayegh puts it, ‘a “systematic colonization” policy of purchasing land […] to stem Western economic inroads and expand agricultural output’. The empire’s inability to raise tariff rates gave rise to an urban grassroots ‘Buy Ottoman’ campaign by the 1890s, and an Ottoman boycott of Austro-Hungarian goods followed Austria’s 1908 annexation of Bosnia-Herzegovina.104 The Great War itself allowed for substantive tariff increases in 1914. The subsequent wartime dislocation, persecution, exclusion, boycott, and property confiscation of Ottoman Armenians occurred under this widening economic nationalist standard that was carried forward into the post-Ottoman period; the national government’s embrace of the ‘New Turkish Economic School’ included big increases in tariffs and quotas after 1929, once Turkey regained complete control over its tariff rates.105 Through the 1930s leading Turkish intellectuals continued to draw on the GHS, alongside Marx, in advocating for a self-sufficient Turkish national economy.106 Middle Eastern states not under the Mandatory thumb of the League of Nations joined Turkey in this 1930s protectionist trend.107 By the 1920s, high tariff walls thus separated the nations and empires of Europe, as famously depicted by British Conservative politician Clive Morrison-Bell in 1926.108

Finally, economic nationalist intellectuals and politicians in the Japanese Empire found much to emulate in the American System. United States gunboats had coercively prised open Japanese markets in 1854, and until the 1890s the country stuck to a policy of free trade. But dissension from this laissez-faire establishment grew following the 1868 Meiji Restoration. It ushered in a new era of national consolidation and industrialization, with infant industrial protectionism soon to follow. Henry Carey’s colleague the US economist Erasmus P. Smith began popularizing the American System in the early 1870s during his brief tenure as adviser to Japan’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs.109 Takahashi Korekiyo, who had undertaken studies in California as a teenager in the late 1860s, thereafter began arguing in the mid-1870s that protective tariffs were in Japan’s national interest, with ‘Fortress France’ and the United States as models. Henry Carey’s work was referenced as early as 1871, and then translated into Japanese between 1884 and 1888 (Keishi no keizigaku, or Mr Carey’s Economics). Shiba Shirō wrote the preface. Shiba had received a finance degree from the University of Pennsylvania’s Wharton School, part of the GHS-inspired school’s first graduating class. During his studies, he was prone to consulting Carey’s personal library. List was taught alongside Carey at the University of Tokyo by way of an American professor, Ernest Fenollosa. Financial reformer and politician Matsukata Masayoshi drew on List in advocating for Japanese infant industrial protectionism and central banking; according to Eric Helleiner, he was ‘following in the footsteps of Alexander Hamilton’. The National System thereafter appeared in Japanese in 1889 at the request of Tomita Tesunosuke, the pro-centralization governor of the Bank of Japan, and an acquaintance of Henry Carey. List’s translator, Oshima Sadamusu, the ‘Friedrich List of Japan’, was a staunch protectionist in his own right and was also an acquaintance of Carey. At around this time, disciples of the GHS such as Kanai Noburu and Kuwata Kumazō, following their studies at German universities, began preaching the gospel of economic nationalism from their bully pulpits at Tokyo’s Imperial University. Takahashi himself went on to serve as prime minister from 1921 to 1922 and as minister of agriculture and commerce from 1924 to 1925. The protectionist Ministry of Commerce and Industry was created in 1925 under Takahashi’s direction, inspired by his understanding of List’s ideas and of how he saw Japan’s late-developing position in the 1920s as analogous to that of interwar Germany.110

The growth of Japanese late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century economic nationalism led to colonial consolidation following the empire’s successful wars against China (1894–1895) and Russia (1904–1905). Japanese tariff walls were extended to its colonies of Taiwan in 1898 and Korea in 1920, at which point, according to Kazuo Hori, Tokyo had effectively ‘constructed a tariff wall surrounding the whole empire to reinforce the economic unity of the empire’.111 The Japanese Empire’s economic nationalism and its colonial expansion in Asia in the years leading up to the Second World War contributed in no small part to the growing tensions between Japan and the Western empires, particularly those of Britain and Russia.112

Japan’s imperialism of economic nationalism became more systematized during the Second World War. Mōri Hideoto, the right-wing division chief of the economic section of the Foreign Ministry’s newly established Asian Development Board, drew explicitly upon Friedrich List in outlining his imperial vision for the Japanese national economy: ‘the New Order of East Asia’.113 The wartime Japanese minister of foreign affairs, Matsuoka Yōsuke, unveiled the subsequent Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere in August 1940. Along Listian lines, the Sphere involved both a defensive and an offensive hierarchical programme of regional self-sufficiency and colonial exploitation, whereby Japan’s colonies in the ‘South’ such as Burma and the Philippines were to provide raw materials—petroleum, tin, nickel, cotton, wool hemp, lumber, rice, sugar—for Japanese military industries and food needs.114 The move was seen as essential following punitive US economic sanctions in 1940–1941. The sanctions also helped provoke the surprise Japanese offensive against US colonial holdings in the Asia-Pacific region, thereby drawing the United States into the Second World War on the side of the Allies. Japan’s militant response was a predictable outcome of what Michael Barnhart describes as ‘the vicious cycle of Japan’s pursuit of self-sufficiency’.115



Anti-Colonial Exceptions: The Anti-imperialism of Economic Nationalism

List had not intended his infant industrial policies to be implemented in colonial spaces such as China, Ireland, India, and Egypt. For him, ‘uninstructed, indolent’ regions like these were meant to remain exploitable colonial sources of raw materials and export markets for surplus manufactured goods and populations, not anti-colonial sites of infant industrial protectionist agitation.116 And yet this was precisely what unfolded during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. These colonial spaces exhibited unusual circumstances wherein economic nationalism along the American System model was embraced primarily as a defensive tool to counter free-trade imperial policies emanating from Britain. The US pan-Africanist intellectual W.E.B. Du Bois’s adaptation of the American System to advocate for Black economic self-sufficiency provided a further anti-colonial bulwark from the turn of the century. His radical reinterpretation of white exploitation of Black labour as internalized US colonialism helped inspire his subsequent pan-African vision. Du Bois’s Listian endorsement of a ‘negro nation within a nation’ stemmed from this, aided by his own ideological grounding in the GHS as a university student in 1890s Berlin and from growing pan-Africanist affinities with British Caribbean intellectuals. These anti-colonial exceptions to the imperial rule highlight a burgeoning early twentieth-century network of anti-colonial economic nationalists working within the empires of Britain, Germany, and the United States to undermine them. These anti-colonial advance guards laid the economic nationalist footpath for the decolonizing world to follow.

The era’s systemic racial hierarchical structures contributed not only to the political and economic exploitation of Du Bois’s Black America, but also to coercive British fiscal policies applied to China, Ireland, India, and Egypt. One key aspect of late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century British imperial rule was the commonly held belief that the empire’s settler colonies were an extension of the metropole, whereas ‘uncivilized’ colonies, by contrast, were considered racially inferior and therefore unable to be entrusted with fiscal autonomy.117 Racism thus helped justify British free-trade imperialism in China, Ireland, India, and Egypt.

Whereas Britain’s ‘white’ settler colonies of Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and South Africa took greater control over their own fiscal policies from the mid-nineteenth century, the tariff policies of China, India, Ireland, and Egypt remained under the coercive free-trade dictates of the British imperial government.118 Or as the Indian nationalist economist Romesh Dutt put it in 1902, ‘in India the Manufacturing Power of the people was stamped out by protection against her industries, and then free trade was forced on her so as to prevent a revival’.119 Lacking fiscal autonomy, Irish, Indian, and Egyptian anti-colonial nationalists would turn to an alternative method of protectionist protest: the boycott. The term ‘boycott’ itself became part of the English lexicon by way of Ireland, stemming from the colony’s late Victorian anti-colonial protests against British monopolization of Irish lands; a British land agent in Ireland named Charles Cunningham Boycott became the main target, and the term’s inspiration.120 The United States’s own successful nineteenth-century protectionist counter to British free-trade imperialism also provided an enticing model for anti-colonial nationalists to imitate if and when they gained control over their own tariff policies. By focusing narrowly on the defensive anti-imperial aspects of the American System, in turn, anti-colonial nationalists within the British Empire’s remit were able to sidestep the imperial expansionist impulse that so often accompanied the American System’s implementation elsewhere at this time.

China’s Listians made their political presence felt from the turn of the century. Nationalist leader Liang Qichao helped pave the way. Liang’s endorsement of economic nationalism as both an anti-colonial tool and an imperial weapon, however, departed from the purely defensive posture taken by Irish, Indian, and Egyptian anti-colonial nationalists. Following an unsuccessful attempt to reform the government in 1898, Liang landed in Japan, where he first encountered the writings of the GHS. They complemented an older tradition of Chinese neomercantilist thought, and Liang thereafter self-identified as an anti-Smithian disciple of ‘national economics’. He saw the world as one of perpetual warfare, and believed that China’s very survival rested on its ability to win a global trade war. The European-controlled treaty ports were clear examples of free-trade imperialism in China. ‘If the whole country becomes a free-trade zone,’ he mused, ‘then is that not equivalent to making the whole country a colony?’ Liang sought to create for China the economic nationalist system that had worked so well in Europe and the United States—including massive corporate monopolies and imperial expansion. Upon returning to China in 1911, he threw himself into Chinese nationalist politics, rivalling Sun Yat-Sen, the provisional president of the Republic of China in 1912. Liang also wore his ‘national economics’ on his sleeve at the 1919 Paris Peace Conference, where he demanded that China be given control over its tariff policies.121

Three years later, Chinese Listian reinforcements arrived. Ma Yinchu—future president of Peking University—returned to China following his studies at Yale, Columbia, and New York universities. In Peking (Beijing), he gave a speech arguing that China needed List’s protectionist prescription because of the country’s long-standing exploitation at the hands of European imperial powers, which continued to force open the nation’s markets. Without tariff autonomy and industrialization, ‘China would forever remain a supplier of raw materials and a consumer of manufactured goods’. His answer apparently did not go unnoticed. In 1925, after his studies at the University of Berlin and the University of London (1920–1925), Liu Binglin authored a Chinese biography of List to undermine the common British-influenced belief that ‘economic undertakings have no national boundaries’. That same year, Wang Kaihua undertook the first Chinese translation of List’s National System as a PhD student at the University of Tübingen, which appeared in print in 1927. The Chinese minister to the German Legation, Wei Chenzu, in the preface to the 1929 edition, noted that List’s work remained applicable to China because the country had been ‘deprived of the right to set its tariffs’ and flooded with foreign goods: ‘It is highly proper that List’s theory should be adopted in China.’ The successful rise of the United States and Germany at the very high-water mark of British naval and commercial power underlined these points for Chinese ‘patriots and political economists’.122

Even as British imperialists were busy forcing open the China market for opium, early stirrings of Irish anti-imperialist economic nationalism were detectable in the years leading up to the Great Famine (1845–1849). Economic crises afflicting Ireland between 1838 and 1842 had hit Dublin’s own infant industries hard, sparking protectionist rumblings.123 At this time, however, Ireland’s nationalist movement yet remained under the free-trade leadership of ‘the Liberator’, Daniel O’Connell. A liberal radical on many issues—including Irish Home Rule, antislavery, religious freedom, suffragism, and protection of Aborigines—O’Connell tied the mid-century Irish nationalist movement’s political coat-tails to the middle-class radicalism of Richard Cobden and John Bright’s Anti–Corn Law League and its promise of cheap food for the British Isles. As Pickering and Tyrell put it, ‘no public figure outside the ranks of the League leadership was received more warmly at Anti-Corn Law gatherings than the “Liberator” of Ireland’.124 O’Connell’s death in 1847, however, created a vacuum waiting to be filled by a younger generation of Irish nationalists more amenable to protectionist politics.125

American System policies began making more anti-colonial nationalist headway in Ireland once Arthur Griffith launched the Sinn Féin Party in 1905. In his now famous 1905 Dublin speech, Griffith acknowledged List’s influence upon his own anti-colonial critique of the Manchester School: ‘I am in economics largely a follower of the man who thwarted England’s dream of the commercial conquest of the world […] Frederich [sic] List.’ Griffith ‘would wish to see [The National System] in the hands of every Irishman’ and thereby brush aside ‘the fallacies of Adam Smith and his tribe’. Drawing upon List alongside Henry Carey, Griffith put forward a bold protectionist plan for obtaining Irish independence.126

A mounting trade conflict between Britain and the Irish Free State came to a head in 1932. That year, right-wing nationalist Seán Lemass was appointed minister of industry and commerce with the principal goal of attaining Irish economic self-sufficiency. So began what became known as the Economic War (1932–1938) of tariff retaliation between the two states.127 The British government—fresh from repudiating the nation’s long-standing adherence to the gold standard in 1931 and then free trade at the 1932 Ottawa Conference—kicked the conflict off with severe tariffs on Ireland’s main exports to Britain. It added salt to the wounds by excluding Ireland from the Commonwealth preferential tariff agreements devised at the conference. The Economic War continued for six years, finally winding down with the signing of the Anglo–Irish Trade Agreement in 1938, but the Irish nationalist desire for economic self-sufficiency would remain.128

Ireland’s economic nationalist movement had much in common with India, where late Victorian and Edwardian British free-trade imperial policies similarly helped fuel anti-colonial nationalist fires. And much as in Ireland, for many Indian nationalist leaders the American System’s successful implementation in the United States, Germany, and Japan also came to represent how underdeveloped economies like India’s might thwart British free-trade imperial machinations.129 So too would key cities in the United States and Germany become, as Kris Manjapra describes it, ‘the most important centers for Indian anti-colonial internationalism’, leading to the development of ‘a highly articulated international imagination […] after 1905, by which Bengali thinkers saw their own experiences mirrored back in political events that had occurred, or were occurring, in China, Japan, the United States, and Germany’.130

Indian anti-imperialism of economic nationalism started in the early 1860s when the British Raj reduced tariffs on imported cotton to five per cent. The low-tariff policy was then applied to general import duties between 1864 and 1875. Even such minimal revenue tariffs soon came under attack from Lancashire cotton manufacturers and the Manchester Chamber of Commerce. This led to the effective elimination of Indian import duties by the early 1880s, despite Indian nationalist protestations that doing so would undermine industrial development. The exemption of an excise tax on manufactured cotton goods in 1894 was viewed in a similar light by granting British cotton manufacturers an effective monopoly over the Indian market. That year’s Indian National Congress (INC) put ‘on record its firm conviction that […] the interests of India have been sacrificed to those of Lancashire’. One nationalist leader, Pherozeshah Mehta, charged that the motivation behind the tax exemption was to strangle ‘the infant industries of India […] in their birth’. This coercive enforcement of free trade upon India, he continued, represented the culmination of decades of British economic exploitation, which had long since gutted India’s centuries-old ‘indigenous industries’.131

British free-trade imperialism in India sparked late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century anti-colonial protectionist grassroots action. Calcutta-born nationalist Bholanath Chandra sought to ‘dethrone King Cotton of Manchester’ in the 1870s, popularizing the boycotting of British goods as anti-colonial protest. Demands for anti-British boycotts became commonplace in Bombay newspapers throughout the 1880s and 1890s. Mahadev Govind Ranade helped organize the Industrial Association of Western India and convened the first annual Industrial Conference in 1890. In 1900 the INC formed an Industrial Committee to explore how best to nurse India’s long-malnourished industries back to health. Amid yet another famine, nationalists also emphasized canal projects over the British Raj’s preference for railway lines, arguing that the latter may have increased foreign trade, but had done little to develop indigenous agriculture and industry.132 Indian economic nationalist dissent culminated in the Swadeshi (home rule) movement, which arose in direct response to Lord Curzon’s partition of Bengal in 1905, the same year Arthur Griffith launched Sinn Féin in Ireland. By mid-century, Swadeshi’s anti-colonialism had evolved into a national expression of economic patriotism.133

Turn-of-the-century Indian nationalist leaders viewed the global protectionist turn as evidence of Swadeshi’s universalism. M.G.K. Gokahle, speaking before the 1906 INC, even held up Joseph Chamberlain’s Tariff Reform movement alongside the protectionist policies of Germany, France, and the United States as evidence that ‘the Swadeshi movement is one which all nations on earth are seeking to adopt in the present day’.134 The anti-colonial end-goal of the Swadeshi movement, meanwhile, confounded subsequent attempts to align it with the empire’s advocates of imperial trade preference such as Joseph Chamberlain and his protectionist successors.135

At this time, Sinn Féin’s Listian programme came to be seen as a reflection of Swadeshi’s anti-colonial appeal. Griffith’s List-inspired 1905 speech-turned-pamphlet The Sinn Féin Policy was republished a year later in Hindustani and mass-distributed in Indian nationalist news outlets, demonstrating both the ideological affinity between and similar fiscal colonial circumstances of India and Ireland at this time. One such newspaper went on to explain that ‘Mr Griffith’s scheme is thus of great service to us just now. […] The new policy is called ‘Sinn Féin’ policy, which is only another name for our ‘Swadeshi’ policy.’ At around this time, Mahatma Gandhi too, although critical of the violence of the Irish nationalist movement, expressed his appreciation for Griffith’s anti-colonial protest through economic non-cooperation. Griffith’s own subsequent endorsement of non-violence, in turn, illustrated the reciprocal nature of their relationship.136 Gandhi would soon rise to even greater prominence as a leading interwar advocate of non-violent anti-colonial activism that emphasized Indian economic development through boycotts and non-cooperation.137 The 1919 Fiscal Autonomy Act in turn allowed for Indians to begin levying tariffs on British-made textiles, reaching twenty-five per cent by 1931.138

Britain’s stifling of India’s industrial development through coercive free-trade imperial policies also drew Indian nationalists to the GHS. The GHS’s transimperial crossings became common from the turn of the century. German scholars were often invited to Calcutta University, and young Indian academics attended German universities to bolster Indian nationalist research programmes upon their return home.139 Manu Goswami explores how at this time Friedrich List’s National System became a ‘foundational text’ for South Asian anti-colonial nationalists like Kashinath Trimbak Telang, Ganesh Vyankatesh Joshi, Gopal Krishna Gokhale, Subramania Aiyer, Ranade, Romesh Chunder Dutt, Benoy Kumar Sarkar, Vaman Govind Kale, and Radhakamal Mukherjee. To a lesser extent, Henry Carey and the heads of the GHS such as Wilhelm Roscher and Adolf Wagner also gained an Indian nationalist following.140 As Kale of the ‘Bombay School’ described it in 1910, ‘almost all our industries are in the infancy stage. How are they to grow in the face of the formidable rivalry of foreign manufacturers? […] The national and historical school of economists, has successfully demonstrated the abstract and impractical nature of the doctrines of the old school [of Adam Smith and Manchester liberalism].’ Meanwhile, Japan had ‘demonstrated to the world what Protection can do for a backward country—and Asiatic country too, not to speak of Germany, the most formidable rival England has in Europe today’.141 The transimperial intellectual confluence of the American System within India thus helped cement the ideological foundations of the early twentieth-century Swadeshi anti-colonialist movement.

Socialist Jawaharlal Nehru’s rise to prominence within the Indian nationalist movement propelled demands for independence and anti-imperialism throughout the 1930s and 1940s, as well as closer coordination with the international peace movement. Nehru was one of the authors of the INC’s 1923 Boycott Resolution, which tied economic non-cooperation to the nationalist swaraj (self-rule) movement.142 In 1936, Nehru succeeded in persuading the INC to join the Geneva-based International Peace Campaign (IPC, 1936–1940). The IPC’s wide membership also included numerous feminist, socialist, and Christian economic peace organizations, such as the International Co-Operative Alliance (see chapter 3), the International Co-Operative Women’s Guild, the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom (see chapter 4), and the World Alliance for Promoting International Friendship through the Churches (see chapter 5). Perhaps owing to these growing affinities with the economic peace movement, Nehru did not see any contradiction in connecting 1930s Euro-American economic nationalism with monopolies and war, even as he supported boycotts and other forms of economic nationalism for the colonial world.143 Nehru’s anti-colonial affinities with China reached such a point in 1937 that he organized a boycott of Japanese goods following the launching of a major Japanese military offensive there.144 Ever the consummate diplomat, Nehru proved adept at reconciling his wider support for the economic peace movement with the anti-imperialism of his economic nationalism.

Thanks to Benoy Kumar Sarkar, the interwar Swadeshi movement continued to draw upon List and the American System for ideological inspiration. Sarkar undertook the first Bengali translation of List’s National System following his travels around the world. His transimperial journey began in Japan in 1915, and ended in Berlin. From his temporary base in Germany, Sarkar lectured on the similarities between India and ‘Euro-America’. Upon his return to Calcutta, he was numbered among Bengal’s most prominent interwar intellectuals. In 1932 he described how List’s National System was ‘the Bible of a people seeking a rapid transformation of the country from the agricultural to the industrial tage’.145 This was a remarkably prescient observation, and not just for India; Listian infant industrial policies would become a popular model for economic nationalists throughout the decolonizing world after 1945 (see chapter 6). Sarkar’s strong sympathies with Germany also helped draw him further to the political right, leading to his supporting the Nazi Party.146

During and after the First World War, the Swadeshi movement began looking not only to the anti-colonial leadership of Gandhi, Nehru, and Sarkar, but also to local Indian women spinners. Gandhi himself emphasized the importance of women in the struggle for swaraj and economic self-sufficiency. The boycotting of Lancashire-made cotton goods to bolster local production of homespun textiles (khadi) became key. ‘In this struggle for freedom,’ Gandhi argued, ‘the contribution of women will exceed that of men. Swaraj is tied to a strand of yarn [… and] it is the women who are the spinners.’ Women also tended to be the ones on the picket lines of the cloth markets. Their roles expanded still further in 1930, when protests arose against the long-standing British monopoly on the manufacture and sale of salt. Members of the Indian female intelligentsia such as Uma Nehru and Swarup Rani joined Gandhi at the forefront of the non-violent march against the salt tax, in the course of which Gandhi and over sixty thousand others were arrested. To break the British monopoly, they called for the domestic manufacture of salt. ‘If you are true to your motherland,’ Swarup Rani argued before ten thousand fellow activists gathered near Allahabad in April 1930, ‘then you should start manufacturing salt in every household.’ The salt satyagraha (truth force) movement thus provided a further feminist additive to the quarter-century-old Swadeshi fight for swaraj.147

Early twentieth-century Egyptian anti-colonial nationalist women and men drew inspiration from the Indian nationalist movement in British-occupied Egypt. The Swadeshi connection was hinted at as early as 1905 in an Indian cartoon that was reported as a ‘seditious image’ to the India Office (Fig. 1.4). The actual title of the cartoon was ‘Rashtriya Jagruti’, or ‘National Awakening’. It recast the mythical Hindu battle between the multi-weaponed Devi Mahalakshmi and her lion against a horde of Mahishasura’s evil demons. Devi is armed with ‘a sword labelled “Swadeshi”, a mace labelled “Aikya” (Unity), a knife labelled “Atma Viswas” (Self-reliance) [, and] a trident labelled “Svatantrya” (Self-Government), which the goddess has thrust into the mouth of a demon labelled “Partantrya” (Government by Others)’. Devi’s lion, ‘labelled “Bahishkar” (Boycott)’, is lashing out at a ‘bovine monster labelled “ ‘Pardeshi Vyapar” (Foreign Trade)’. Visages of Indian nationalist leaders such as Gandhi and Dutt create a border around the cartoon. Included among them, notably, was the Egyptian nationalist Mustapha Kamil Pasha (top row, furthest right).148

The Swadeshi movement continued to provide inspiration as Egyptian nationalist agitation grew during the First World War, leading to revolution in 1919. Its rallying cry was ‘Egypt for the Egyptians’. Mass protests and boycotts became commonplace, as did corresponding acts of British colonial violence. The independence movement’s Women’s Boycott Committee played a central role.149 Egyptian demands for boycotts and non-cooperation against the British picked up pace in the early 1920s, in conjunction with Gandhi’s movement, but waned after the ending of the Egyptian protectorate in 1922. A visit from Gandhi himself in 1931 helped spark the nationalist Wafd Party’s ‘Buy Egyptian’ campaign, political non-cooperation, and an economic boycott of British goods to protest the authoritarian policies of the British-backed Egyptian government. Fabrics made from Egyptian cotton were prioritized, and British-made clothing was burned in public bonfires. New Egyptian industries rose from the ashes. As Nancy Reynolds puts it, ‘the boycotts acted as steppingstones toward the establishment of a completely independent nation-state’.150
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Gandhi’s non-violent, anti-imperial, economic nationalist ideology, or ‘Gandhism’, in turn gave succour to Black activists in Jamaica, southern Africa, and the United States, resulting in a closer association between pan-Africanism and pan-Asianism. Gandhi’s non-cooperation movement—the mass boycott of British products and political institutions between 1920 and 1922—accentuated to Black activists in the United States, including pan-Africanist leaders W.E.B. Du Bois and Jamaican-born Marcus Garvey, that economic self-sufficiency could create political empowerment.151 In 1921, for example, the West Indian editors of the Crusader asked Black Americans, ‘How long will we Negroes of America remain indifferent to the sufferings of our kindred under “British” rule and blind to the vast power of the economic boycott to chastise our enemy and effect reprisals for the wrongs and insults heaped upon us by the supercilious Anglo-Saxons?’ The magazine noted that they would also have Irish nationalist allies, ‘whose boycott the British are already beginning to feel’.152 A year later James Weldon Johnson, the executive secretary of the NAACP, argued in a New York Age editorial that ‘if non-cooperation brings the British to their knees in India, there is no reason why it should not bring the white man to his knees in the South’.153

W.E.B. Du Bois drew up his own evolving political economic blueprint for undermining Euro-American colonial exploitation of people of color from within this growing sense of solidarity between anti-colonial nationalists across the British, US, and German empires.154 During his studies with the intellectual leaders of the GHS in 1890s Berlin, Du Bois ‘began to see the race problem in America, the problem of the peoples of Africa and Asia, and the political development of Europe as one’.155 For Du Bois, the US system of internal Black colonial exploitation had first existed under the slave system before the US Civil War and was thereafter perpetuated under Jim Crow. ‘Like Nemesis of Greek tragedy,’ he wrote in Black Reconstruction (1935), ‘the central problem of America after the Civil War, as before, was the black man: those four million souls whom the nation had used and degraded, and on whom the South had built an oligarchy similar to the colonial imperialism of today, rested on cheap colored labor and raising raw material for manufacture’. He later described the post–Civil War programme of Reconstruction as ‘a vast and powerful Mandates Commission […] to apply to our colonial population’, followed by ongoing attempts ‘to suppress the Negro [… and] to push him back toward slavery’.156 Drawing more on pan-Africanist and GHS influences than upon Marxism, he called his anti-colonial vision for Black economic self-sufficiency within the United States ‘a negro nation within the nation’.157

Du Bois, the most influential early twentieth-century Black American writer, first began theorizing about Black nationalism and self-sufficiency during his graduate studies in Berlin between 1892 and 1894, at the high tide of the GHS’s influence.158 Those years in imperial Germany were among the happiest and most liberating of Du Bois’s life; the warm welcome he received there provided a stark contrast to the lynching, disfranchisement, and discrimination of Jim Crow America. In Berlin, he ‘sat under the voice of the fire-eating Pan-German, von Treitschke’, and professors Adolf Wagner and Gustav Schmoller granted him access to their elite doctoral research seminars. They thereafter wrote in support of Du Bois to extend his studies with them rather than at Harvard, where ‘the tendency was toward English free trade and against the American tariff policy’.159 With encouragement from the two dons of the GHS, Du Bois began to apply their ‘scientific’ approach to re-examine Black history, sociology, and political economy in the United States. He also became a member of the Verein für Sozial Politik. As Lawrence Oliver notes, from here on Du Bois viewed the US ‘race problem’ as being ‘inextricably connected to racism suffered by peoples of color around the world and impelled him to begin to ‘unite [his] economics and [his] politics. [… H]e would have to challenge not only proponents of laissez-faire economics but also the Color Line.’160

Du Bois’s GHS-inspired critique of ‘English free trade’ remained visible within his subsequent pan-Africanist economic nationalism. His envisioned self-sufficient and separate Black economic community was made explicit in his 1911 novel The Quest of the Silver Fleece; the tragic tale ended with a white mob setting fire to the community and the lynching of two Black men. In Black Reconstruction (1935), within a pan-African Marxist/Listian framework, Du Bois made sure to acknowledge the successful scientific industrialization promotion of Henry Carey during the Civil War era, as well as Carey’s attacks on free trade, joining ‘the German Liszt [sic] in a demand for a self-contained national economy’.161 Du Bois’s Marxist/Listian emphasis upon a separate, self-sufficient Black economic system remained part of his evolving pan-Africanist ideology and his growing interwar opposition to European imperialism in Africa and Asia. His radicalism and ideas would also continue to influence the anti-colonial world after 1945. As Walter Rucker observes, ‘Du Bois’ conceptualization of “self-segregation” became the basis for a revolutionary Pan-Africanist tradition that would be espoused later by the likes of Malcolm X, Kwame Nkrumah, and Kwame Ture’.162 Thanks to anti-colonial nationalists in China, Ireland, India, Egypt, and the USA, the American System, for so long the economic nationalist model of modern empires, was starting to be refashioned to dismantle them.



Conclusion

The American System arose as the preferred late nineteenth-century economic programme of Britain’s rival industrializing imperial powers as well as for some leading anti-colonial nationalists by the turn of the century. One empire after another—the United States, France, Germany, Russia, Austria-Hungary, the Ottomans, and Japan—embraced protectionism and colonial expansion along lines laid out by the American System. Even Britain, the last free-trade holdout, ultimately succumbed to the siren song of self-sufficiency and colonial consolidation amid the depression-ridden early 1930s. Imperial globalization was thus largely a protectionist, piecemeal, regionalized process, within which anti-colonial nationalist networks across the British, US, and German empires provided unusual exceptions to the American System’s imperial application, as illustrated in the cases of China, Ireland, India, Egypt, and Du Bois’s Pan-Africanism.

From the mid-nineteenth to the mid-twentieth century, the American System of protectionism was far more synonymous with militarism, jingoism, war, and imperial expansion. And this was precisely how the vast majority of both the American System’s economic nationalist supporters and its economic cosmopolitan critics understood it. Left-wing peace activists and anti-imperialists accordingly sought to undermine the protectionist imperial order. Their mid-nineteenth-century mobilization saw the creation of a radical cosmopolitan pacifistic alliance of capitalists, socialists, feminists, and Christians, marking the beginning of their century-long left-wing free-trade fight for a more peaceful, anti-imperial world order.
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The Anti-imperialism of Free Trade
THE LIBERAL RADICAL CRITIQUE OF IMPERIALISM AND WAR




The Colonial system, with all its dazzling appeals to the passions of the people, can never be got rid of except by the indirect process of Free Trade which will gradually and imperceptibly loose the bonds which unite our colonies to us by a mistaken notion of self-interest.

—RICHARD COBDEN (BRITAIN), 18421

Richard Cobden has said: ‘Free-Trade is the best peace-maker.’ We make bold to say: ‘Free-Trade has become the only possible peace-maker.’ … To those who have a justified horror of an autocratic Pax Germanica, who do not want a Pax Britannica—nor wish for a Pax Americana—there remains one hope, that of the advent of the democratic Pax Economica.

—HENRI LAMBERT (BELGIUM), 19182






Peace waves her olive-branch, and summons round her,

Array of heads unhelmed, unweaponed hands;

Commerce, late lightened of the chains that bout her,

Speeds hitherwards the gifts of many lands.



So began Punch’s pacifistic paean to London’s Great Exhibition of 1851.3 The ‘Exhibition of Industry’ set up shop at the Crystal Palace. The enormous glass architectural wonder along the north bank of Hyde Park’s Serpentine Lake had been constructed just for the occasion. The six million visitors who arrived to ogle the wares of the fifteen thousand exhibitors between May and October were greeted with ‘songs of “peace on earth and good-will towards men”’ meant to cement ‘the great idea of fraternity’ more than ‘at any time within the period of recorded history’.4 The exhibition promised the world. It claimed to display goods from nearly every nation. Such a global feat was made possible, the Illustrated London News reported, thanks to the ‘civilizing agencies’ of the age: railroads, steamships, telegraphs. These modern marvels had annihilated ‘space and time’ by breaking down ‘the ancient barriers of jealousy and exclusiveness’, by obliterating ‘the rancourous remembrances of bygone wars’, and by making ‘Europe one large country’. Playing host recast London as ‘the metropolis of the world. The Exhibition […] deprived it of its local character, and rendered it no longer English merely, but cosmopolitan.’5 Punch nicknamed the Crystal Palace the ‘Temple of Peace’.6 London’s Morning Chronicle instead dubbed it ‘the inaugural festival of free trade’.7 Both were fitting descriptors.

The exhibition’s more liberal organizers well understood its intimate association between free trade and peace. For such left-leaning liberals (liberal radicals), the festival of free trade tapped into a deep wellspring of Enlightenment-era economic ideas that had come to be known by this time as the Manchester School, or Manchester liberalism.8 Jeffrey Auerbach concludes that ‘of the ideological links between the exhibition and the Manchester School there can be little doubt’.9 Free trade was fast becoming a national ideology in Britain.10 And the Manchester School’s staunchest left-leaning ideologues believed that the market interdependence wrought from the worldwide adoption of free trade would bring a panoply of riches: prosperity; industrialization; the devolution of empires; the eradication of hunger by expanding the global food supply and lowering food prices; and the democratization of governments by undermining the political power of militant mercantilist elites. For Manchester liberals, free trade thus offered an intoxicating cure-all for an industrializing world plagued by inefficient markets, aristocratic rule, mercantilist empires, food insecurity, and geopolitical turmoil.

The Crystal Palace provided the ideal forum for tackling multiple pressing left-wing issues at once. Pacifists unsuccessfully sought to ban all weapons from the exhibits and made sure that the year’s international peace congress was held simultaneously down the road at London’s Exeter Hall. Abolitionists hoped to make the exhibition a testament to the superiority of free-labour products. Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels believed the Festival of Free Trade represented an encouraging capitalist step forward in the progressive march towards socialist revolution. Millenarian Christian evangelicals prayed that the Temple of Peace might also provide a big tent for religious revivalism, uniting all mankind in anticipation of Christ’s imminent return. Excepting socialist revolution, the exhibition’s more left-leaning pro–free trade architects hoped to knit these strands together to create a more peaceful and less imperial economic cosmopolitan order. As Richard Cobden—the Liberal radical leader of the British free-trade movement and one of the exhibition’s organization committee members—promoted it, the event would ‘break down the barriers that have separated the people of different nations, and witness the universal republic’.11

The hype heralding Hyde Park’s mirrored edifice in 1851 reflected the euphoria of the era’s economic cosmopolitans, as well as the mounting tensions between these and their economic nationalist counterparts. Their conflict was not only over what constituted the proper path for global economic development and integration, but also over the future course of imperialism and war. Left-wing economic cosmopolitan idealists represented an interdependent world order that promised peace, prosperity, democracy, internationalism, and the devolution of empires. Economic nationalists instead stood for a realist view of geopolitics wherein great power rivalry, militarism, trade wars, and colonialism were considered necessary evils, and the Western imperial nation state the pinnacle of civilization. As explored in the previous chapter, by around 1870, the latter were winning the ideological war. The former, finding themselves on the outside looking in, doubled down on expanding their international grassroots organizing to counteract the imperialism of economic nationalism. Until his death in 1865, Cobden, the ‘International Man’ and ‘Apostle of Free Trade’, acted as the economic peace movement’s figurehead; hence the frequent use of the term ‘Cobdenism’ as a synonym for Manchester liberalism thereafter. Cobdenism (and Cobden himself) called for a fundamental overhaul of foreign policy that the wider economic peace movement would also embrace: free trade coupled with non-interventionism, anti-imperialism, disarmament, international arbitration, and an end to war loans. Cobden’s own opposition to formal and informal imperialism of all stripes epitomized ‘the anti-imperialism of free trade’.12 Thus from within the belly of the British imperial beast grew a left-wing free-trade tradition dedicated to making wars, poverty, aristocracy, and empires obsolete.

The commercial peace movement spread from Britain to the European continent and the United States in the years surrounding the 1851 Great Exhibition.13 London hosted the era’s first transatlantic peace gathering in 1843, the General Peace Convention, at which a resolution that free trade was ‘one of the best securities for peace’ stood out.14 That same year James Wilson founded the Economist, which became the Manchester School’s main journalistic mouthpiece amidst their shared effort to overturn the Corn Laws, Britain’s protective tariffs on foreign grain. The 1843 peace convention and repeal of the Corn Laws in 1846 sparked a hunger for greater international organization, leading to peace congresses in Brussels (1848), Paris (1849), Frankfurt (1850), and London (1851). The onset of the Long Depression and the global protectionist turn of the 1870s could all too easily overshadow how the economic peace movement was making inroads ever further afield via the era’s tools of transport and communication: global steamship lines, transcontinental railways, and transoceanic cables. These new technologies may have facilitated the expansion and consolidation of empires, but they also made the pacifistic ideas of global governance and imperial devolution seem more feasible to liberal radical free traders.15

The diffusion of Manchester liberalism played an underappreciated role in making the period between the Franco–Prussian War (1870–1871) and the outbreak of the Great War the ‘golden age’ of the peace movement and international organization.16 According to Mark Mazower, ‘Cobden’s free trade movement was the leading and unquestionably most successful version of radical internationalism to emerge’ by the mid-nineteenth century.17 Over the next century, Cobdenism’s popularity led to the creation of numerous left-of-centre grassroots organizations that embraced economic cosmopolitanism as a prerequisite for peace and the devolution of empires.18 London’s Cobden Club, founded by Cobden’s friends in 1866 under the mantra ‘Free trade, Peace, Goodwill among Nations’, remained the unofficial headquarters of the economic peace movement until the Great War, after which several more radical pressure groups in New York, Boston, and Geneva would share the burden. Meanwhile, from around 1910, financial backing from some of the era’s leading plutocrats-turned-philanthropists helped the free-trade-and-peace movement stay afloat during the difficult years between the First and Second world wars.

The economic cosmopolitan challenge to the neomercantilist era’s imperialism of economic nationalism also gave birth to sophisticated modern liberal radical critiques of imperialism.19 The most influential came from a panoply of late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Cobdenite intellectuals—prominent among them Herbert Spencer, Henry George, Vilfredo Pareto, Frédéric Passy, Yves Guyot, J. A. Hobson, Henri Lambert, and Norman Angell—informing a more proactive and radical generation of economic peace workers.20 The more extreme economic nationalist turn that followed the First World War and the 1929 Wall Street crash only hammered home the view that nations, if left to their own devices, would choose nationalism over internationalism and self-sufficiency over interdependence, perpetuating the militaristic cycle. This realization intensified the common liberal radical belief that only a free-trading world community regulated through supranational governance could bring an end to the economic nationalist causes of imperialism and war—thereby paving a peaceful and prosperous path for global economic development. The positions of Richard Cobden and other mid-nineteenth-century liberal radical opponents of imperialism and war would, in hindsight, appear rather modest when compared to the globalist prescriptions being put forward by their pacifistic interwar torchbearers. The latter would oversee the creation of a more liberal order—their long-sought Pax Economica—in the 1940s from the wreckage of the Great Depression and the Second World War.


Transatlantic Economic Cosmopolitan Confluences: Anti-imperialism, Universal Brotherhood, Antislavery, and Peace, 1846–1870

Globalist fantasies of world federalism, anti-imperialism, antislavery, and peace teased the Victorian left-wing imagination.21 The transatlantic idea of a congress of nations became ever more popular among liberal radicals from the early 1840s. Their grand universalist plans necessitated some combination of international free trade, cooperation, democratization, arbitration, and imperial devolution. Mercantilist imperialism and aristocratic rule were two big hurdles. Two more were the immoral practice of slavery and the industrializing world’s consequent overreliance upon the products of unfree labour. Transatlantic liberal radical economic peace workers and abolitionist radicals therefore formed a natural mid-century alliance to bring their anti-imperial vision of a democratic and interdependent world order to fruition.

This is not to suggest that all Victorian-era free traders fell into the antislavery, anti-imperial, and peace camps, nor that all antislavery activists were pacifists, anti-imperialists, and free traders. Free-trade imperial policies were well represented in the British Parliament at this time, for example, including from some who were more ambivalent about the consumption of slave-grown products. And in the United States, antebellum Southern plantation owners and politicians of the Jeffersonian free-trade tradition instead supported slavery, imperial expansion, and limiting democracy. These more coercive transatlantic free-market affinities encouraged canny Southern diplomats during the US Civil War (1861–1865) to simultaneously play up their free-trade bona fides and threaten to withhold Southern cotton exports in the hopes of manipulating pro–free trade British politicians into recognizing the Confederacy. The Southern gambit garnered some initial British sympathy until the North’s antislavery aims became explicit.22 Conversely, many Anglophobic Whig-Republicans in the antebellum US north-east supported antislavery alongside the American System of protectionism.23 However, few within any of these camps were invested in the growing international peace movement, and, as discussed in chapter 1, fewer still were opposed to imperial expansion. What follows, therefore, is not their story.

Returning to our economic peace workers, Elihu Burritt, the radical Massachusetts editor of the American Peace Society’s Advocate for Peace, put forward the mid-century’s most popular proposal for a congress of nations, the thirty-thousand-strong League of Universal Brotherhood. With the help of the English Quaker, Anti–Corn Law League (ACLL, 1839–1846) supporter, and abolitionist Joseph Sturge, Burritt’s vision became predicated upon a Cobdenite free-trade order.24 Burritt and Sturge’s transatlantic crossings led to a series of international peace congresses between 1848 and 1853, as well as a newfound faith in European federalism to maintain the peace. We might now view with irony the rise of a concerted internationalist effort to eradicate war in 1848, the very year that witnessed a revolutionary growth in nationalisms and nation states. But for many liberal radicals at the time the republican revolutions heralded a democratic peace, European integration, and a corresponding end to aristocratic rule. As Anthony Howe puts it, ‘in 1848, free trade enthusiasm swept together with Mazzinian democracy saw the proclamation of a federal free trade United States of Europe’.25 Burritt, Sturge, and friends embraced the moment by providing much-needed financial backing, political energy, and organizational expertise to the older European and American religious and humanitarian peace societies that had grown out of the Napoleonic wars. The Atlantean burden of mid-century peace coordination thus fell largely upon Anglo-American shoulders.26

Richard Cobden, although more sceptical than allies such as Burritt of the utility of supranational state governance, also made explicit the connection between free trade, anti-imperialism, and peace—and the interdependence that would follow in their wake. Cobden had his epiphany in April 1842, a few years into his middle-class ACLL campaign to dismantle Britain’s high tariffs on foreign grain. Cobden realized that ‘it would be well to try to engraft our Free Trade agitation upon the Peace movement. They are one and the same cause.’ Free trade would unite the nations of the world to such a degree that governments would no longer be able ‘to plunge their people into wars’. He also argued that free trade would undermine the colonial system.27 Granting colonies their independence in turn meant that Britain (and by extension rival powers) could substantially cut back on military spending that would otherwise be directed towards imperial defence, thus permitting lower taxation. Four years later, on the eve of the repeal of the Corn Laws, Cobden went even further before his audience in Manchester’s jam-packed Free Trade Hall: ‘I see in the Free-trade principle that which shall act on the moral world as the principle of gravitation in the universe,—drawing men together, thrusting aside the antagonism of race, and creed, and language, and uniting us in the bonds of eternal peace.’ He foresaw a new world order whereby ‘the desire and the motive for large and mighty empires; for gigantic armies and great navies […] will die away […] when man becomes one family and freely exchanges the fruits of his labour with his brother man’.28

Lord Palmerston’s free-trade imperialism as British secretary of state for foreign affairs (1846–1851) and as prime minister (1859–1865) put the nascent British Cobdenite movement’s anti-imperial principles to the test. With Henry Richard, the antislavery head of the London Peace Society, Cobden denounced Palmerstonian financial lending and subsequent military interventions to protect the investments of British creditors. He also condemned the imperial entanglements of Britain’s ‘gentlemanly capitalists’.29 In 1846, for example, Cobden and his transatlantic disciples supported the low US Walker Tariff in the hope that trade liberalization would mitigate mounting Anglo–American tensions surrounding the disputed Oregon boundary.30 In 1853, Cobden laid out his opposition to British colonialism in India in How Wars Are Got Up in India. The Indian Rebellion of 1857 only reified his belief that British colonialism was a mistake. Those who supported the occupation and coercive enforcement of free trade in India misunderstood ‘the full meaning of Free Trade principles! If you talk to our Lancashire friends they argue that unless we occupied India there would be no trade with that country, or that someone else would monopolize it, forgetting that this is the old protectionist theory which they used formerly to ridicule.’ On this point Cobden differed somewhat from his ACLL right-hand man, the Quaker pacifist John Bright; while he agreed with Cobden’s anti-imperial position, Bright feared the potentially chaotic power vacuum that would result from an immediate British withdrawal from India. But Cobden, Bright, Sturge, and Henry Richard’s minority opposition to British intervention in the Crimean War (1853–1856) once again placed them in the crosshairs of Palmerston and his jingoist supporters.31

The Manchester School’s own—anti-imperial—sights next were turned upon the Second Opium War (1856–1860). The start of the Anglo–Chinese conflict was made more personal because it also represented an act of betrayal of the economic peace cause: the person most responsible for the 1856 bombardment of Canton, the Benthamite liberal John Bowring, had been one of Cobden’s most stalwart allies in years past in helping to spread the free-trade gospel to continental Europe, Egypt, Indonesia, and Thailand. Bowring’s experiences as consul to Canton (1849–1854) and as governor of Hong Kong (1854–1859), however, had caused him to repudiate Cobden’s non-interventionist principles. For an Anglo-Saxonist and utilitarian like Bowring, the Qing Empire’s xenophobic refusal to open its markets was evidence of China’s barbarity, justifying the use of force in the name of civilization and progress. Bowring’s liberal imperial enforcement of free trade as a ‘civilizing mission’ earned the support of Palmerston himself. But it also earned Cobden’s opprobrium, forcing Palmerston to call a snap election in 1857. The election worked against the Manchester liberals, amidst a rising drumbeat for war, and Cobden’s non-interventionists were sent packing from the House of Commons.32 Cobden may have lost the non-interventionist battle, but by taking a principled stance against British formal and informal free-trade imperialism and by framing non-coercive free trade as the antidote to the poisons of nationalism, aristocracy, war, and colonialism, his beliefs and career would give the economic peace movement much to emulate over the next century.

For Manchester liberals, both the devolution of empires and the demise of wars required international trade liberalization. With free trade on the rise in Britain and the United States following, respectively, repeal of the Corn Laws and passage of the low Walker Tariff in 1846, Cobden and his disciples looked next to continental Europe.33 Up to this point, Cobden had already been laying some of the groundwork with European tours in years past.34 Concerted mobilization began in earnest in 1847, when Economist editor James Wilson met with like-minded reformers in Brussels for the Congrès des économistes, underwritten by the Association belge pour la liberté commerciale (Belgian association for free trade). Burritt, one of the US delegates, thought it was ‘the most interesting audience I ever saw. There were men from most all the continental nations, grave, thoughtful, moustachioed men.’ Their mission was ‘to examine the question of brotherhood among all men’, noted the Belgian president of the congress, Charles de Brouckère. Free trade and world peace were consistent themes. Burritt and Henry Richard then worked with French Cobdenite Frédéric Bastiat to hold the next peace congress in Paris in 1849. France’s minister of the interior, Alexis de Tocqueville, gave the venture his blessing.35

The venue, the Salle Sainte-Cécile, was well suited: the grand hall could seat two thousand. Even so, it was packed to the gills when Victor Hugo, presiding, outlined his vision for a new world order: ‘A day will come when bullets and bomb-shells will be replaced by votes, by the universal suffrage of nations, by the venerable arbitration of a great Sovereign Senate, which will be to Europe what the Parliament is to England […]. A day will come when those two immense groups, the United States of America, and the United States of Europe’ would trade peacefully with one another, uniting them in eternal friendship.36 The attendees were to receive a tantalizing glimpse of this new order a decade later when the Anglo–French Treaty of 1860, or Cobden–Chevalier Treaty, ushered in a brief era of European trade liberalization, the likes of which would not be seen again until the post-1945 European Common Market.37 Economic peace efforts were focused first and foremost on reforming Euro-America.

Slavery remained a major stumbling block to liberal radicals’ commercial peace planning. After all, their vision of free trade went hand in hand with democracy, and nothing was less democratic than human bondage. London accordingly played host to the World Anti-Slavery Convention in 1840 and 1843. Their organization, too, was by and large an Anglo-American enterprise. Commercial peace reformers recognized the connection between their fight and that of the antislavery movement from the outset, despite efforts from Southern pro-slavery free traders to derail the growing Anglo-American antislavery alliance. The first general peace convention in 1843 was explicitly designed to follow on the heels of that year’s antislavery convention so that the attendees of the first could attend the second.38 Once again, Cobden emphasized their common cause. He had even suggested in 1841 that the ACLL substitute ‘abolition’ for ‘repeal’: ‘ “immediate abolition” […] is stronger language than total and immediate “repeal”’ because ‘it is the old anti-slavery shibboleth’.39 The free-trade-and-peace movement thereby joined itself to the transatlantic antislavery movement.

The confluence of Cobdenism and antislavery spread to the European continent, with long-term consequences for the Spanish Empire. Cobden himself helped get the Spanish free-trade-and-peace movement off the ground. During his 1846 tour of Europe, he warned his Cádiz listeners that their main protectionist stumbling block was Catalonia, whose conservative agricultural and industrial interests were ‘afraid of freedom [… and] terrified at the mere name of Free Trade’. Why? Because the region was more reliant on the slave-grown resources of Cuba and Puerto Rico and more beholden to aristocratic landed interests. With Cobden and the ACLL’s recent British successes in mind, Spanish progressives went to work liberalizing the empire’s trade policy during the Liberal Union era (1854–1868). The strongest economic cosmopolitan calls came from Madrid’s economistas. These professors, engineers, civil servants, and lawyers—led by prominent liberal radical professors-turned-politicians Laureano Figuerola and Gabriel Rodríguez—were disciples of Cobden and the ACLL. They were also abolitionists, and similarly argued that the importance of access to cheap bread for Spain’s hungry masses far outweighed that of the profits of the country’s aristocratic landowners. Inspired by the ACLL’s successes, Spain’s economistas formed the Sociedad Libre de Economía Política (Free society of political economy; founded in 1857) and the Asociación para la Reforma de los Aranceles de Aduanas (Association for tariff reform; founded in 1859). Upon hearing of Cobden’s death in 1865, Figuerola penned a homage to his hero entitled Cobden, Moralista. Figuerola and company remained in close contact with London’s Cobden Club; Segismundo Moret, Joaquín María Sanromá, Rodríguez, and Figuerola, among others, became honorary members. Cosmopolitan affinities were such that the Asociación even took the Cobden Club’s motto as its own: ‘Free trade, peace, and goodwill among the Nations’. And Spain’s Cobdenites remained vehement opponents of Spanish colonialism and slavery.40

Beginning in the late 1840s, Germany’s band of Manchester liberals believed the time was ripe for peace, accompanied by a one-two punch of free trade and democratization.41 Much as in pre–free-trade Britain, Germany suffered under the militant foreign policy dictates of protectionist aristocratic landowners: the Junkers. John Prince Smith, an English-born Prussian citizen, modelled Berlin’s Freihandelsverein (Free trade union; founded in 1847) on the ACLL and dedicated much of his political activism to advocating for free trade and attacking German militarism. The Freihandelsverein’s founding followed two tours by Cobden, in 1838 and 1847. By the time of the latter, Cobden was welcomed in Germany as a hero. Cobden-themed souvenirs were sold across Germany, and a massive seven-hundred-person banquet was held for him in Hamburg, where his hosts greeted him with a toast: ‘To Free Trade, the source of all other freedoms’. Further Cobdenite leagues soon sprouted up in Frankfurt, Rostock, Stellen, and Hamburg. In 1849, the German free-trade-and-peace movement got more organized under the auspices of the Zentralbund für Handelsfreiheit (Central union for free trade), which claimed to represent around thirty such local societies. Prince Smith then co-edited the Berlin newspaper Demokratische Zeitung with his pro–free trade friend Julius Faucher, who later became Cobden’s secretary. When government censors forced the newspaper to close down, Prince Smith reflected on how he had at least been able to bring ‘respect for the free trade doctrine to the most extreme left. […] I have demonstrated that the doctrine of economic freedom is more progressive.’ 42

Cobdenism received an even warmer welcome among mid-century Italian economic and political circles. Cobden spent more time in Italy than anywhere else on the European continent during his 1847 tour. Roberto Romani notes that the tour marked ‘a Cobdenian moment’ in which ‘Cobden was surrounded by the aura of a prophet heralding a new era’.43 Wherever he went—Rome, Naples, Turin, Milan, Venice, Genoa, Livorno, Perugia, Trieste—he was feted. Guiseppe Montenelli, a professor of commercial law, summed it up best as toastmaster at Cobden’s Livorno banquet. ‘How many Cobdens are needed to arise in Italy. A Cobden for individual rights, a Cobden for free cities. A Cobden for law codification, standardization of money, weights and measures. A Cobden for a customs union. They will shout “Forward, thus did free trade triumph” in England. […] As you return tell of our struggles begun here […]. Long live Cobden, apostle of civilization.’ Soon after Cobden’s visit, an Italian commercial league was formed. These Italian free traders supported uniting the disparate Italian states, a position that risked imprisonment in those Italian regions still under Austrian occupation. Austria’s secret police duly made sure to keep a close eye on those who attended the banquets honouring Cobden. Among the attendees, Bologna-born economist and statesman Marco Minghetti best embraced Cobden’s cosmopolitanism at mid-century. Italy’s minister to St. Petersburg wrote to Minghetti in 1863 noting just that affinity, heaping praise on Cobden’s plans for global prosperity and peace, and urging Minghetti to call for another European peace congress and ‘be the Cobden of this great idea that can regenerate the world’.44 Minghetti became one of the Cobden Club’s first honorary members soon thereafter.

The French commercial peace movement followed a similar organizational path. Mid-century French economic peace workers drew on a rich Enlightenment intellectual tradition, stretching back to physiocrats François Quesnay and Jacques Turgot, and their liberal economic successors such as Jean-Baptiste Say. In 1845, the liberal radical Frédéric Bastiat undertook the translationg into French of the works of his friend Richard Cobden even as they were both becoming more active in the peace congress movement. Cobden’s 1846 French tour led the Economist to observe that ‘the success of Mr. Cobden and the League […] have really given a new impetus to the serious thinkers and grave public writers of France’, and that his ‘French imitators’ would soon set their sights on vanquishing ‘both monarch and monopolists’.45 Imitation required coordination. Just a few years after the ACLL had been established in Britain, Bastiat and Horace Say, son of Jean-Baptiste, formed the Société d’économie politique in 1842 (rebranded the Société des économistes in 1845). Bastiat edited its journal, Le Libre Échange (‘Free trade’). Economic pacifism permeated its membership. Joseph Garnier, with Bastiat, founded the Association centrale pour la liberté des échanges (Central association for the freedom of trade) in 1846, after which Garnier penned articles picking apart Friedrich List’s critique of ‘cosmopolitical economy’. Garnier remained active in the peace movement, becoming an officer of the Société française des amis de la paix (French friends of peace society) following the Franco–Prussian War, and continuing to promote economic pacifism in the Journal des économistes. Émile de Girardin, for his part, stood out in connecting free trade with peace at the international congresses of 1849 and 1850.46

The French free-trade-and-peace movement’s position on colonialism, however, was less clear-cut. Some, such as Paul Leroy-Beaulieu, while anti-war, subscribed to the free-trade imperial ideas of the Saint-Simonians, and so were not entirely opposed to French colonialism. Michel Chevalier, also a Saint-Simonian, never fully endorsed Manchester liberalism and reconciled his support for free trade and peace with French colonialism in Algeria.47 This set them apart from more left-leaning French critics of empire such as Garnier, Girardin, Bastiat, the ‘dean’ of the international peace movement Frédéric Passy, and liberal politician Yves Guyot.48

The mid-century French Cobdenite story would be incomplete without mentioning the efforts of a twenty-one-year-old Parisian named Edmond Potonié in attendance at Frankfurt’s 1850 peace congress. There Potonié, a family friend of Victor Hugo, was introduced to Richard Cobden. It must have been quite the conversation. Potonié spent the next decade attempting to replicate the successes of the ACLL across Europe with financial backing from the middle-class British peace movement. By the 1860s he had also embraced a more cooperative social-democratic approach, which had greater appeal for the continental European working classes and young socialists. The result of Potonié’s internationalist campaign was the Ligue du bien public (League of the public good) and its circular Cosmopolite. Launched in the mid-1860s, Potonié’s peace and civil liberties league set its main sights on European protectionism and monopolies. Censorship and repression from the French police soon followed, but Potonié continued his grassroots efforts until his death in 1902.49 His story is illustrative of the continental leftward drift of the economic peace movement as it spread during the latter half of the century.



The Commercial Peace Movement Gets Organized, 1870–1898

The mid-century Cobdenite vision of European-wide free trade, anti-imperialism, and peace seemed within reach in 1860. Just a decade later, despair displaced optimism. The commercial peace movement became more coordinated to counteract the late-century neomercantilist growth of national consolidation, protectionism, monopolies, and imperial expansion. Europe remained a key part of the playbook. But as Elihu Burritt’s mid-century efforts illustrate, beyond Britain, Cobdenite peace workers were most numerous and organized in the United States. The Cobden Club’s founding in 1866, in turn, marked the beginning of a new British-led era of economic peace organizing and of new economic theories of anti-imperialism and peace. The late Victorian free-trade-and-peace movement received a much-needed boost from Europe’s ‘Manchester’ liberals. Further reinforcements arrived from more legalistic Cobdenites such as the English labour unionist and Rochdale Co-operative leader Hodgson Pratt, who helped form the International Arbitration and Peace Association (IAPA) in London in 1877, drawing a large number of international free traders into its fold.50 The growing commercial peace movement, in turn, made good use of the era’s imperial transport and communication networks to organize as far afield as Australia, New Zealand, and India by the end of the century.

In the aftermath of the US Civil War, Cobden’s US disciples continued mobilizing in coordination with London’s Cobden Club. They waged an uphill battle to halt the GOP’s protectionist and imperial proclivities in the decades that followed. This first generation of US Cobdenites included an impressive list of antislavery luminaries from Massachusetts and New York, including Senator Charles Sumner, transcendentalist Ralph Waldo Emerson, arch-abolitionist William Lloyd Garrison, the Rev. Henry Ward Beecher, the poet William Cullen Bryant, the statesman Charles Francis Adams Sr., and the economist Edward Atkinson. They formed the American Free Trade League (AFTL) in New York City in 1865, upon which British free traders congratulated it for continuing to fight for freedom after the abolition of slavery. ‘Free Trade is the vital element of Free Labour,’ as one London free-trade organization wrote to the AFTL. ‘Without the former the latter cannot healthfully exist.’51

The AFTL spearheaded the postbellum US free-trade-and-peace movement. Renowned poet and editor of the New York Evening Post William Cullen Bryant was its inaugural president. Bryant’s immediate successor was David Dudley Field, the jurist, peace activist, and brother of fellow American Cobden Club member Cyrus Field, who oversaw the successful laying of the transatlantic cable in 1866. The AFTL’s third president, David Ames Wells, was anointed ‘the Cobden of America’ and was named the Cobden Club’s US secretary in the early 1870s to oversee its widening North American propaganda campaign. The AFTL’s insignia was a carbon copy of the Cobden Club’s. Republican protectionists responded by creating anti-Cobden clubs to counteract the numerous local Cobden clubs sprouting up across the north-east and west.52

The relocation from Britain to Toronto of Manchester liberal Goldwin Smith, the former regius professor of modern history at Oxford University, led to more concerted organization between Canadian free traders such as Smith, Erastus Wiman, and Edward Farrer and their US allies. Smith would even flirt with the idea of Canadian–American political union alongside economic integration to bring about hemispheric peace and prosperity. Smith’s Commercial Union League in Ontario, the American Commercial Reciprocity League, the AFTL, and New York’s International Free Trade Association soon set their pacifistic sights on ameliorating Anglo–American relations through the 1871 Treaty of Washington and North American trade liberalization.53 For similar reasons, US land reformer, peace advocate, and journalist Henry George threw his growing political weight behind North American commercial union. George believed ‘in the international law of God as Cobden called free trade’, and joined the Cobden Club in 1881. In his Protection or Free Trade (1886), he tied free trade to ‘fraternity and peace’ to combat the ‘spirit of protectionism […] national enmity and strife’. Liberalizing trade between the United States and Canada was a good first start, thereby making ‘the two countries practically one’.54

These grassroots investments eventually paid political dividends. US economic cosmopolitans found themselves in positions of more direct political influence during the two Democratic administrations of Grover Cleveland (1885–1889, 1893–1897). Cleveland, the former reformist governor of New York, surrounded himself with US Cobdenites, including his secretaries of state, war, agriculture, interior, and treasury, as well as Edward Atkinson and David Ames Wells as economic advisors. Together they oversaw a noticeable non-interventionist shift away from Republican imperial machinations. Across the late 1880s, Cleveland’s Cobdenites nixed the previous GOP administration’s attempts to annex territory in Nicaragua (‘America’s Egypt’, as one Republican pamphleteer called it) and to intervene in the Congo and Samoa. The first Cleveland administration also tried unsuccessfully to lower US tariff rates on multiple occasions while keeping sabre-rattling Republican congressmen from starting a war with Canada over a contentious fisheries dispute. Cleveland’s second administration provided more of the same when it immediately thwarted GOP designs on annexing Hawai’i. As Republican senator Henry Cabot Lodge disparaged them in 1895, the Cleveland administrations had ‘been successfully Cobdenized, and that is the underlying reason for their policy of retreat’.55

Across the pond, British liberals such as the sociologist Herbert Spencer lashed out at the growing British popularity of Benjamin Disraeli’s ‘new Tory’ imperialism (1874–1880) and the neomercantilism of Britain’s rivals after 1870. Spencer updated the Cobdenite critique of imperialism and war. For him, neomercantilism was immoral, illustrating ‘the profound antagonism’ between ‘militancy’ and ‘industrialism’. Militancy represented a protectionist return to barbarism brought on by atavistic landed aristocratic elites, thwarting industrialism’s peaceful free-trade march towards prosperity and democracy. British Cobdenites also pushed back against Disraeli’s colonialist crackdown in India, arguing instead that far greater prosperity could be had through non-coercive free trade coupled with Indian self-government. With at least a tinge of anti-Semitism, still more of them associated the aristocratic militancy of Disraeli (of Jewish origin) with those financiers of the City of London who backed his investment in the Suez Canal. Such attacks upon the gentlemanly capitalists provided an early glimpse of critiques of ‘financial imperialism’ that would proliferate by the turn of the century.56 The Cobden Club remained the administrative hub of the British economic peace movement beyond the end of the century. The evolving working- and middle-class ‘cult of Cobden’ also played an essential part in laying the progressive groundwork for the New Liberalism and the Liberal–Labour coalition during the Edwardian years.57

Not to be outdone, Spain’s economistas maintained their propaganda campaign for free trade, manhood suffrage, and abolitionism in the years after the Liberal Union era’s end in 1868. The era had sparked a strong protectionist countermovement, a growing conservative alliance of anti-abolitionist agrarians and industrialists seeking to maintain slavery and establish a tariff fortress around Spain and its overseas colonies. Spain’s Cobdenites, however, briefly maintained the political upper hand after the 1868 September Revolution. Figuerola was made finance minister and Rodríguez undersecretary of commerce in 1868; Moret became minister of overseas territories in 1870; and Sanromá represented Puerto Rico’s Liberal Reformist Party in Congress in 1871. They worked closely with their abolitionist allies in Cuba and Puerto Rico. As Rafael María de Labra, women’s suffragist and Spain’s abolitionist leader until the 1890s, described it, they were fighting ‘against theocracy, monopoly, and dictatorship’. The Moret Law for the gradual abolition of slavery was passed in 1870, leading to emancipation in Puerto Rico in 1873. However, the return to power of the conservative monarchists during the Restoration (1875–1902) for a time marginalized the liberal radical reformers. Abolitionist economista Gabriel Rodríguez described the Restoration as a conservative economic nationalist reaction propagated through false patriotism. This protectionist and nationalist trend, he argued, was a European-wide phenomenon. He made this observation in 1881 while reviewing a new collection of Cobden’s essays. The time was ripe to publish the collection, Rodríguez concluded, because ‘the protectionist reaction seeks to destroy the work of Cobden throughout Europe, while militarism seeks to return us to barbarous epochs’. With slavery abolished in Spain’s colonies by the 1880s, the economistas pushed on with their free-trade-and-peace efforts against growing protectionist opposition until the turn of the century. Most notably, Moret, as minister of the overseas colonies in 1897, granted autonomy to Cuba and Puerto Rico, and opposed going to war with the United States in 1898.58

Although French economic peace workers never embraced non-interventionism or anti-imperialism to the same degree as their British, US, or Spanish counterparts, they were similarly supportive of trade liberalization and critical of militarism, monopolies, and aristocratic elites. Free-trade-and-peace groups such as the Société d’économie politique remained active throughout the latter half of the century, for a time receiving propagandistic reinforcements from the Association pour la défense de la liberté commercial (Association for the defence of free trade, a.k.a. the Free Trade Association, 1878–1881).59 They remained in close touch with their British counterparts through the Cobden Club. French members of the Cobden Club included the statesman Léon Say (the son of Horace and grandson of Jean-Baptiste), Frédéric Passy, and Yves Guyot. Passy and Guyot in particular deserve much of the credit for keeping the French free-trade-and-peace movement alive in the latter decades of the century.

Frédéric Passy, nephew of the French Manchester liberal and finance minister Hippolyte Passy, admired Cobden and sought to recreate the ACLL’s successes in France. He formed the Ligue internationale et permanente de la paix (International and permanent league for peace) in Paris in 1867. Aimed at European elites, this emphasized free trade, arbitration, and arms reduction as preconditions for world peace. As a member of the Chamber of Deputies throughout the 1880s, Passy advocated for labour rights and disarmament. He also opposed French colonial ‘civilizing’ designs upon the ancient culture of Indochina (Vietnam). In 1889, he became co-president of the newly formed Interparliamentary Union, whose members emphasized international free trade and arbitration.60 That same year he also chaired the first Universal Peace Congress. Held in Paris, it marked the beginning of a more concerted coordination between the numerous international peace groups. The Universal Peace Congress itself became a yearly event up until the outbreak of the First World War, and consistently adopted free trade in its yearly platforms. Passy’s international peace work earned him the first ever Nobel Peace Prize in 1901, an honour he shared with the founder of the International Committee of the Red Cross, Henri Dunant. By the time of his death in 1912, Passy had well earned his nickname ‘the apostle of peace’, being numbered among the most influential leaders of the approximately three-hundred-thousand-strong French peace movement.61

French journalist and politician Yves Guyot was a generation younger than his peace ally Passy. Drawn to the ideas of Richard Cobden and Herbert Spencer, he was an active French member of the Cobden Club. A peace worker from the 1860s onwards, he fully embraced the Cobdenite critique of aristocracy, protectionism, imperialism, and war. His 1885 book Lettres sur la politique coloniale was, according to René Maunier, ‘the most violent attack on colonies that has ever been made in France’. A staunch opponent of protectionism, during his brief stint as a cabinet minister Guyot warned against ‘the French Corn Laws’ and attempted to mollify the protectionist 1892 Méline Tariff. A supporter of labour rights, Guyot also sparred with French socialists on account of their protectionist support for immigration restrictions. In 1893, he even charged them with wanting to imitate the Americans, who ‘fortify their frontiers against emigration, just as they protect them against the importation of European goods. […] They are as short-sighted as unjust in attempting to defend themselves against European and Chinese emigration.’ So, too, were the French socialists, who in calling for the expulsion of 1,100,000 foreign workers from France showed themselves to be nationalists of the worst kind. While British Cobdenites aligned themselves against their own government’s complicity in the Second Boer War (1899–1902), across the English Channel Guyot was lashing out at Dutch pro-Boer apologists. Upon Passy’s demise, Guyot kept the French free-trade-and-peace movement alive through the creation of a new French Cobden club, the Ligue du libre échange (Free trade league; founded in 1911). During the Great War, the league castigated the Allies for not embracing free trade, while praising Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points for doing so. A democrat to the end, Guyot railed against the autocratic and autarkic Soviet state and the rise of Italian fascism, until his death in 1928.62

The end of the Franco–Prussian War in 1871 witnessed another flurry of German Cobdenite activity and political organization. For a brief time after the conflict, pictures of Cobden were again prominently displayed in Berlin shop windows, and lace handkerchiefs embroidered with Cobden’s name were available for purchase. Thanks to the conspiratorial anti-British propaganda work of the nationalistic German Historical School (GHS), however, a decade later the Cobden Club’s name was widely scorned, despite German Cobdenite attempts to debunk the conspiracy theories.63 The journalist, publisher, and consumer co-operativist Eugen Richter led what Bismarck derided as a ‘clique of Manchester politicians’, within first the Progressive Party and then the Left Liberal Party through the latter decades of the century—a left-wing political alignment that was also forming in Austria at this time.64 Richter spent much of his long political career speaking out against German protectionism, anti-Semitism, and militarism; on questions of war and peace, like John Prince Smith, his overarching message was consistently ‘peace through free trade’. On the question of imperialism, however, Richter was less consistent. In the 1880s, he opposed Germany’s formal annexation of overseas territories. But following the German annexation of Kiaochow, China in 1898, he supported keeping it. By 1904, however, he was once again prone to criticizing Germany’s ‘misconceived colonial policy’ from the floor of the Reichstag.65 In 1881, Spanish Cobdenite Professor Mariano Carreras y Gonzalez highlighted two other prominent German Manchester liberals: the left-liberal publisher Max Wirth and Franz Hermann Schulze-Delitzsch, a co-founder of the German Progressive Party. Cobden Club member Schulze-Delitzsch’s anti-monopolistic support for co-operativism helped spread the grassroots German free-trade movement further; his opposition to Ferdinand Lassalle’s nationalist brand of socialism, in turn, earned him the disparaging Francophobic moniker ‘Herr Bastiat Schulze von Delitzsch’.66

Liberal radical English and Danish peace reinforcements landed on German shores in the mid-1880s, and just in time. The country’s economic peace workers were finding themselves increasingly outnumbered, outfinanced, and outflanked by the Listian nationalists of the GHS. By this point, Manchester liberalism in Germany had devolved into a minority demesne of Cobdenite socialist internationalists within the Social Democratic Party (SPD: Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands), such as Eduard Bernstein, Karl Kautsky, and August Bebel (see chapter 3), along with a small pacifistic group of non-Marxists such as Eugen Richter, Lujo Brentano, Theodor Barth, and Alfred Fried.67 Hodgson Pratt, Britain’s ‘go-between’ for London’s Interparliamentary Union and economic pacifism, helped breathe new life into the German peace movement following his arrival in the mid-1880s. Pratt helped left-liberal groups like the German People’s Party to form peace societies in Stuttgart, Berlin, Darmstadt, and Frankfurt am Main. The arrival of Danish parliamentarian Fredrik Bajer in 1886, in turn, spurred the Frankfurt society to action. There Bajer worked with Franz Wirth, among the city’s leading democrats, to found the Frankfurter Friedensverein (Frankfurt peace association) in 1887. The initiative was not well received in nationalist Germany, however. The peace organization’s only journalistic support came from a left-liberal newspaper edited by Franz’s Manchester liberal brother, Max Wirth. Despite the cool reception from Germany’s jingoists, the Friedensverein would count among the most motivated German peace groups until the outbreak of the First World War.68

The German economic peace movement became more coordinated at the turn of the century. Cobden Club member Theodor Barth contributed a chapter to Cobden Club secretary Richard Gowing’s Richard Cobden and the Jubilee of Free Trade in 1896, on the connection between free trade and democracy. Barth next helped organize the 1897 Universal Peace Congress in Hamburg, and remained a strong critic of the imperialism of economic nationalism until his death in 1909. Fellow Cobden Club member Lujo Brentano had attempted to align German labour unions with Cobdenism in the early 1870s, after which he became more interested in German peace work, serving on the executive committee of Munich’s 1907 Universal Peace Congress. Alfred Fried’s brand of pacifism, which embraced a more scientific approach to international organization and German democracy promotion, was little more than a reiteration of Cobdenism. ‘We are everywhere,’ Fried observed at the turn of the century. ‘We trade everywhere, and we are universally dependent. […] We have become citizens of the world, true cosmopolitans.’ The various regional organizational efforts became national in 1892, when Fried, Barth, Franz Wirth, and Adolf Richter (Eugen’s cousin) created the Deutsche Friedensgeselleschaft (German peace society). By 1898, it had five thousand members and fifty-six branches across the country, usually operating in coordination with local Progressive Party members. Both numbers had nearly doubled by 1914, about a third being women. Fried’s Cobdenite ‘scientific pacifism’, his support for the open door and native protections in the colonies, and his democratic opposition to ‘Junkerdom’ remained popular within the German and international peace movement in the years leading up to the First World War.69

Italy’s rising tariff walls and consequent trade wars inspired a new wave of Italian commercial peace mobilization from the late 1880s. This led to the formation of Milan’s Associazione per la libertà economica (Association for economic freedom) in 1891. Its members included luminaries such as Professor Vilfredo Pareto, another honorary member of the Cobden Club and an avowed anti-militarist, anti-imperialist, pacifist, and critic of Italian elites: a radical combination that eventually got him ostracized from the Italian academy. A Spencerian, Pareto associated protectionism with militarism and aristocracy. His preferred path to peace was through European-wide free trade, as he laid out at the IAPA’s first Italian branch congress in 1889. The motion passed with broad support. His anti-militarism landed him an appointment as vice-president of the Comitato fiorentino per la pace (Florentine committee for peace) later that year, whereupon he organized a conference attacking colonialism and war. His pacifism and anti-imperialism also got him working with extreme left-wing Italian radicals both inside and outside Parliament, including Ernesto Teodoro Moneta, the era’s leading Italian peace activist. Throughout the 1890s Pareto even flirted with the prospect of a socialist–liberal coalition, inviting Italy’s socialists to partner with the free-trade movement.70

The late Victorian free-trade-and-peace movement also spread to Belgium, Russia, and Australia. The Belgian movement, for example, picked up pace after playing host to the 1847 Free Trade Congress in Brussels.71 Brussels’s Corr van der Maeren earned the nickname the ‘Cobden of Belgium’. In 1872, Charles Lemonnier, the Belgian liberal politician and founder, in Geneva in 1867, of the radical Ligue internationale de la paix et de la liberté (International league for peace and freedom), published Les États-Unis d’Europe, a democratic call for European federation, free trade, and demilitarization. The progressive liberal Auguste Houzeau de Lehaie thereafter took the lead in making sure that free trade maintained its prominent position on the programme of the Universal Peace Congress in 1903, as it had in the previous congresses. The resolution also congratulated ‘the Free Trade Associations on their efforts, which cannot but be helpful to the cause of peace, and calls upon all the friends of peace to aid them’.72 In turn-of-the-century Russia, the anti-militarist Jacques Novicow decried protectionism for causing war, and Jean de Bloch’s influential The Future of War (1899) preceded Norman Angell’s similar Cobdenite critique of war by a decade, earning Bloch the nickname ‘Russian Cobden’ from liberal British publicist W. T. Stead.73 Decades of British emigration meant that the free-trade-and-peace movement stretched as far afield as Australia; English émigré Robert Lowe began propagating the pacifistic message of Cobdenism in his Sydney newspaper Atlas in the 1850s, and Henry Parkes, Australia’s ‘Father of Federation’, had been converted to Manchester liberalism ‘one cold winter’s night’ by Cobden himself in the early 1860s.74

The Cobdenite movement even made modest ideological headway within late nineteenth-century India. The ‘Grand Old Man of India’ Dadabhai Naoroji represented a rare undercurrent of Manchester liberalism within the Indian nationalist movement. While a Liberal MP in the British House of Commons (1892–1895), he offered a critique of British colonialism in India that called for ‘perfect free-trade’ between India and Britain for mutual gain instead of the current despotic ‘unnatural system’ of high taxation, monopolization of Indian capital, and forced military service, all of which kept India in perpetual poverty. In 1900, citing John Bright, he argued that ‘if it were British rule [i.e., perfect free trade and self-government] and not un-British rule which governed us England would be benefited ten times more than [under the current] evil system, by which you derive some benefit, but by which we are destroyed’.75 Naoroji’s 1901 book Poverty and Un-British Rule in India went furthest in popularizing his ‘wealth drain’ theory, representing a powerful anti-colonial indictment of British imperialism in India for the turn of the century. ‘I like free trade,’ he argued; but for it to work for mutual benefit, all countries involved must ‘have command over their own resources’. The profits obtained from ‘un-British rule’ only flowed out of India, never to return. ‘Un-British Rule in India’, then, was in practice not free trade but neomercantilist exploitation, maintained through the despotic dictates of the British aristocracy and ‘powerful’ manufacturing interests. Framing British economic imperialism in India as neomercantilism, much as Cobden had done back in the 1850s, for a time allowed Naoroji to square his free-trade ideals with India’s growing anti-colonial nationalist movement.76 But by 1906 he would be putting aside his anti-imperialism of free trade to give his reluctant support to the Swadeshi movement as a temporary means to free-trade ends: ‘I am a freetrader, I am a member, and in the Executive Committee of the Cobden Club for 20 years, and yet I say that “Swadeshi” is a forced necessity for India in its un-natural economic muddle.’ But he also encouraged the Swadeshi leaders to take inspiration from the grassroots successes of the ACLL to effect political change: in this case, Indian self-government and fiscal autonomy, with ‘perfect free trade’ and Anglo–Indian prosperity to follow.77



‘New Liberal’ Free-Trade Theories of Anti-imperialism and Peace, 1898–1918

An explosion of imperial expansion at the turn of the century—the Sino–Japanese War, the scramble for Chinese markets, the US war with Spain, the Second Boer War, the British partition of Bengal, the Russo–Japanese War—drove the international economic peace movement to grassroots retrenchment. The fin de siècle neomercantilist escalation of protectionism, militarism, jingoism, and geopolitical conflicts also gave birth to influential anti-imperial theories of free trade from a new generation of liberal radicals, including international disciples of the US liberal radical theorist Henry George. By around 1910, the commercial peace movement became mainstream enough to start to receive financial backing from wealthy industrial benefactors, allowing for greater international peace coordination and promotion before and after the First World War. These New Liberals spearheaded the ‘new internationalism’ of the early twentieth century.78

One new left-wing Cobdenite anti-imperial offshoot that made a big global splash at the turn of the century was what became known in the United States as the ‘single tax’ movement or Georgism, stemming from the liberal radical theories of US journalist and political economist Henry George. According to Avner Offer, George was ‘indubitably a man of the left’ and his single tax ‘merely an extreme form of Cobden’s political creed’.79 George’s ideas crisscrossed imperial boundaries, becoming the leading vein of US free-trade thinking to inspire a new generation of Cobdenites. The positions of George’s transnational followers concerning free trade, anti-imperialism, and peace were more radical than those of the more orthodox followers of the Manchester School. George first formulated his single tax theory—which held that a country could derive its entire revenue through a direct tax on the estimated value of land—in his internationally bestselling book Progress and Poverty (1879). This single tax on land rent, according to George, would prove to be a panacea of progressive political outcomes. The single tax promised a steady revenue stream for local and federal governments; discouraged land monopolies by incentivizing land development; and eliminated the need for all other forms of direct and indirect taxation, including tariffs. For George and his international disciples, eliminating land monopolies and all other barriers to trade would thus undermine the economic causes of imperialism and war, ushering in a new era of worldwide prosperity and peace.

The single tax’s anticipated anti-imperial effects were three pronged. First, developing land to maximum efficiency would expand the global supply of raw materials, undercutting a principal driver of imperial expansion. Second, the single tax would break up the militaristic influence of the landed aristocracy. Third, absolute free trade would eliminate protectionist-inspired market inefficiencies, which were believed to be another key motive behind the imperial search for foreign markets. George, a self-described devotee of British free traders Richard Cobden and Herbert Spencer, considered his land tax proposal a natural outgrowth of the transatlantic free-trade-and-peace tradition. After all, free trade in land had been tied to Cobden’s own critique of Britain’s landed aristocracy, as George and his transatlantic disciples were keen to point out.80

In 1898, amid scathing critiques of Republican president William McKinley’s warmongering and autocratic manoeuvrings, the second issue of the newly launched Chicago Georgist publication The Public brandished its Cobdenite credentials.81 US Georgists such as William Lloyd Garrison Jr., Frank Garrison, Mark Twain, Samuel Milliken, Jackson H. Ralston, Herbert Bigelow, and Louis and Alice Post maintained their opposition to US colonialism through The Public and through their involvement in the Anti-Imperialist League (AIL).82 Other Georgist anti-imperialists, such as Massachusetts-born suffragist and abolitionist Susan Look Avery and the legalist anti-war advocate Clarence Darrow, preferred other radical outlets. Avery looked to The Woman’s Journal to fight US imperialism. And Darrow—at once a socialist, a Tolstoian, a Georgist, and a Spencerian—broadened his earlier opposition to the GOP’s monopolistic high tariff policies to include Republican colonialism, always with George’s Progress and Poverty near at hand.83

Even though the single tax remained too radical for some orthodox Cobdenites, the two wings of the economic peace movement remained allies. Their internal differences over fiscal reform stemmed mainly from the fact that the Georgist free-trade position was even more absolute than the Cobdenite doctrine that inspired it. Where orthodox Cobdenites supported indirect taxation through minimal tariffs for revenue purposes only, and so favoured direct taxation to keep tariffs low, George’s proposal suggested that all tariffs—and every other form of taxation for that matter—ought to be replaced by a single direct tax on the estimated value of land. Georgists thus expounded a more extreme commitment to free trade. As one correspondent for London’s Georgist publication Land & Liberty later observed, ‘The single tax without Free Trade would be like propelling a boat with the oars all on the one side.’84 Despite their differences in degree, however, the two Cobdenite camps stood side by side in their common causes of anti-imperialism and peace through the AIL and other transatlantic economic peace organizations created between 1898 and 1919.

Because Georgism represented a radical extension of Manchester liberalism, it found a stronger reception within Britain and its colonies in Australia, Canada, and New Zealand than it did in protectionist America. George himself spent a great deal of time during the 1880s and 1890s travelling between the United States, Great Britain, and the Antipodes in an effort to popularize the single tax, and Britain’s New Liberals proved more amenable than his own compatriots to ideas of direct taxation.85 On the land question, ‘the disciples of Henry George make common cause with the disciples of Richard Cobden’, noted a 1905 edited volume made up of contributions from leading turn-of-the-century Cobdenites such as Francis Hirst and J. A. Hobson.86 Jane Cobden Unwin—a daughter of Richard Cobden and active in Britain’s turn-of-the-century anti-imperial, Irish home rule, free trade, and women’s suffrage movements—was sympathetic to Georgism because she understood the connection between the single tax movement and her father’s mid-century push for ‘free trade in land’, as did British Cobdenites fired up by George’s single tax theory. Prominent left-wing British Georgists included George Lansbury and Keir Hardie.87 The British movement reached its Edwardian zenith in 1909, when Lloyd George’s ‘People’s Budget’ included Georgist elements, and the anti-landlord Georgist anthem ‘The Land Song’ for a time became a rip-roaring Liberal radical rallying cry (Fig. 2.1).

Transatlantic anti-imperial ties between Georgists and orthodox Cobdenites grew stronger through the efforts of AIL officers Lucia and Edwin D. Mead. Lucia—a Boston school teacher, ‘a child of the New England antislavery tradition’, and a Georgist—opposed US colonialism, navalism, and the Monroe Doctrine.88 Edwin was a member of the New England Free Trade League and the American Peace Society (APS), a co-founder of the Twentieth Century Club, and director of Boston’s World Peace Foundation (WPF) upon its founding in 1910 by philanthropist Edwin Ginn. Lucia and Edwin Mead’s peace internationalist worldviews crystallized following a trip to England in 1901, where they met with British liberal radical J. A. Hobson.89 Hobson’s Cobdenite critiques of the Second Boer War (1899–1902) had a sizeable impact upon their evolving anti-imperial ideology. Lucia described their private meetings with Hobson and other British anti-imperialists as an ‘intellectual Thanksgiving’.90 Soon thereafter, Edwin’s Twentieth Century Club in Boston invited Hobson and fellow British anti-imperialist George H. Perris to speak with the members of the New England branch of the AIL in late 1902, just as Hobson’s Imperialism: A Study was making its transatlantic debut.91
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In Imperialism: A Study (1902) and a further article in 1903, New Liberal J. A. Hobson put forward the era’s most influential British anti-imperial critique. As a staunch opponent of Joseph Chamberlain’s Tariff Reformers, Hobson showed himself to be a ‘born-again cosmopolitan liberal’, laying out the guidelines for a ‘new moral world’ in which ‘free trade would reign everywhere and bring with it an element of civilizing cosmopolitanism’, as his biographer Peter Cain describes it.92 Hobson understood the growth of imperialism in the latter part of the century to be directly connected to the Spencerian theory of militancy. Protectionist monopoly interests in the United States and other neomercantilist empires had created inefficient national markets, leading to domestic over-saving and underconsumption. As a result, financiers, in cahoots with industrial monopolists and aristocrats, next turned to formal colonialism to acquire outlets for surplus capital and new sources of raw materials. And behold: the ‘scramble for Africa’, the divvying up of the China market, and the emergence of a US colonial empire. Hobson’s anti-imperial solution was straightforward. It called for the reforming of capitalism, rather than its overthrow. Ousting the militaristic financiers and monopolists from political power through democratic reform would allow industrialism—free trade, efficient markets, prosperity, peaceful competition—to flourish.

Working within this spectrum of New Liberal ideas between Henry George and J. A. Hobson, AIL leaders sprang into action during and after the 1898 US war with Spain. Their anti-imperialism of free trade was put on further display in their post-1898 opposition to the informal and formal economic dimensions of what April Merleaux calls the ‘US sugar empire’.93 Beginning with the 1901 Downes v. Bidwell decision, the Republican-friendly US Supreme Court legalized the protectionist framework of the US closed-door empire by allowing the federal government to levy tariffs against the country’s own colonies so as to insulate domestic US sugar growers from full competition with the empire’s newly acquired sugar-producing colonies. US Cobdenites unsuccessfully fought against this coercive economic nationalist legislation.94 William Lloyd Garrison Jr., the Georgist treasurer of the Boston-based AFTL and editor of its periodical Free Trade Broadside as well as the APS’s Advocate of Peace, in turn, castigated the hypocrisy of calling for an ‘open American door’ in China while keeping US doors closed to Chinese immigrants.95

Free-trade opposition to US closed-door imperialism grew into an even broader transimperial phenomenon once local critics among the former colonies of the Spanish Empire joined the fray. Cubans and Filipinos were among the loudest in voicing their dissent against US imperialism of economic nationalism. Cuba became an informal US colony after the island gained ostensible independence from Spain in 1898. The question of Cuban–American trade reciprocity soon arose. In 1902, Cuban reciprocity became one of the most hotly contested issues in Congress. Republican imperialists, at odds with both the AIL and anti-expansionists within their own party, wanted to implement protectionist reciprocity as a means of controlling the island’s finances and foreign trade. Cuban nationalists instead lobbied Congress for Cuban–American trade liberalization and greater local autonomy over the island’s tariff policy, a position aligned closely with the earlier Cobdenite efforts of Spain’s late nineteenth-century economistas. To this end, Luis V. de Abad, representing the tobacco interests and ‘all the laboring classes’ of Cuba, asked the US House Committee on Reciprocity with Cuba for a substantial decrease on the duties on Cuban cigars and raw tobacco. He argued that these protective tariffs were artificially lowering profits and creating unemployment on the island, added to which, ‘under the United States tariff it has been impossible for us to go into any foreign market’. Luis V. Placé from Havana, representing a prominent group of liberal Cuban merchants called the Corporaciones Económicas, argued that ‘as a Cuban I would like to give the United States free trade. The whole of American products imported into Cuba ought to be free [… and] the proper solution of the Cuban problem is virtually free trade with both countries.’ In doing so, he also expressed his awareness of the issue’s imperial power dynamics: ‘I ask for free trade on the understanding it is for you to grant it; we beg.’96

The final version of the reciprocity treaty was a far cry from the free-trade version requested by either the AIL or Cuban merchants and independence leaders, as it only ended up providing a twenty per cent discount on US tariff rates. Disillusioned independence leaders such as Juan Gualberto Gómez, head of Cuba’s Liberal Party and an ally of José Martí in the Cuban independence movement, came out in opposition to reciprocity in its final form because, according to Mary Speck, the US ‘had shown so little commitment to free trade’. Other Cuban nationalists, however, gave their pragmatic backing to the treaty, warning that to do otherwise would risk US annexation. For them the message was clear: Cubans must either embrace US informal imperialism through coercive protectionist reciprocity, or risk formal US colonial rule.97

Only a few years later, the side effects of the Republican Party’s closed-door imperial policy towards the Philippines were also beginning to show. The US government’s protectionist policies had created high prices on basic necessities, harming poverty-stricken Filipino consumers and local businesses.98 Or as one US Army officer in the Philippines wrote confidentially in 1904, ‘Spain, in her palmiest days, never taxed the people out here as they are being taxed now,’ and the US Congress was ‘doing nothing towards reducing the tariff on the products of the Islands’ or ‘to give them markets which we took away from them in taking the Islands over’.99 Filipino nationalist protests soon followed. On 11 July 1908, a large gathering took place in Manila ‘to endorse the mass petition for the free entry of Philippine goods to American markets […] prompted by the apparent indifference of the U.S. Senate’ to the ill-effects of its colonial protectionist policies. These three hundred Filipino businessmen convened what became the Philippines’s first Committee on Free Trade. Its officers included pro-independence advocate Pedro Guevera, future member of the Philippine Congress (1909–1912, 1916–1922) and the nationalist resident commissioner for the Philippines (1923–1936). Another officer was Don Luis Hidalgo, a trade unionist and co-founder of the Chamber of Commerce of the Philippines in 1903. Similar pro–free trade meetings were held across the islands, resulting in the signatures of thousands of supporters.100

US commercial peace workers also lent their support. The AIL republished Filipino independence leader Sixto Lopez’s 1911 condemnation of the ‘absurdly unequal’ power of US monopolists over the Philippines economy as ‘legal robbery’.101 And pro-independence sympathizers in the United States such as the Massachusetts journalist Raymond Bridgman and New York Cobden Club member Thomas Mott Osborne at this time began demanding world organization, democracy, and free trade to provide everyone with peace and cheap goods.102 The GOP’s turn-of-the-century protectionist imperial policies garnered opposition not only from the AIL, but also from nationalists in Cuba and the Philippines.

The Georgist wing of the commercial peace movement was also working its way across an ever widening range of transimperial boundaries to include such subscribers as Chinese nationalist leader Sun Yat-Sen and Russian pacifist Leo Tolstoy. In China, German Georgist Ludwig Wilhelm Schrameier had inserted single tax principles into the 1898 Land Order of Kiaochow. The single tax’s successful implementation in the German Empire’s Chinese colony captured the imagination of Chinese nationalist statesman Sun Yat-Sen, the first president of the Chinese republic (1912) and founding leader of the Kuomintang (1919–1925). Sun had previously encountered George’s ideas during his turn-of-the-century political exile in London, and again while in Japan. He found that George’s ideas had much in common with Confucian cosmopolitanism. Upon stepping down from his brief tenure as provisional president of China in 1912, Sun told US journalists that he intended ‘to devote [himself] to the promotion of the welfare of the Chinese people as a whole. The teachings of your single taxer, Henry George, will be the basis of our program of reform […] and under them we will grow into an industrious, peace-loving, prosperous people.’103

Continued free-trade imperialism in China, however, led Sun to walk a challenging tightrope. For a time, he could at once be an avowed Georgist and an officer of Boston’s IFTL while also being a critic of the adverse effects of free trade’s coercive enforcement in China. He remained an adherent of land reform along Georgist lines, but, much like his contemporary Naoroji in British India, his growing criticisms of European control of China’s tariffs eventually led him to support infant industrial policies to resuscitate ancient Chinese industries.104 Sun’s shift to out-and-out protectionism became most visible between 1921 and 1924. In 1921, he yet avoided calls for protectionism and instead requested international financial investment to spur Chinese economic development, accompanied by ending ‘the trade war’ to ‘root out probably the greatest causes of future wars’. By 1924, however, Sun was fed up with continued foreign control of Chinese customs duties and of ‘tariff barriers [set up] against home industries for the benefit of foreign goods’. A year before his death, he was demanding protective tariffs for ‘home industries’—specifically Chinese textiles—in line with the successful protectionist policies of the United States and Germany.105

With less ambiguity, Russia’s Count Leo Tolstoy latched onto the single tax in the course of his lifelong search for social justice and world peace. Many of George’s publications were translated into Russian by Tolstoy’s dear friend S. D. Nikolaev, and Tolstoy helped with their publication and distribution. From the 1890s Tolstoy became an avowed Georgist, believing the single tax ‘will usher in an epoch’. George’s free-trade through land-reform prescription provided for Tolstoy the economic means to implement his spiritual philosophy and for the dismantling Russian serfdom. Tolstoy’s passion for the single tax was passed on to his daughter Tatiana.106

The Georgist movement continued its radical internationalist advance. There were only a handful of Georgist delegates at the first International Free Trade Congress, hosted by the Cobden Club in London in 1908. By contrast, at the 1910 congress in Antwerp, of the six hundred delegates, fifty were from the Georgist United Committee for the Taxation of Land Values ‘and kindred organisations in Ireland, the United States, Denmark, France, Sweden, Belgium and Switzerland’, hinting at the single tax movement’s internationalist momentum.107 Further evidence appeared in Latin America. New York City’s Puerto Rican-born Spanish editor of Scientific American Antonio Molina helped convert the Italian-born Argentinian reformer Felix Vitale to Georgism in the early 1900s. At the same time, São Paulo’s Antonio de Queiros Telles Jr., an officer of the single-tax-dominated International Free Trade League (IFTL) in Boston, was spearheading Brazil’s single tax movement. Vitale and Telles joined continental forces to create the Comité Sudamericano para el Impuesto Unico (South American single tax committee) during the First World War—a conflict that US single taxers claimed was caused by land monopolies.108 In Denmark, meanwhile, single taxers briefly gained the upper hand after the general election of 1913. In Britain, the inclusion of single tax elements within Lloyd George’s 1909 People’s Budget owed much to the single tax cohort in Parliament led by Josiah C. Wedgwood. Wedgwood stood at the forefront of the British Liberal radical struggle for the ‘taxation of land values’, as the single tax was more commonly known in the UK.109 Less radical than some of his Cobdenite contemporaries on the imperial question, Wedgwood called for reforming British colonial policies along free-trade lines, rather than for dismantling the policies completely. He also put his Georgist reforms into colonial practice. When he found himself sitting on the Northern Nigerian Lands Committee in 1908, he helped replace the land taxation system outlined by Lord Lugard with that of the single tax. His experiences in dealing with British Africa led him to a more radical position by the 1920s, whereupon he came to support Indian and Irish Home Rule, Gandhian non-resistance, and Dominion status for Palestine, India, Ireland, Ceylon, and Burma.110

But the growth of Georgism within and beyond the British and US empires owed its greatest debt to the propagandistic efforts of Joseph and Mary Fels, who built upon these transimperial networks following their relocation to London from Philadelphia. Joseph, a wealthy retired US soap manufacturer and officer of the AIL and AFTL, and his wife Mary—a radical suffragist, AIL officer, and peace advocate who eventually became co-editor of the anti-imperial Georgist publication The Public—provided the international single tax movement with much-needed financial bolstering at the turn of the century. Georgist reformers in Britain were among the main recipients of the Fels’s international largesse, leading to the formation of the United League for the Taxation of Land Values, as well as numerous local chapters scattered throughout the British Empire. The league sought to spread George’s single tax policy throughout the British colonies, and thereby break up the land monopolies of the empire’s aristocratic elites. Writing from London, Joseph laid this out in an open letter to Andrew Carnegie in 1910, entitled ‘Free Trade and the Single Tax vs. Imperialism’, arguing that ‘if conditions of absolute free trade had prevailed’, there would have been no Russo–Japanese war and no need for US control of the Philippines. The unnatural ‘need of foreign markets’, he continued, ‘which is so frequently used as an argument to justify wars of criminal aggression is a “need” that would not be felt if the aggressing nation enforced justice at home’ through adoption of the single tax and absolute free trade with the world.111 As Mary Fels similarly described it in 1916, just before taking part in the transatlantic travails of the Ford Peace Expedition (named after its benefactor Henry Ford), free trade through Georgist land reform would undermine colonialism by dismantling imperial protectionist demands for foreign markets and transportation networks.112

Georgism’s popularity in Britain was indicative of the New Liberal spirit infusing the Edwardian economic peace movement. Britain’s New Liberals—its liberal radicals, Labour socialists, and women’s suffragists—rallied around the memory of Richard Cobden and the ‘Hungry Forties’ in response to Joseph Chamberlain’s launching of the Tariff Reform movement for imperial trade preference in 1903.113 The anti–Boer War Liberal politician Henry Campbell-Bannerman created the pro–free trade League of Peace in 1903, just two years before he found himself serving as British prime minister.114 Francis W. Hirst could also be spotted marching at the forefront of the New Liberal vanguard. He made a name for himself through his condemnation of the Boer War and financial imperialism, along Hobsonian lines, before marrying Richard Cobden’s suffragist great-niece Helena Cobden in 1903. As editor of the Economist from 1907 to 1916, Hirst transformed it into Britain’s premier anti-militarist and anti-imperialist organ to thwart Chamberlain’s Tariff Reformers. Hirst’s anti-war stance drew him to the Carnegie Endowment for Peace (CEIP) soon after its founding, but it also placed his Economist at loggerheads with Britain’s ‘gentlemanly capitalists’ and, following the outbreak of war in Europe in 1914, with the pro-war interventionists inside and outside Parliament. For commercial peace workers such as Hobson, Bertrand Russell, and Hirst, the Economist briefly became the go-to outlet for opposing British intervention, xenophobia, and the ‘starvation blockade’ against Germany. But Britain’s jingoist drumbeat for war soon became deafening; Hirst was dismissed from the Economist in July 1916, and with him went his Cobdenite editorial leadership.115

New Liberal Norman Angell provided his own pragmatic British Cobdenite argument in The Great Illusion (1910). Here he argued that war was bad for business in such an interdependent world marketplace: that even the ‘winners’ would lose. At this time Angell was still a Cobdenite non-interventionist, and provided a critique of the colonial system that looks to have been cribbed from Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations.116 The Great Illusion’s emphasis on economic interdependence and the businessman’s pocketbook was meant to entice more conservative industrial, financial, and political circles to the peace cause. In Britain, however, the pacifistic subscribers to ‘Norman Angellism’ were largely on the left, including socialists within the Independent Labour Party, liberal radicals, and university student peace activists.117 Thanks to backing from the Garton Foundation, the CEIP, and the WPF, the book was soon translated into twenty-five languages and sold two million copies. The Great Illusion’s message took the left wing of Europe and the United States by storm. Groups banded together at meeting halls and universities in Britain, France, Germany, and the United States with The Great Illusion as the basis for discussion and affiliation. Hundreds of Norman Angell societies were formed, from Britain and the European continent to California, Australia, and Japan. Norman Angellism reached high into the transatlantic middle and upper classes. International feminist peace activists such as Budapest’s Rosika Schwimmer and Chicago’s Jane Addams adopted his argument (see chapter 4), as did Christian peace workers such as British Quaker J. W. Graham, George Nasmyth in the USA, and Japan’s Abe Isoo (see chapter 5). Belgian lawyer, women’s suffragist, and founding president of the International Peace Bureau Henri La Fontaine produced a sequel of sorts, The Great Solution, in 1916, which was published by the WPF. La Fontaine called for freedom of access for all international waterways, the internationalization of colonial markets, and the end of ‘protective taxes’, which, ‘more than distances, mountains and oceans, have kept the peoples aloof and given birth to feelings of hatred and anger between the States’.118 As late as 1937, The Great Illusion remained an influential part of international peace culture, inspiring Jean Renoir to write and direct the now classic French pacifist film La Grande Illusion.

Two notable differences, however, separated the New Liberalism from that of Cobden’s time. One was the degree of the New Liberal faith in the role of regulatory governance at both the national and international level. While some early Victorians such as Elihu Burritt had sought greater supranational oversight, Cobden himself had thought it an act of hubris to believe that Britain or any other state could regulate the world’s affairs.119 By contrast, upon the outbreak of the First World War, in Britain a wide array of liberal radical free-trade-and-peace workers such as Hobson, Hirst, and Angell found themselves working alongside socialist internationalists—Bertrand Russell, H. N. Brailsford, E. D. Morel—to demand a league of nations to oversee a world at peace.120 By war’s end, a preponderance of economic peace humanitarians was persuaded that any such league would also need to govern the world’s natural resources so that, as Hobson explained, they could ‘be distributed, or rationed, according to the diverse needs, or capacities of enjoyment of the members of this world community’ to maximize ‘human welfare’.121

Concomitant with the New Liberal trust in international institutions was another key difference from classic Cobdenism. Internationalists such as Hobson endorsed something of a paradox that became common within the early twentieth-century anti-imperial imagination: their pacifistic support for supranational governance carved out exceptions to Cobden’s earlier clear-cut non-interventionist rules. As Hobson argued, ‘some powers of intervention’ might need to be ‘directed to the welfare of […] backward populations’ should they try, in the name of ‘national sovereignty’, to keep their countries’ resources from being developed to the hindrance of ‘world prosperity’. Self-determination had its limits; neither colonizers nor colonized should be allowed to shut off access to their markets and resources. For British theorists like Hobson, Britain’s more industrially and democratically advanced ‘white’ settler colonies appeared most ready for international federation—what Duncan Bell describes as ‘multilateral imperialism’—as a first step towards a more peaceful, British-led, global community. Elements of this New Liberal multilateral imperialism could be found in subsequent Western intergovernmental ‘meddling’ to regulate the global distribution of agricultural products and raw materials.122 Of course, because the New Liberals considered the global scramble for raw materials to be one of the main causes of imperialism and war, they believed themselves to be acting on behalf of anti-imperialism and peace; sovereignty, like nationalism, was part of the problem. Humanitarian arguments in the name of ending slavery were similarly touted to justify early twentieth-century imperial interventions.123 The tension between anti-imperialist principles and supranational interventionist actions—a problem of ‘humanitarian imperialism’—remains a left-wing sticking point to this day.124

Such humanitarian interventionist exceptions were also endorsed by less radical opponents of the economic nationalist imperial order. While they demonstrated a similar distaste for the imperialism of economic nationalism, some in this more conservative camp, such as Andrew Carnegie, yet held on to the utilitarian belief that free trade brought ‘civilization’, and should therefore be imposed, if need be, upon unwilling populations. While these moderates were quick to critique the symbiotic relationship between protectionism, monopolies, and colonial expansion—what Hobson called ‘aggressive imperialism’—they also sometimes struggled to envisage an immediate end to colonial rule.125 In the context of the US empire, for instance, an older generation of Cobdenite anti-imperialists such as Edward Atkinson and David Starr Jordan showed themselves to be amenable to British free-trade imperial policies, even as they decried US closed-door imperialism.126 And Andrew Carnegie, although a turn-of-the-century convert to the idea ‘that free trade carries peace’, remained ambiguous regarding the imperial question.127 Such endorsements of the imperialism of free trade were, however, rarely ringing ones. After all, this informal open-door alternative to the ‘colonial problem’, which eventually became manifest within the League of Nations mandates system, was predicated on the understanding that the policy would lead to economic development, gradual devolution, and independence.128 As the Georgist AIL secretary and Philippines independence activist Erving Winslow argued in a 1917 article replete with references to Hobson, the Cobden Club, and Henri Lambert, a return to the protectionist status quo ante would only perpetuate the enslavement and exploitation of colonial subjects, whereas worldwide free trade would provide ‘the backbone’ of successful postwar peace and decolonization.129



Pax Economica and the New Liberal Radicals, 1919–1946

In 1918, Henri Lambert laid out the economic causes of the First World War in his new book Pax Economica. ‘Tariff restrictions are the worst obstacles to the advent of peace,’ proclaimed the Belgian manufacturer and pacifist. Protective tariffs encouraged economic retaliation, imperial rivalry, and global conflict. International peace was therefore only possible ‘under the conditions of economic justice and security that will result from free trade’, Lambert concluded from his temporary residence in Washington, DC. Pax Economica was republished and distributed by the thousand by the International Free Trade League (IFTL), a newly created Boston peace organization, of which Lambert was a co-founder and officer.130 Some of its officers, such as Fanny Garrison Villard and David Starr Jordan, fell into the orthodox Cobdenite camp. But most, like IFTL president (and Fanny’s Garrison Villard’s brother) Frank Wright Garrison and the famed California muckraker Lincoln Steffens, were single taxers. Lambert and the IFTL were representative of a new interwar radical network of economic cosmopolitan women and men who condemned protectionism for precipitating militarism, imperial expansion, and social inequality. Notably, the network’s centre was located in the United States rather than Britain, presaging the wider mid-century Anglo-American realignment whereby the United States would take up the mantle of free-trade champion.

A quick perusal of the officer list of the IFTL provides an illuminating window into the more radical and inclusive political transformation occurring within the commercial peace movement at the tail end of the Great War. Austrian Julius Meinl II was a strong advocate for the five-day working week, and financed the Viennese pacifist journal Peace from 1918. Belgian socialist, senator, and women’s suffragist Henri La Fontaine was a delegate at the Versailles Peace Conference and participated in the League of Nations Assembly from 1920 to 1922. The IFTL’s British officers were no less prestigious. J. A. Hobson, Josiah Wedgwood, and Francis Hirst require no further introduction.131 George Lansbury was an interwar socialist leader of the British Labour Party as well as a Georgist, women’s suffragist, and peace activist. Female women’s suffragists such as Britain’s Helena Swanwick, the Netherlands’ Aletta Jacobs and Lizzy van Dorp, Norway’s Martha Larsen, and Munich’s Lida Gustava Heymann were all intimately involved with the women’s peace movement (see chapter 4). The French anti-militarist and anarchist Georges Darien was secretary of Paris’s Fels-funded single tax league, the Ligue française pour l’impôt unique (French single tax league), and editor of its newspaper L’Impôt unique.132 George Fowlds acted as the left-wing political leader of New Zealand’s single tax movement and was a close friend of William Lloyd Garrison Jr. These snapshots highlight how the IFTL’s officers included a left-wing roll-call of international radical peace reformers.

These same economic peace workers could barely contain their excitement when the postwar settlement at first seemed to align with their cosmopolitan message. Democratic president Woodrow Wilson (in office 1913–1921), a self-described Manchester liberal with numerous single taxers as advisors, included calls for self-determination and freedom of the seas in his Fourteen Points in 1918, signalling his support.133 The following year seemed propitious.134 Lloyd George’s former economic adviser George Paish authored The Economic Interdependence of Nations on behalf of the League of Nations Society, before undertaking a Cobdenesque free-trade tour of Europe. Herbert Quick, working in the Wilson administration, proposed in 1919 that the world could now be regarded as safe for democracy—as well as the single tax, decolonization, and universal suffrage.135 Not coincidentally, that same year Berlin’s Eighth German Peace Congress resolved to introduce free trade to Germany as both an anti-monopolistic policy and as ‘the surest means of bringing about the rapprochement of peoples and of preserving peace’. The Cobden Club’s Lujo Brentano joined numerous IFTL members to found the Deutscher Freihandelsbund (German free trade league) in Frankfurt am Main soon thereafter.136 Austrian economist Joseph Schumpeter put forth his own powerful Cobdenite critique of aristocracy and imperialism in his 1919 essay ‘The Sociology of Imperialisms’, in which he portrayed imperialism as a monopolistic symptom of atavistic militarism and protectionism—an ailment that only democratic free-trade forces could cure.137 Georgist Ohio state senator Frederic C. Howe, in turn, condemned US dollar diplomacy (coercive international financial lending) as ‘economic imperialism […] the forerunner of force, of conquest, of wars’. His book The Only Possible Peace (1919) paid homage to Richard Cobden and John Bright. It argued that the time was ripe to ‘challenge the monopoly of the earth, the closed doors, the spheres of influence, the trade preferences’ of the imperial powers. Now was the moment to create a ‘Pax Economica […:] a peace interested in the development of the world’ through ‘universal free trade’.138

Around this time, the commercial peace movement found new allies among the era’s Esperanto movement.139 A Polish Jewish doctor named L. L. Zamenhof had first unveiled the universalist language in 1887 as a simple, easy-to-learn second language that could unite the world in peace. The linguistic movement promised to eradicate one of the greatest impediments to world trade—the language barrier. Two Japanese advocates described it thus in 1905: ‘As world intercourse becomes more incessant with every day, so do the differences between the languages of all the nations make inconvenience and disagreeableness more and more keenly felt.’140 This economic aspect had become even more explicit by the time of the First World War, in the context of which a number of commercial groups began to view Esperanto as a key component for reconstructing postwar trade.141 In 1915, for example, the prominent head of a polytechnic school in Germany had promoted the language as the best option for establishing free trade and peace after the war, and similar sentiments were expressed among US, British, Spanish, and Portuguese Esperantists in 1917. In 1921 the French Chamber of Commerce, working with the French group Esperanto et Commerce, called on its counterparts in other nations to embrace Esperanto as the language of international business.142 The League of Nations even considered adopting Esperanto as its official language the following year, after it received the endorsement of Persia, China, Japan, Bulgaria, and Finland. But the French delegate, representing the wishes of his country’s right-wing nationalist government, scuttled the proposal in order to ensure that the French language maintained its duopoly, alongside English, as the League’s official medium.143

The tragic League fate of Esperanto owed much to its association with left-wing peace politics, hinting at the wider illiberal nationalist fallout from the Versailles Treaty.144 Within the commercial peace movement, jubilation turned into disillusionment. John Maynard Keynes famously denounced the Versailles Treaty in The Economic Consequences of the Peace (1919). The young British economist, drawn to Norman Angellism before the world war, now condemned the punitive and exclusionary policies being perpetuated under the ‘abhorrent and detestable’ treaty. In keeping with the wider economic peace movement, Keynes called instead for a ‘Free Trade Union’ encompassing Europe, India, Siberia, Turkey, and Egypt to work towards ‘the Peace of the World’.145 Angell similarly lashed out at the postwar illiberal immorality of protectionism and its close association with ‘the phenomenon of Nationalism’ at the 1921 International Free Trade Congress in Amsterdam.146

The Wilson administration’s military interventions in the Caribbean and Mexico, coupled with the coercive mandate-related consequences for ‘the score of little countries’ stemming from US reluctance to join the League, led some to despair, others to action. Among the former, The Public halted publication for good.147 Louis Post, The Public’s Georgist founding editor and Woodrow Wilson’s assistant secretary of labor, next brought his own political career to an end when he stubbornly opposed Attorney General A. Mitchell Palmer’s crackdown on suspected immigrant radicals at the end of Wilson’s second term.148 Post saw in retirement an opportunity to work on his Esperanto.149 Other economic peace workers instead became more proactive. For example, at this time Fanny Garrison Villard and her son, The Nation editor Oswald Garrison Villard, gave their backing to the League of Oppressed Peoples to help fight for worldwide self-determination and an end to imperialism.150 The new league connected economic peace workers with those favouring the anti-imperialism of economic nationalism, such as Indian nationalist Lala Lajpat Rai and pan-Africanist W.E.B. Du Bois, their NAACP colleague.151

Many new liberal radicals showed themselves to be quite comfortable with supranational regulation and state interventionism, as well as working with their socialist internationalist peace allies. In Britain, Fabian socialist Leonard Woolf joined forces with Mary Sheepshanks, George Paish, Norman Angell, J. A. Hobson, Francis Hirst, and Josiah Wedgwood to headline the Fight the Famine Council for Economic Reconstruction in 1920. It called for an end to postwar blockades and ‘the fullest use of the machinery of the Co-operative movement’ to ‘relieve distress in the starving Countries’.152 At the 1923 single tax conference held in Oxford, Denmark’s Signe Bjorner explained how Georgism—or Retsstaten, ‘the State of Justice and Equity’—had become conjoined with the socialist internationalist co-operative movement.153 Single taxers lobbied the League-sponsored World Economic Conference at Geneva in 1927 to fight against the false flag of self-sufficiency, ‘the antagonism and friction’ deriving from economic nationalism, and the colonial search for new markets and raw materials; the League’s pledge to world peace was inconsistent unless it embraced Georgist free-trade principles.154 The Cobden Club–sponsored International Committee to Promote Universal Free Trade (ICPUFT, founded in 1921) witnessed the socialist leaders of the International Co-operative Alliance working alongside non-Marxist organizations such as the International Chambers of Commerce, the Dunford House Association (trustees of Richard Cobden’s family home), and the International Federation of League of Nations Unions.155

The League of Nations itself remained a popular forum for airing the interwar concerns of left-wing commercial peace workers. The ICPUFT, the international single tax movement, the co-operative movement (see chapter 3), the feminist peace movement (see chapter 4), and the Christian peace movement (see chapter 5) all kept up a steady stream of pro–free trade lobbying throughout the 1920s and 1930s. The 1927 Economic Conference in Geneva called upon the League’s Economic Committee to oversee the worldwide regulation and reduction of tariff barriers as peace measures.156 Japan’s economic cosmopolitans also mobilized; the Free Trade Association of Osaka, for instance, was created in January 1928 following the recommendation of the Geneva conference. Further radical reinforcements arrived in Geneva a few years later when the World Youth Congress movement came out in support of free trade, disarmament, and a more proactive and potent League.157

The more moderate heads of the CEIP, in turn, continued to provide much-needed financial and logistical support to the interwar free-trade-and-peace movement. In the late 1920s, the Cobden family home, Dunford House, even became the semi-official headquarters of the CEIP’s European section. This occurred at the instigation of Jane Cobden Unwin, along with her husband Thomas Fisher Unwin (the publisher, also treasurer of the ICPUFT), and J. A. Hobson, Francis Hirst, and Cobden Club officers George Paish and H. S. Perris.158

The international economic peace movement was aghast when the US Republican Party enacted the highly protectionist Hawley-Smoot Tariff of 1930. Their horror was compounded by the timing of the protectionist legislation, arriving on the very heels of the promising resolutions of the 1928 Kellogg-Briand Pact outlawing war.159 In an open letter to CEIP president Nicholas Murray Butler, Cobden Club treasurer H. S. Perris took Americans to task: ‘To limit your armaments whilst you are at the same time raising your tariff walls, is a poor kind of logic; for tariff walls are the frowning-fortresses of economic warfare.’ These were not the symbols ‘of co-operation and inter-dependence between nations, but of parochialism, of self-sufficiency, of suspicion and hostility […] born of predatory greed and of the desire to establish remunerative monopoly’.160

For 1930s internationalist subscribers to Manchester liberalism, the growth of the Nazi Third Reich and the wider nationalist turn towards more stringent trade and immigration restrictions were all by now clear indicators that another world war loomed on the horizon. As the neoliberal LSE economics professor Lionel Robbins described it in his 1939 book The Economic Causes of War, ‘international liberals and international socialists can surely be at one […] that the coming of national socialism’ would merely add to the causes. National Socialism’s threat to peace rivalled only that of the ‘sinister interests’—militant protectionist elites—in encouraging the widespread embrace of economic autarky, immigration restriction, and trade jealousy. For Robbins and other interwar neoliberal inheritors of Manchester School principles, the remedy was clear: ‘Cobdenite liberalism’ maintained through regional and world federalism wherein ‘independent sovereignty must be limited [… for] unless we destroy the sovereign state, the sovereign state will destroy us’.161 Robbins thereafter represented the UK at the 1944 Bretton Woods Conference, at which various supranational regulatory agencies were created to oversee just such a new economic order.

World federalism also remained a high pacifistic priority for Cordell Hull, Franklin Delano Roosevelt (FDR)’s Democratic secretary of state. Hull’s position made him the new figurehead of the economic peace movement. It also made him the most prominent among the commercial peace workers to attend the 1933 League-sponsored London Economic Conference, which again called for free trade, prosperity, and peace. During his long tenure at the State Department (1933–1944) Hull well earned his nickname ‘the Tennessee Cobden’. Ever since the First World War and his involvement with the AIL, he recollected, ‘I embraced the philosophy that I carried throughout my twelve years as Secretary of State’. Unhampered trade ‘dovetailed with peace; high tariffs, trade barriers, and unfair economic competition with war’. Freer trade meant that ‘one country would not be deadly jealous of another and the living standards of all countries might rise’, thereby creating ‘a reasonable chance for lasting peace’.162 Francis Hirst connected Hull’s efforts explicitly to Cobden’s a century before. Hirst proclaimed the 1938 Anglo–American trade agreement ‘the most important free (or freer) trade pact’ since the 1860 Cobden–Chevalier Treaty.163 The multilateral trading system that arose in the 1930s and 1940s—Hull’s ‘tariff revolution’, as Alfred Eckes calls it—was explicitly established to foster a more integrated, prosperous, and peaceful world. And it owed much to the past century of economic peace activism.164

Hull’s State Department wasted little time in implementing its anti-imperialism of free trade. Its ‘Good Neighbor Policy’ towards Latin America promised to end more than a century of coercive US military interventionism in its hemisphere. Here Hull received help from the director of the Division of Territories and Island Possessions, Ernest Gruening. A leading specialist on Mexican–American relations, Gruening had earlier bulked up his left-wing credentials as an anti-monopoly activist and civil rights reformer in Boston, and then, while managing editor of The Nation, as an opponent of Woodrow Wilson’s coercive intervention in Haiti. As late as 1933 Gruening was penning editorials entreating FDR to embrace non-interventionism in the region, leading to his appointment within the new Democratic administration. Together, Hull and Gruening fused US anti-imperialism with freer trade and non-interventionism towards Latin America. Topping the list, the US military occupation of Haiti ended in 1934, the same year that many of the coercive elements of the Platt Amendment were abrogated once a new agreement was struck whereby the US government promised not to interfere in Cuban affairs.165 Hull’s anti-imperialism of free trade was also deployed against British imperial trade preference. He and his team saw this as one of the key stumbling blocks to peaceful multilateralism, and worked in vain to dismantle it throughout the 1930s and 1940s.166

Trade liberalization accompanied Hull’s anti-imperial proclivities to create a ‘capitalist peace’ to protect both the national and international interest.167 Passage of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act (RTAA, 1934) signalled a seismic shift away from decades of Republican-style protectionism. The latter now took much of the blame for worsening the Great Depression. By 1944, the platforms of both major parties came out in support of the RTAA, hinting at a potential bipartisan shift in favour of freer trade over the intervening decade.168 Hull’s efforts on behalf of supranational organization earned him his other sobriquet, ‘Father of the United Nations’. Ill health kept him from representing the United States at the 1945 San Francisco Conference that would give birth to the UN, but he received daily reports either by phone or telegram, and advised the US delegation. Hull’s work on behalf of freeing world trade, the Good Neighbor Policy, and the UN earned him a Nobel Peace Prize in 1945.169

After Hull’s departure in 1944, the US State Department continued to underline the need for economic peace. In Building a New World Economy (1946), published in the same year that independence was granted to the Philippines, the State Department outlined the stark choice facing the world: either economic cooperation and peace through freer trade, or protectionism and economic warfare. The State Department therefore endorsed the proposed International Trade Organization (ITO), which aimed to regulate and facilitate the liberalization of the world economy.170 Will Clayton, like Hull a believer in the pacifying tendencies of trade liberalization, took charge of the State Department’s foreign economic policy upon Hull’s exit. Through the Marshall Plan, Clayton pushed for European economic integration, alongside the ITO, as prerequisites for effective multilateralism, laying the groundwork for the creation of the European Economic Community in 1957.171 When the ITO failed to get off the ground, the 1947 General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) acted as a substitute, which became the World Trade Organization in 1995. The GATT’s unconditional most favoured nation clause immediately contributed to a drastic slashing of tariff rates among its signatories, with the United States leading the way. Although Clayton was the leading US negotiator, today Hull is credited as the GATT’s progenitor and, according to Thomas Zeiler, as the person who ‘set the standard for the pursuit of market capitalism as a pillar of US trade policy and as a foundation of the process of globalization’.172 From the embers of the Great Depression and the Second World War, a liberal radical Pax Economica was beginning to take shape.



Conclusion

The economic peace movement that arose in the mid-nineteenth century felt vindicated by the late 1940s. Britain’s near century-long national embrace of free-trade ideology not only drove its imperial policies, but also motivated many of its left-leaning critics of imperialism, laying the economic ideological foundations of both the international peace movement and the more open economic order that arose immediately after the Second World War. After a century of grassroots activism, setbacks, and political persecution, the commercial peace movement’s liberal radical efforts had finally helped create a new world order that bore the trappings of their Pax Economica.

Illustrating the economic cosmopolitan confluence of peace activism, Cordell Hull’s new world order received the notable backing of New York’s Nation magazine. This occurred under the liberal magazine’s interwar editorship of Oswald Garrison Villard, the son of Cobdenite women’s peace activist Fanny Garrison Villard and grandson of Boston’s famed Manchester liberal abolitionist William Lloyd Garrison. After the First World War, Oswald began reconciling his family’s Manchester School beliefs with his growing socialist internationalist sympathies. He threw his continued support behind the Socialist Party of America (SPA)’s six-times presidential nominee Norman Thomas, advocated for the creation of a new third party that combined elements of the SPA platform with those of Manchester liberalism, and endorsed the SPA’s internationalist critique of Republican economic nationalism in the early 1930s. His 1947 book Free Trade: Free World thereafter supported Hull’s and Clayton’s trade reforms. The book was published by the Georgist Schalkenbach Foundation and was dedicated ‘to those four great apostles of free trade’ John Bright, Richard Cobden, William Lloyd Garrison, and Henry George.173 As will be explored in the next chapter, Oswald Garrison Villard’s left-wing political activism was indicative of the growing pacifistic affinities between capitalist liberal radicals and socialist internationalists—the Marx-Manchester free-trade tradition—that had first begun taking shape in 1840s Britain.
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Marx and Manchester
THE PACIFISTIC EVOLUTION OF THE SOCIALIST INTERNATIONALIST FREE-TRADE TRADITION




In a word, the Free Trade system hastens the Social Revolution. In this revolutionary sense alone, gentlemen, I am in favor of Free Trade.

—KARL MARX, 18481

‘No forcible annexation, no punitive indemnities, self-determination of all nations.’ To the famous formula is now added: ‘No economic nationalism, no war after the war.’

—‘SOCIALIST PARTY [OF AMERICA] CONGRESSIONAL PROGRAM’, 19182





FREE TRADE, or Freihandel, was a hot-button issue at the German Social Democratic Party (SPD) Congress held in Stuttgart in 1898, most notably because of the policy’s numerous advocates. SPD leader Karl Kautsky kicked things off with a resolution denouncing protectionism for counteracting ‘international solidarity’. Luise Zietz, a German feminist and head of the SPD women’s movement, seconded Kautsky’s call: ‘We have to adopt a principled stance, and that is in favor of free trade and against protective tariffs.’ August Bebel, SPD chairman and longtime pacifist, followed up on Kautsky and Zietz’s free-trade endorsements, and the congress adopted a qualified resolution along these lines. Free trade would receive an even stronger SPD endorsement in 1900, because ‘free international exchange is […] before all, a working-class question’, German Marxist revisionist Eduard Bernstein explained in a subsequent letter to London’s 1908 International Free Trade Congress, which was hosted by the Cobden Club on the heels of that year’s Universal Peace Congress.3 The SPD’s efforts were part of a rich socialist internationalist free-trade tradition that began germinating when Friedrich Engels and Karl Marx migrated to Britain in the 1840s, just as the island -nation was embracing free trade as both policy and ideology. As explored in the previous chapter, this same British free-trade embrace was also giving rise to the Manchester School (Manchester liberalism, Cobdenism), an economic ideology that tied international trade liberalization together with cheap food, democratization, anti-imperialism, and peace—a cosmopolitan concoction that socialist internationalists increasingly imbibed by the turn of the century.

Recovering the free-trade dimensions of socialist internationalism, and the pacifistic liberal radical influence upon it of Britain’s Manchester School, upends the commonly held assumption that socialists the world over have supported nationalism and protectionism in the context of their collectivist opposition to free-market capitalism.4 Doing so also provides a much-needed prehistory to the growing body of literature on ‘socialist globalization’. This scholarship has focused primarily on socialist attempts to deepen regional and global interdependence through market integration and supranational governance amid the Manichean ideological divide of the Cold War.5 By contrast, earlier attempts have received far less attention, and the role of free trade within the socialist internationalist tradition less still. This chapter therefore traces the evolution of socialist internationalist support for free trade across the century before the Cold War. Much like their liberal radical contemporaries, for many socialist internationalists free trade became closely tied to their peace and anti-imperial activism. As a result, the cosmopolitan subscription to free trade increasingly made for strange bedfellows: liberal radical capitalists, and socialist internationalists seeking a more interdependent and peaceful world order.

The global growth of economic nationalism between the late nineteenth century and the Second World War played a crucial role in aligning the ideological schools of Marx and Manchester. From the 1860s and 1870s, many industrializing capitalist states—most prominent among them the United States, France, and Germany—embraced policies of ‘infant industrial’ protectionism and went in search of new colonial markets among the underdeveloped regions of Africa, Latin America, and the Asia Pacific (see chapter 1).6 The close connection between these protectionist and imperial developments helped spark the left-wing growth of socialist theories of imperialism and free-trade-and-peace activism.7 After the First World War, an even stronger global swing towards economic nationalism and imperial retrenchment encouraged the widespread left-wing socialist internationalist backing of capitalist supranational initiatives such as the League of Nations, and subsequently the United Nations and European Union, in the hope of facilitating freer trade, decolonization, and world peace.8

Until now, left-wing socialist internationalist sympathy for free trade and its close association with anti-imperialism and peace in the century before the Cold War had yet to be collectively examined. Such investigation uncovers how this socialist free-trade tradition evolved alongside and drew inspiration from the liberal radicalism of the Manchester School. Of course, as with any intellectual tradition, socialist internationalist support for free trade was not static. Turn-of-the-century Marxist theorists of imperialism began reformulating Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels’s mid-nineteenth-century free-trade endorsement. Socialist internationalists during and after the First World War increasingly advocated free trade as a necessary precondition for a more peaceful world order—a left-wing ideological marriage that the Manchester School had so famously wedded together in the 1840s.


Marx, Engels, and the Manchester School

The socialist free-trade tradition began taking shape in the 1840s, just as Britain unilaterally abandoned protectionism following a prolonged grassroots free-trade campaign centred in Manchester. The island nation’s political and ideological shift to free trade sparked a brief transatlantic flirtation with trade liberalization.9 This was due in no small part to the transnational influence and activism of Britain’s Manchester School, which asserted that free-trade internationalism brought about a panoply of cheap food, democratization, anti-imperialism, and peace, as explored in the previous chapter. Free trade appealed to the cosmopolitan’s ideological and material interests alike by promising to feed the world’s poor with cheap food and to undermine the militaristic political influence of atavistic landed elites. This one-two punch would, British free traders like Richard Cobden promised, result in global interdependence, political enfranchisement, prosperity, and geopolitical amity. As a result, Cobden’s envisaged interdependent economic order also promised to undermine imperialism and militarism by eliminating ‘the desire and the motive for large and mighty empires; for gigantic armies and great navies’.’10 Cobden’s pacifistic free-trade vision found a receptive mid-nineteenth-century transatlantic left-wing audience.

Karl Marx and his close friend and patron Friedrich Engels, based in England from the 1840s onwards, observed this shift from protectionism to free trade in Britain and some of the other Western capitalist states—and they gave it their qualified endorsement.11 They viewed the turn to free trade as an advancement of the global capitalist project, the dawn of a new epoch of capitalist internationalism. For Marx, free trade was a progressive condition of industrial capitalism, moving it a step closer to socialist revolution. Protectionism, by contrast, was regressive and belonged to the pre- and proto-industrial capitalist era.12 For Engels, too, free trade was preferable to protectionism, as the former would ‘expand as freely and as quickly as possible’ the capitalist system and thus hasten the destruction of ‘the whole system’.13 Marx, soon before his relocation to Britain in the 1840s, also presaged subsequent twentieth-century socialist free-trade support for supranational governance. Noting the centuries-long regressive political influence of British protectionist elites, he speculated that ‘only by a congress of nations’ would free traders be able to surmount national protectionist tendencies.14 Thus by the time Marx and Engels were headquartered in ‘Free Trade England’, they had begun to anticipate, as Claudio Katz puts it, ‘the present process of globalization’ through their ‘descriptions of the creation of a world market, economic cosmopolitanism, the universal extension of commercial rules, and the destruction of tariff barriers’.15

The mid-century hegemonic rise of Manchester liberalism in Britain informed Marx and Engels’s free-trade sympathies. This should not be all that surprising considering that both men spent most of their lives in England from the 1840s onward. Engels himself claimed to have heard the leaders of the Anti–Corn Law League (ACLL, 1839–1846)—Britain’s main free-trade pressure group that Cobden spearheaded—‘pour forth their Anti-Corn-Law arguments more than a hundred times’ following his own arrival in Manchester. He and Marx also predicted that the ACLL’s efforts would have the added benefit of bringing down the landed aristocracy, thereby providing a much-needed boon to English tenant farmers.16 So, too, did Marx and Engels’s connecting of protectionism with the rise of monopolies, trusts, and geopolitical tensions contain more than a few of the liberal radical trappings of the Manchester School.

But while Marx and Engels may have shared a similar distaste for protectionism, unlike the Manchester School they did not consider free trade free of sin. Neither man believed that free trade was a true friend of the proletariat. They assumed that cheaper prices resulting from free trade also meant lower wages for the working man and that the free market’s boom–bust economic cycle and overproduction were no boon to workers. But the most important difference between them and the Manchester School lay in where they placed free-trade internationalism within the stages of capitalist development. Marx and Engels considered free trade to be a progressive capitalist step along the path towards eventual socialist revolution, whereas Manchester liberals viewed free trade’s universal adoption, and the consequent prosperity and peace that would follow, as the final stage of capitalist development. At the geopolitical level, Marx was more sceptical than later free-trade socialists concerning the Manchester School premise that market interconnectivity derived from trade liberalization would unite the world in a fraternity of nations. Marx also thought the ‘squint-eyed set of Manchester humbugs’ were hypocritical in condemning war abroad while ignoring the domestic war on workers at home.17

Despite these limits to Marx and Engels’s free-trade internationalism, they gave it their support. ‘We are for Free Trade,’ Marx declared in 1847, because the large-scale internationalization of trade across ‘the territory of the whole earth’ would not only connect the world’s markets, but would also help unite the world’s proletariat.18 He also granted that free trade increased productive capital, which would increase the demand for labour and thereby further lay the groundwork for the proletarian revolution: ‘It breaks up old nationalities and pushes the antagonism of the proletariat and the bourgeoisie to the extreme point. In a word, the Free Trade system hastens the Social Revolution [… so] I am in favor of Free Trade.’19 While Marx and Engels were sceptical of the idea that free-market capitalism would unite the nations of the world in peaceful fraternity, they were confident that it would unite the world’s workers.

Marx and Engels avoided speculating about an ideal socialist trade policy, yet their internationalist vision of the end of the nation state after the socialist revolution had much in common with the free-trade vision of the Manchester School. After all, for Marx and Engels the end of nation states would have meant the end of protectionism between nation states. Manchester School adherents similarly envisaged the gradual decline of the nation state, and with it the elimination of national rivalries and trade barriers.20 The two intellectual camps therefore overlapped in their predictions of the demise of national boundaries and national rivalries, resulting in worldwide free trade.

The hegemonic influence of the Manchester School in Britain also helps explain why, in the Communist Manifesto and elsewhere in the late 1840s, Marx and Engels directed their most scathing critiques against Germany’s economic nationalist turn to ‘infant industrial’ protectionism, rather than against newly minted ‘Free Trade England’. Marx charged that, instead of moving capitalism towards socialist revolution, Germany’s protectionism was moving it backwards: ‘People are thus about to begin in Germany with what people in France and England are about to end. The old corrupt conditions against which these countries are rebelling in theory and which they only bear as one bears chains, is greeted in Germany as the dawn of a beautiful future.’ Marx singled out the protectionist theories of Friedrich List in particular, while also broadly condemning German protectionism and its manipulative call to patriotism for allowing the bourgeoisie to ‘exploit his fellow-countrymen’.21 Marx emphasized that protectionism ‘forcibly’ abbreviated ‘the transition from medieval to the modern mode of production’, and, if allowed to progress naturally, would soon be replaced by free trade as the next stage of capitalist development. Engels shared Marx’s criticisms of German protectionism.22

Marx and Engels, again sounding very much like their Manchester School contemporaries, considered protectionism harmful to the international system and the prime suspect for creating monopolies and trusts. As early as 1842, seven years before he moved to London, Marx began decrying protectionism as ‘the organization of a state of war in time of peace, a state of war which, aimed in the first place against foreign countries, necessarily turns in its implementation against the country which organizes it’.23 Engels, though initially more sympathetic to List’s arguments, soon came around to Marx’s position, and argued well into the 1880s that the creation of monopolies and trusts provided ‘the surest sign that protection has done its work and is changing its character’. He denounced protectionism for being


at best an endless screw, and you never know when you have done with it. By protecting one industry, you directly or indirectly hurt all others, and have therefore to protect them too. By so doing you again damage the industry that you first protected, and have to compensate it […] and so on ad infinitum.



The necessary turn to free trade was ‘immensely more difficult’ and necessitated a ‘fight’. Germany had perverted this order, leading to the rise of trusts and landed monopolies.24 Marx and Engels thus gave their pragmatic socialist endorsement to the productivity and internationalism that capitalist free trade created, in anticipation of the eventual global proletarian revolution it would help foster.25 Their socialist focus on the stages of capitalist trade policy from the late 1840s onward received further attention from turn-of-the-century Marxist theorists, owing to the wider cosmopolitan influence of Manchester liberal theories of imperialism within international left-wing political circles.26



Free Trade and Socialist Theories of Imperialism

Marx and Engels had undertaken much of their theorizing about the stages of capitalism during an era marked by a transatlantic turn to trade liberalization and the growing popularity of the Manchester School.27 But this short-lived mid-nineteenth-century freer trade trend underwent a sharp reversal in the latter half of the nineteenth century. As explored in chapter 1, the American System of protectionism became the preferred policy for developing nations such as the United States, Germany, France, Russia, and Japan as the century closed, due in large part to a surge in industrialization and national consolidation, coupled with the onset of a series of global economic depressions between 1873 and 1896. The List-inspired German Historical School (GHS), for example, took over the German imperial government and universities in the 1870s and 1880s to counteract the spread of Manchestertum (the German epithet for the Manchester School).28 Similarly, in the United States, the Republican Party rebranded itself after 1865 as the party of economic nationalism and steered US foreign trade policy along its protectionist course until the 1930s. Even among Britain’s own settler colonies, protectionist policies became entrenched by the turn of the century. While free trade kept its hold upon Britain, economic nationalism gripped the imperial world, as did the monopolistic rise of trusts and cartels and a new wave of Western colonialism in Africa, Latin America, and Asia. For turn-of-the-century socialist theorists of imperialism such as Kōtoku Shūsui, Rudolf Hilferding, Vladimir Lenin, Karl Kautsky, and Eduard Bernstein, these protectionist, monopolistic, and imperial trends were interrelated. They accordingly honed their theories of imperialism from within this evolving Marxist free-trade tradition, and updated it to account for the turbulent, protectionist, and militaristic world order.29 They critiqued protectionism for being a root cause of monopoly capitalism and imperialism—much like their contemporary non-Marxist liberal radical theorists—while at the same time inverting Marx and Engels’s stages of capitalist trade development.

Japanese socialist internationalist and anarchist Kōtoku Shūsui became disillusioned with the Meiji Restoration’s turn-of-the-century embrace of imperialism and protectionism, inspiring him to write his anti-imperial tract Imperialism: Monster of the Twentieth Century (1901). The book started what biographer Robert Tierney describes as ‘a cosmopolitan and democratic anti-imperialist movement in Japan’. Kōtoku was the first in Japan to undertake translations of The Communist Manifesto as well as of the pacifistic writings of Russian Georgist Leo Tolstoy. Preceding Hobson’s similarly titled book by a year, the substance of Kōtoku’s Imperialism aligned more closely with Hobson than Lenin, whereas his support for socialist revolution was more in tune with Lenin. Like Hobson, Kōtoku understood imperialism mainly as a formal policy of territorial acquisition wrought from the machinations of atavistic military officers, nationalists, industrialists, and financiers in a mistaken belief that new colonial markets were needed as outlets for the overproduction of surplus capital. Also more like Hobson, he encouraged the curbing of Japanese imperialism and jingoism through emulation of the liberal radicalism of the ‘Little Englanders’. While opposed to the coercive free-trade treaties forced upon Japan as well as British interventions in Africa, Kōtoku heaped praised upon Britain’s policy of free trade, withholding explicit criticism of its rule in India. He opposed the Russo–Japanese War through his radical pacifist newspaper Heimin (1903–1905), landing him a short stint in a Japanese prison in 1905. Upon his release, he spent a year in exile in California. In San Francisco he worked on his English while he fomented socialist sentiment among Japanese Americans, lectured in support of universal suffrage, dipped into Emma Goldman’s anarchist magazine Mother Earth, and spoke out against US racist immigration policies and Jim Crow. His support for more violent left-wing socialist and anarchist action in Japan thereafter led to his execution for high treason in 1911.30

Austria’s Rudolf Hilferding, like Marx and Engels, favoured free trade over protectionism. In Finance Capital (1910), Hilferding wrote that undoubtedly ‘free trade would amalgamate the whole world market into a single economic territory. Free trade would also ensure the highest possible labour productivity and the most rational international division of labour.’31 He also granted that protectionism, not free trade, went hand in hand with imperialism.32 But he broke from Marx and Engels in portraying protectionism as a progressive rather than a regressive developmental stage of capitalism: a successor to the mid-century free-trade epoch rather than its antecedent. According to Hilferding, protectionism had created the monopolies, the market inefficiencies, the disparities of wealth between rich and poor, and the friction between the imperial powers that were now paving the way towards the proletarian revolution. The protectionist rise of finance capital and the resulting imperial rivalries were now seen as an inevitable step forward in the stages of capitalism. In other words, by making protectionism the successor to free trade, turn-of-the-century revolutionary theorists of imperialism such as Hilferding could claim that the twin international rise of protectionism and financial monopolies was the latest, or even the highest, stage of capitalism. Hilferding could also claim that the need of these same protectionist nations to export surplus capital to new markets and to obtain raw materials naturally led to imperial capitalist conflict. His progressive placement of protectionism within the capitalist stages was thus a critical point of departure for his and subsequent Marxist theories of imperialism. Hilferding’s inversion of Marx and Engels’s capitalist stages—free trade preceding rather than succeeding protectionism—and his theory of the cartel tariff thereafter reappeared in the work of Russian theorist Vladimir Lenin.

Lenin’s evolving imperial theory leaned upon Marx, Engels, and Hilferding, as well as ‘new’ Manchester liberal J. A. Hobson. Like Marx and Engels, Lenin had at first identified free trade as the next progressive stage of capitalism, but came around to the stage theory of Hilferding.33 By 1895, he was demanding that ‘Russian Marxists must stand for free trade, since the reactionary character of protection, which retards the country’s economic developments, […] serves the interests […] of a handful of all-powerful magnates […] and since free trade means accelerating the process that yields the means of deliverance from capitalism’.34 But by 1916, with the world’s empires at war, this free-trade progression fell by the wayside; Lenin now asserted that the rest of the industrializing world, ‘sheltering themselves with “protective” tariffs’, had undermined Britain’s more peaceful free-trade policies. And he famously proclaimed the present protectionist monopoly stage to be capitalism’s last.35 Lenin’s theory of imperialism was an explicit combination of Marx and Manchester. While Lenin admitted to borrowing heavily from Hilferding, he also acknowledged his intellectual debt to J. A. Hobson, whose Imperialism: A Study (1902) condemned the protectionist international system for creating the market inefficiencies that led to the financial imperial search for raw materials and new markets for surplus capital. The overlap between the theories was such that it has been dubbed ‘the Hobson-Lenin thesis’.36

The free-trade sympathies of German socialist imperial theorist and SPD leader Karl Kautsky went even further in combining Manchester liberalism with Marxism. Kautsky’s support for free trade remained remarkably consistent, and was tied closely to his antipathy towards German protectionism and colonialism.37 His time spent in London from 1885 to 1890 proved formative, leading to a close relationship with Friedrich Engels alongside an intellectual infatuation with the Manchester School.38 His association of ‘industrial capitalism’ with free trade, peace, and progress and protectionism with pre-industrialism and militarism reflected the theories of non-Marxist contemporaries such as Hobson, Norman Angell, and Joseph Schumpeter.39

Around the same time as Hobson was penning Imperialism, Kautsky was drawing similar inspiration from what he perceived as the decline of Manchester liberalism in Britain, resulting in the outbreak of the Second Boer War (1899–1902). In 1900, Kautsky wrote that ‘Manchester ideals’ were being ‘pushed into the background by Imperialism’ thereby increasing ‘the power of militarism’. And like Hobson, he observed how colonialism after 1870 followed from the search for new markets as outlets for surplus goods and capital resulting from inefficient protectionist policies. ‘The higher the tariff barriers between individual capitalist states grow, the more each of them feels the need to assure itself of a market which no one can exclude them from, and to gain supplies of raw material which no one can cut off’, sparking an ‘arms race’ that ‘must grow ever greater’ and making ‘the danger of a world war come ever nearer’. In his 1914 article ‘Ultra-imperialism’, Kautsky associated free trade with peace and industrial capitalism, and contrasted them with the connection between protectionism, cartels, financial capitalism, and the consequent need to export surplus capital—‘the principal roots of imperialism’ that had ‘replaced free trade’.40 Kautsky therefore roundly condemned colonialism derived from protectionism.41 His Marx-Manchester ideology also informed his belief that European trade liberalization could only maintain peace through supranational governance. He argued that a free-trading ‘United States of Europe’ would ‘ban the spectre of war’.42 Kautsky’s support for free trade, supranational governance, European integration, and peace—positions scholars more commonly associate with interwar ‘neoliberal’ intellectuals—continued to influence the SPD in the interwar years and beyond.43

Eduard Bernstein, an SPD spokesman on foreign policy and taxation issues in the German Reichstag from 1902 to 1928, epitomized even more than Kautsky the confluence of Manchestertum and Marxism in Germany.44 Bernstein’s formative years of exile in London (1888–1901) placed him at the centre of turn-of-the-century Marxist and Manchester School radicalism. This time in England, rubbing shoulders with Kautsky, Engels, and the Fabians, as well as Cobdenites such as Hobson, had a profound effect upon his later socialist free-trade internationalism.45 Manfred Steger states, indeed, that Bernstein fell under the influence ‘of both Engels and the British free-trade tradition’.46 Like Kautsky, Bernstein was consistent in his support for free trade over the course of his socialist political career. He believed free trade to be not only progressive, but also good for both the proletariat and the bourgeoisie. Also, like Kautsky (and Marx), Bernstein condemned List-inspired ‘infant industrial’ protectionism for creating geopolitical tensions and for being reactionary and atavistic, a throwback to the era of mercantilism and a stumbling block to modernization. His critique of militarism—for which he blamed jingoism, nationalism, protectionism, and the undue influence of arms manufacturers on German policymaking—owed much to the influence of the later Engels. Much like Kautsky, Bernstein’s critique had much in common with those of Hobson and Schumpeter, as did his belief that free trade and industrialism were the foundation stones of a peaceful economic order, such that R. A. Fletcher posits that Bernstein was ‘not only fundamentally more British than German but also thoroughly imbued with the values of Cobdenite radicalism’.47 Bernstein’s Marx-Manchester free-trade-and-peace beliefs would find wide-ranging left-wing subscribers among early twentieth-century socialist internationalists.48



The Marx-Manchester Tradition vs. the Marx-List Tradition, 1880–1918

Socialist commercial peace activism grew substantially between the turn of the century and the end of the First World War, emanating from Britain to Argentina, Germany, and the USA. The economic peace movement’s socialist internationalist popularity grew during this period to counteract the contemporaneous Western growth of protectionism, monopolies, and colonial expansion. The era also saw the rise of a competing Marx-List tradition among socialist nationalists in Britain, the USA, Germany, the Soviet Union, India, and China, who were more concerned with ‘socialism in one country’, as Stalin’s regime would later describe it. Within Euro-America, Marx-List nationalist adherents tended to support militarism, immigration restrictions, monopolies, and imperialism, providing a stark contrast to the Marx-Manchester internationalist supporters of free trade, anti-imperialism, and peace.

The Marx-Manchester tradition took root within turn-of-the-century Britain, where free trade evolved into a cause, and Richard Cobden became a popular hero, among the working class. Socialist leaders of the British trade union movement and the Independent Labour Party (ILP) remained supportive of the Manchester School’s belief that free trade mollified geopolitical conflict, owing to the decades-long relationship between the nation’s working class and Liberal radicals.49 ‘The ILP’s internationalism’, Paul Bridgen observes, ‘was influenced more by the nineteenth-century liberal internationalist campaigns of Cobden and Gladstone than by the anti-national internationalism of socialism.’50 The growing influence of the liberal radical land reform theories of Henry George provided another avenue for Marx-Manchester collaboration. As Peter d’Alroy Jones describes it, George became ‘godfather of the British socialist revival’ of the late nineteenth century, despite not being a socialist himself.51 On the land question, a 1905 British volume observed, ‘the Liberal tradition and the Socialist movement converge’.52

The growing hemispheric might of the US following its imperial acquisitions in the Caribbean and the Asia-Pacific in 1898 helped kindle Marx-Manchester mobilization in Argentina. Manchester liberalism was a mainstay of Argentine university economics curricula thanks to the enduring influence of the British education system among Argentine elites. Reliant as Argentina was on British finance, the South American nation earned the unofficial designation of ‘sixth Dominion’ within the British Empire. By 1910, the more radical Manchester School philosophy of Henry George was also becoming more popular among Argentine liberal intellectuals.53 Within the space of ten years, the secretary-general of the University of Buenos Aires, Mauricio Nierenstein, supported the translation of Henry George’s work into Spanish, and Andrés Máspero Castro helped found the Liga Argentina por el Impuesto Único (Argentine single tax league) and became president of the Reformist Party.54 Marxism instead made its way into Argentine intellectual circles thanks largely to Juan B. Justo, who undertook the first complete Spanish translation of Marx’s Das Kapital in 1898. In Buenos Aires, he formed the Argentine Socialist Party in 1896 and modelled its reformist platform on that of the Bernstein wing of the SPD. Justo became a potent force in both the Argentine Parliament and socialist internationalism for decades to come. His activism in the latter field included consumer co-operativism, frequent travels through Europe and the United States, and participating in the international socialist congresses in Copenhagen (1910) and Bern and Amsterdam (1919). Left-wing economic cosmopolitan affinities, including a common enemy in Argentina’s conservative ‘large land-owning oligarchy’, led Justo to co-found the Liga Argentina por el Impuesto Único in 1916. By 1920, his moderate land socialization policies were receiving the endorsement of Georgists in Britain; added to which, he was a vociferous defender of free trade and its connection to peace. He was even known to take socialist internationalists such as Rosa Luxemburg to task for not supporting free trade and anti-colonialism.55 The efforts of Argentine activists such as Justo gave credence to the assertion of the US protectionist journal American Economist in 1918 that ‘all Socialists are both Free-Traders and Single Taxers’.56

German socialist internationalists, imbued with their own Marx-Manchester-inspired notions, appear to have been even more proactive than their British and Argentine counterparts in their opposition to Germany’s protectionist imperial government. By 1879, a unified German state had embraced an economic nationalist programme of infant industrial protectionism along lines first laid out by Friedrich List in the 1840s, which Marx had previously condemned as retrograde within the capitalist stages of development. From the 1890s, opposition SPD leaders such as Engels, Kautsky, Bernstein, Zietz, and Bebel began advocating instead for free trade in their struggle against the avowedly anti-Manchestertum protectionist policies of the GHS and Wilhelm II’s imperial government.57 As in Edwardian Britain, albeit with less success, the German socialist fight for free trade promised to provide cheap food for the working class and to undermine the power of the landed elite (the Junkers), the nation’s foremost imperial protectionists. As a result, by 1902 the SPD found itself allied with the country’s sidelined liberal progressives. ‘The link between them’, George Lichtheim notes, ‘was of course free trade.’58

Germany’s Marx-Manchester free traders were thereafter instrumental in shaping the free-trade-and-peace programmes of the international socialist congresses in Copenhagen (1910) and Basel (1912). Both programmes foreshadowed Woodrow Wilson’s subsequent Fourteen Points, including a call for ‘no economic war after the war[, …] freedom of the seas[, …] and the most rapid possible extension of the policy of free trade in the colonies as well as in the home land’. At the 1912 Basel congress, Bebel and Kautsky received support from Bebel’s new SPD co-chairman, Hugo Haase, who observed that ‘economic interdependence constitutes a force that restricts belligerent agitators’. Bernstein, in turn, called for a ‘protest against protectionism, a demonstration in favor of peace, freedom, and free trade’.59 Just a month into the First World War, Kautsky accordingly laid out three principles for socialist internationalists to support in any peace negotiations that exemplified the evolving Marx-Manchester tradition: ‘(1) The freedom of subject races of nationalities, (2) Steps towards disarmament, and (3) Steps towards world-wide free trade.’ As one US socialist observed with regard to this last proposal, Kautsky’s vision was of ‘a world-wide economic interdependence of nations that would soon bring it about that wars would be neither economically desirable nor economically feasible’.60

Kautsky’s left-wing cosmopolitan vision bore an uncanny likeness to that laid out just a few years earlier by Manchester School journalist Norman Angell, who had argued that war was economically futile owing to the era’s unprecedented global market interdependence, in his internationally bestselling book The Great Illusion (1910). The similarity between Kautsky and Angell’s arguments was doubtless more than coincidental. In 1913 German pacifists had made sure to distribute two thousand German translations of Angell’s book (Illusion, Die Falsche Rechnung), as well as forty thousand fifteen-page pamphlets containing its key arguments, in advance of the author’s acclaimed—to nationalists, notorious—speaking tour of German universities sponsored by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.61

Before the Great War, the Marx-Manchester amalgamation of free trade and peace was also manifesting itself in Hungary, the USA, and the Second International (1889–1916). Karl Polanyi’s non-violent, anti–land monopoly, pro-democratic Radical Bourgeois Party in Hungary, for example, reflected Marx-Manchester principles.62 In the USA, Charles Edward Russell, the famed Georgist muckraking journalist, anti-monopolist, anti-imperialist, and co-founder of the NAACP, ran as the Socialist candidate for governor of New York in 1910 and 1912, New York City mayor in 1913, and the US Senate in 1914. And the left-wing internationalist wing of the Second International remained dedicated to free trade and free migration.63

As the world war progressed, more and more left-wing international peace activists, Marxist and non-Marxist alike, envisaged a peaceful, economically interdependent postwar world. The 1916 Socialist Peace Conference held at The Hague—which included delegates from Spain, the United States, Denmark, Sweden, Argentina, and Holland—adopted resolutions ‘condemning an economic war after the war and favoring free trade and freedom of the seas’.64 And the mixture of Manchester liberal and Marxist attendees of the First American Conference for Democracy and Peace in 1917 at New York’s Madison Square Garden drew attention to how their shared belief in free trade and peace had brought them together. Morris Hillquit, the international secretary of the Socialist Party of America (SPA), reported on the endorsement of worldwide ‘freedom of commerce’ by the conference’s Committee on Peace. ‘We are trading in a world market. Economically and commercially, it is one,’ and yet people had tried ‘to parcel out this world into rigid nations or countries with rigid boundary lines, separated from each other by various and conflicting treaties and customs, duties and other artificial restrictions’ that ultimately led to world war.65

Such activism became a groundswell between 1917 and 1918, owing in large part to Wilson’s Manchester School-inspired Fourteen Points and the newly announced peace programme of the Soviet government. In Britain, the 1917 National Labour Conference held in Manchester gave its socialist backing to Woodrow Wilson’s ‘international league for peace’, and passed its own resolution demanding ‘free trade for every country’.66 The following year, Max Eastman, with his sister Crystal Eastman, began co-editing the US communist magazine The Liberator. Max, ‘as an international socialist, welcomed Wilson’s “Program of the World’s Peace”’, including its support for ‘renouncing economic war on Germany’ and ‘free-trade and the principle of the open door everywhere’.67 In early 1918, the National Executive Council of the SPA issued a ‘Memorial’ to Wilson, giving its unreserved anti-imperial endorsement to ‘the peace program of the Russian Socialist government’, which included a call for freedom of the seas and ‘full equality of trade conditions among all nations’, and asked Wilson to take part in the Russian–Central Powers peace conference.68 The SPA’s 1918 Congressional Program similarly echoed the Soviet government’s peace programme, while adding ‘to the famous formula […] “No economic nationalism, no war after the war.”’ 69 Lacking the context of the Marx-Manchester free-trade tradition, such international socialist support for Wilson’s Manchester liberal economic vision might seem striking. After all, there was no love lost between US socialist peace activists and the Wilson administration, which had persecuted, censored, and even jailed them during the war.70 And yet their shared internationalist vision of a postwar world of free trade and peace allowed them to transcend their mutual antagonism.

Socialist free-trade-and-peace activism increasingly became a matter of international collaboration. With radical socialist academic Scott Nearing presiding, Harlem’s 1918 National Conference of Labor, Socialist, and Radical Movements developed a peace programme demanding self-determination, disarmament, freedom of the seas, free migration, and that ‘free trade should prevail’. The programme was then sent to Germany, Italy, France, and England for ‘approval and support’.71 Nearing, an officer of the radical left-wing Boston-based peace organization the International Free Trade League (IFTL), also made sure to send a copy of the Harlem programme to IFTL president Frank Wright Garrison, a grandson of Boston’s mid-nineteenth-century arch-abolitionist Cobdenite William Lloyd Garrison. Frank shared his family’s radical progressive predisposition on social and economic issues. A fervent non-Marxist disciple of Henry George and Richard Cobden, Frank nevertheless gave Nearing’s socialist programme his blessing because ‘economic freedom heads the list and is thoroughly sound and uncompromising’.72 Just half a year later in London, similar socialist motions were made at the Inter-Allied Labour Conference. The conference roundly condemned, first, ‘the colonial policy of capitalist Governments’; second, ‘economic aggression, whether by protective tariffs or capitalist trusts or monopolies’; and third, ‘the alliance between the Military Imperialists and the Fiscal Protectionists in any country whatsoever’ as a ‘grave menace to peace’ and to the prosperity of the working class.73 Frank Garrison happily noted in 1919 how in Britain and in the United States ‘the Socialists and the followers of Cobden have been thrown together’ in defence of free trade and against monopoly.74 The evolving Marx-Manchester tradition, however, did not maintain a complete monopoly on late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century socialist thought.

Although less prominent at this time, an antagonistic Marx-List tradition was evolving as well. German-American protectionist theorist Friedrich List had argued in his influential book The National System of Political Economy (1841; see chapter 1) that Western developing nations’ infant industries required a combination of colonialism and protectionism to catch up to the more advanced British; universal free trade ought to occur only once worldwide developmental parity was achieved at some undefined point down the road. List’s protectionist theory was a critique of British free-trade imperialism. But it also issued a protectionist call for colonial expansion among industrializing states like Germany and the United States, which List believed needed captive protectionist markets to acquire raw materials and to invest their surplus capital.75

Despite Marx’s own strong criticisms of List’s theories, some more nationalistic socialists ended up drawing on his ideas to bolster their nations’ protectionist imperial policies. When Britain adopted free trade in the 1840s, for example, numerous nationally focused French socialists disavowed free trade owing both to the long-standing rivalry between the two countries and to the growing influence of List’s Anglophobic theories within French politics.76 In turn-of-the-century Britain, Fabian socialists such as George Bernard Shaw were throwing their support behind protectionism and British imperial expansion.77 Although a free-trade utopian in the 1880s while under the influence of Henry George’s single tax theory, by 1904 Shaw sought to counter the British socialist predilection for free trade by insisting that British socialism should be ‘ultra-Protectionist’ and required imperial federation to obtain social reform. The Fabian Society’s majority report, authored by Shaw, endorsed Joseph Chamberlain’s Tariff Reform movement, leading some more left-leaning Fabians to resign in protest.78 British Clarion socialists, even more than Fabians like Shaw, viewed foreign trade as a zero-sum game. By 1910 the Clarion socialists began running a strong pro-Tariff Reform campaign assailing ‘The Liberal-Free Trade-Labour Party’.79 The Anglo-Saxonist social democratic leader H. M. Hyndman vociferously condemned the anti-war ‘extreme capitalist Free Trade bigots and hangers-on’, calling rather for stringent commercial war against Germany and its allies, coupled with trade preference for Britain’s ‘white’ settler colonies, all of which aligned with his decades-long advocacy for imperial federation and his antipathy towards ‘sham Free Trade’.80 In Germany, meanwhile, attempts were also made to wed List’s ideas to the SPD. Along Listian and Lassallian lines, the SPD’s minority cohort of Marxist protectionists such as Paul Lensch gave their nationalistic stamp of approval to German imperial expansion.81 And in the United States, during the First World War, the socialist and pro-war nationalist William Walling took to the editorial pages of the New York Times to level charges of sedition against Henri Lambert and the US economic peace movement for their extreme pacifism.82

In quite different economic imperial circumstances, some leading early twentieth-century anti-colonial nationalists also began turning to a combination of Marx and List for inspiration in the United States, India, Ireland, and China. W.E.B. Du Bois perhaps best encapsulated the era’s left-wing Marx-List tradition. As explored in chapter 1, Du Bois became steeped in the Listian tradition of the GHS during his university studies in 1890s Berlin. The GHS helped shape his desire for a separate, economically self-sufficient Black America, as well as his subsequent pan-African developmental vision, to counteract the violent political and economic discrimination of a white supremacist global capitalist system. Following a visit to Soviet Russia in 1926, Du Bois also increasingly began drawing upon Marxism in thinking about race and Pan-Africanism, the latter of which also contributed to his initial support for Japan’s pan-Asian imperialism in the early 1930s. His ideological trajectory illustrates an early variant of the Marx-List tradition, albeit one that leaned more heavily upon List than Marx.83

List was also more attractive than Marx among early twentieth-century nationalists in India, Ireland, and China because these colonial regions suffered under the yoke of British free-trade imperialism. Whereas the British ‘white’ settler colonies had been granted fiscal autonomy, these colonized spaces were forced to keep tariffs low to the detriment of their own industrial development (see chapter 1). As a result, whereas socialist nationalists in France, Germany, and Britain embraced List’s protectionist call to colonize and exploit undeveloped states, List’s Indian Swadeshi and Irish nationalist disciples focused narrowly upon his critique of British free-trade imperialism. An ideological confluence between Marx and List began manifesting itself within the early twentieth-century Swadeshi movement.84 In Ireland, Arthur Griffith’s 1905 nationalistic enunciation of his Listian anti-colonial vision for Sinn Féin to develop Irish infant industries received support from some Irish socialists; for them, the policy was seen as an essential step for furthering capitalist development, and thus hastening the socialist revolutionary endgame. Others, however, like Griffith’s Irish republican and Marxist revolutionary friend James Connolly, waxed far less enthusiastic. For Connolly, socialism and Irish nationalism needed to be entwined, but Griffith was instead tying Irish nationalism to capitalism. Connolly, writing from his New York City apartment in 1909, publicly rebuked Griffith’s nationalism for its capitalistic and materialistic embrace of List. ‘Socialists have no sympathy [for Griffith’s] adoption of the doctrines of Frederick List,’ Connolly declared.85

The choice between List and Marx was made even more stark in early twentieth-century China. When Ma Yinchu—future president of Peking University—returned to China in 1922 following his university studies in the United States, he gave a speech in Peking (Beijing), ‘Doctrines of Marx and List: Which Is Fit for China?’ His answer was clear: List’s, because of China’s long-standing exploitation at the hands of European imperial powers, which continued to force open the nation’s markets. Without tariff autonomy and industrialization, ‘China would forever remain a supplier of raw materials and a consumer of manufactured goods’, he argued.86 China’s combining of Listian industrial development with Marxism would, however, only substantively occur after Mao’s rise to power in 1949.

The Marx-List tradition’s association with early twentieth-century anti-colonial spaces within the United States, Ireland, India, and China was tenuous, but these examples provide a glimpse of what was to come in the latter half of the century. The confluence of List and Marx would resonate in a much bigger way after 1945 among nationalists throughout the Global South. In the decades immediately following the First World War, however, advocacy of the Marx-List tradition yet remained the exception to what was fast becoming the Marx-Manchester rule.



Marx-Manchester Free-Trade Internationalism and Supranational Regulation, 1919–1946

Interwar Europe became a breeding ground for left-wing socialist free-trade-and-peace activity, to be maintained and regulated, its proponents argued, through a league of nations. Even such socialist luminaries as Albert Einstein were becoming quite explicit in their association of free trade with world peace.87 In order to create a more peaceful geopolitical order, the socialist parties of France, Germany, Austria, Britain, and Hungary came out in support of international freedom of the seas and freedom of trade in 1919. That year’s International Socialist Congress in Berne also endorsed these pacifistic free-trade positions, coupled with ‘the Socialist ideal of a League of Nations’ endowed with the power to regulate inter-state trade and to control ‘world thoroughfares’ and ‘the production and distribution of foodstuffs and raw materials throughout the world’.88 And the Marx-Manchester association of protectionist monopolies with the imperial search for new markets and natural resources meant that no contradiction was seen in calling for universal free trade alongside supranational regulation and distribution of raw materials. All were deemed necessary to undermine the economic foundations of colonialism, militarism, and war.

Boston feminist Crystal Eastman and her brother Max played a key part in entwining the US socialist, free trade, and peace movements through their Marxist magazine The Liberator. Crystal Eastman took the opportunity as co-editor to spread the word about Boston’s newly formed IFTL (like Nearing, she was an IFTL officer), placing a full-page advert immediately after the front-page visage of Lenin in the Liberator’s January 1919 issue. By clearly Cobdenite lines of argument, the advert made sure to stress the connection between free trade and peace. Free trade was the ‘only secure foundation’ for the League of Nations. The free-trade panacea would also end the colonial question, protect small nations, end militarism, provide cheap goods, lower the cost of living, create global prosperity, and establish permanent peace. ‘International Free Trade’ therefore must be ‘incorporated in the Peace Treaty as repeatedly recommended by (1) President Wilson, (2) the British Labor Party, (3) the German Reichstag, (4) the Russian People’s Government, and (5) Socialists everywhere’.89

The Western embargo of the new Soviet government from 1919 to 1921 also became a hot-button issue for left-wing socialist free traders. IFTL officer Ludwig Martens, the Soviet government’s official representative to the United States between 1917 and 1921, with the assistance of Santeri Nuorteva—a Finnish Marxist politician, journalist, and fellow IFTL officer—worked hard to obtain US loans and end the embargo from their Soviet Bureau offices in New York. Under the suspicious watch of the US government, their organization’s Marxist publication Soviet Russia began propagandizing how normalization of trade would make ‘a real peace’ and alleviate the mass starvation of eastern Europe.90

Socialist free traders in interwar Britain wielded considerable influence in national and international politics and were among the country’s leading left-wing defenders of Manchester liberalism. While some heterodox British socialists supported protectionism and imperialism, the Labour Party itself remained a melting pot of socialist and Manchester liberal economic ideas. As Frank Trentmann notes, Labour inherited the Liberal radical ‘belief that trade promoted the brotherhood of man by breaking down the walls of insular prejudice and chauvinism associated with protectionist imperialism’: a ‘socialist-radical dualism’. Leading Manchester liberal internationalists, including Norman Angell, J. A. Hobson, H. N. Brailsford, and Bertrand Russell, had associated themselves more strongly with progressive social reform during the Edwardian period—New Liberalism—helping to pave the way for Labour’s postwar popularity.91 Owing in no small part to this confluence of ‘new’ Manchester liberalism with Labour socialism, opposition to protectionism remained a key facet of British socialist peace activism well into the 1930s and 1940s. The first position the Labour Party laid out in its 1923 manifesto was an indictment of protectionism ‘and the whole conception of economic relations underlying it’.92 Following the National Government’s abandonment of free trade for imperial preference in 1932, Labour’s 1934 publication For Socialism and Peace attacked ‘the disastrous economic nationalism of the present age by working for an all-round lowering of tariffs’ through ‘a system of planned international exchange’. In 1937, Labour supported a blanket open-door policy across colonial Africa under the auspices of the newly formed League of Nations Committee on Raw Materials. Labour’s support for a domestic planned economy in the early 1940s, in turn, remained coupled with a call for a supranational body that would oversee a new era of multilateral free-trade agreements and international control of raw materials.93

More and more international socialist organizations in continental Europe also began giving their pacifistic free-trade blessing to supranational governance. The Labour and Socialist International (LSI), the more inclusive rival of the Comintern, looked for a middle way between Marxism and liberal radicalism in its search for peace.94 Revitalized in 1923, the LSI called for ‘permanent peace’, supported the League of Nations, condemned capitalist imperialism, and demanded that ‘labour must also fight against protectionism and in favour of free trade’ and the free movement of people. The socialist International Federation of Trade Unions (IFTU, 1919–1945), an avowed peace organization based in Amsterdam with close ties to the LSI, likewise endorsed universal free trade and the liberal internationalist vision embodied in the League of Nations.95

The Marx-Manchester peace movement received an interwar boost from the resurgent international co-operative movement, which advocated for an economic ‘third way’ situated between individualism and collectivism, and between liberal reform and socialist revolution. The international co-operative movement had come a long way from its modest origins in 1840s Rochdale, located in what is now Greater Manchester, a town where Cobdenite roots went deep.96 By the 1920s, the movement’s umbrella organization, the International Co-operative Alliance (ICA), rivalled the international trade union movement as the interwar world’s largest transnational non-governmental organization.97 World peace was a stated goal from the ICA’s 1895 founding.98 The ICA’s peaceful economic vision was a social democratic one focused upon a grassroots, not-for-profit, working-class version of free trade that would empower the world’s consumers and local producers alike. To accomplish this and to undermine international trusts and cartels, co-operative free trade also called for supranational control over the global distribution of food and raw materials through the League of Nations.99 By replacing capitalist competition with peaceful co-operation, the ICA believed it had devised the most effective anti-imperial vision for a free trade world order.

The predominant interwar international co-operative movement embodied the Marx-Manchester ideological paradigm in its grassroots efforts to promote worldwide prosperity and peace through co-operative free trade. The Women’s Co-operative Guild (WCG, 1893), a feminist peace organization that maintained close ties to Britain’s ILP, had given its formal endorsement to free trade by the turn of the century, pointing its members to the free-trade activism of socialist workers in Germany for inspiration.100 The ICA, in turn, endorsed peace and world federalism in 1913 in the hope of stopping the world war before it began.101 At war’s end, the ICA drew up a memorandum to send to the Paris Peace Conference that connected peace with a League of Nations that embraced co-operative free trade.102 The international co-operative movement remained prominent within the interwar peace movement, keeping up its League lobbying campaign on behalf of its particular brand of Marx-Manchester free trade.103

By the end of the 1920s, however, rifts had begun to develop between the international co-operative movement’s more moderate socialist majority and the more radical representatives of the Soviet co-operatives, who instead saw co-operativism as a path towards socialist revolution.104 The Soviet representatives expressed their disappointment that the ICA had failed to explicitly endorse the principle of class struggle. They also criticized ICA leaders for continuing to seek co-operative free-trade-and-peace reforms through the liberal capitalist League of Nations. The Soviet delegates instead argued that, as Katarina Friberg puts it, ‘only the “United States of the Soviet Republics” could achieve real free trade’.105 For Soviet co-operativist advocates of ‘real free trade’, the term itself was being transformed to mean an economic policy to be practised only between socialist planned economies, rather than between all the world’s producers and consumers as advocated by the era’s Marx-Manchester co-operative disciples.

The world economic crisis of the 1930s and the consequent global turn to economic autarky, nationalism, and imperial consolidation only reaffirmed the Marx-Manchester tradition for its socialist internationalist subscribers. They continued to connect protectionism with imperialism and militarism, and free-trade internationalism with peace. The SPD’s Rudolf Hilferding, recently removed from his position as Germany’s finance minister, wrote in 1931 in favour of international co-operation under the auspices of the League’s International Labour Organisation in order to substitute the ‘chaos wrought by economic nationalism with a well-planned order’ of global exchange.106 Even as Britain itself was abandoning its long-held free-trade orthodoxy for imperial trade preference and the Soviet Union was becoming ever more closed off, the Executive Committee of the Comintern explained at its 1932 meeting in Moscow that it knew where to lay the brunt of the blame: ‘The fierce struggle the imperialists are waging for markets and colonies, the tariff wars and the race for armaments, have already led to the immediate danger of a new imperialist world war.’107 A similar refrain was heard from the 2,196 socialists from India, China, Japan, the Balkans, South America, the United States, and western Europe who attended the World Congress Against War in Amsterdam in 1932, claiming to represent thirty thousand organizations and thirty million workers of the world. Its manifesto blamed the protectionist measures ‘adopted under the pressure of the economic crisis’ for deepening that crisis and for rendering ‘inevitable the transformation of economic rivalry into armed conflict’.108 The international co-operative movement also continued mobilizing on behalf of free trade and peace throughout the 1930s.109

Owing to the growth of economic nationalism across the globe, socialist internationalist supporters of free trade found themselves increasingly at odds not only with the capitalist powers of the West, but also with the ostracized Soviet East, as its foreign trade became ever more autarkic under Stalin’s autocratic ‘socialism in one country’ prescription.110 Kautsky, for example, denounced the Soviet monopoly of foreign trade, arguing that the latest economic nationalist upward swing was contributing to the growth of fascism.111 In contrast to the Soviet Union, socialist internationalist left-wingers in Germany and France sought instead to toe the free-trade-and-peace line, including supporting liberal capitalist supranational organizations to oversee its regulation. Germany’s SPD and the French Socialist Party became, according to Brian Shaev, “the largest political forces in their countries committed to liberalising international trade’.112 And in 1943, while the Second World War raged, the French Socialist Party became adamant in calling for a ‘United States of Europe’ as a necessary first step towards a ‘United States of the World’, empowered with the ability to regulate and monitor customs tariffs.113

Just a year before, however, Vienna-born Marxist intellectual Franz Borkenau had criticized the pervasive left-wing Marx-Manchester vision of a global economic order of supranational governance, free trade, and peace. In Socialism: National or International (1942), written from London, he argued that internationalism was ‘not socialist but a liberal ideal, borrowed by socialists from the liberals of their age’. Marx himself had ‘carried the convictions and the prejudices of the liberal age into the labour movement. It is now necessary to say that the Marxists were as ready to carry into the labour movement the convictions and the prejudices of the bourgeoisie of a later day.’ For Borkenau, the Marx-Manchester panacea of a new economic order based upon ‘international free trade and international planning, absolute self-determination of nations and federal union to the exclusion of all sovereignties’ was a pipedream. He also discounted the ‘Hobson-Hilferding-Lenin’ theory of imperialism; its association of protectionist monopoly capitalism with imperial expansion was but ‘more proof of the overwhelming influence of liberalism upon early socialism’. Socialist ‘neo-liberal utopians, of the Federal Union type’ were similarly mistaken in seeking to devise an equitable and democratic ‘second, “more efficient” edition of the League of Nations’ for governing in a new age of free trade and peace. Soviet Russia’s embrace of economic nationalism, the worldwide turn to fascism and autarky after the Great Depression, the unequal levels of global economic development, and worldwide racial conflict all proved such ‘utopian’ socialist internationalist dreams delusional.114

Yet just such a Marx-Manchester planned supranational vision of free trade and peace prevailed among US socialist internationalists in the 1930s and 1940s. Under the political and intellectual leadership of Norman Thomas and Scott Nearing, US socialists renewed their Marx-Manchester commitments in response to the Great Depression and continued Republican protectionism. Thomas—a prominent interwar pacifist, anti-imperialist, and six times the SPA’s presidential nominee between 1928 and 1948—believed that the only way to end war was to reform the world economic system through a combination of Cobdenism, international socialism, co-operativism, and supranational regulation of food and raw materials.115 Under his leadership, the SPA made sure to single out the GOP’s protectionist 1930 Hawley-Smoot Tariff, calling it ‘the most monstrous tariff legislation in the history of the country. […] It has, in effect, declared economic war against the rest of the world and served to aggravate the instability of world economy and world trade.’116 Nearing took to task not only US protectionism, but also the European turn to autarky and fascism. ‘Theory denies the possibility of economically self-sufficient twentieth century nations. But fascists are not concerned with theory […;] they propose to make autarchy work.’117 Western Europe, he argued, ‘builds the frontiers of each nation every higher, with tariffs, subsidies, quotas, immigration prohibitions. […] The pursuit of this autarchic goal is driving West Europe steadily toward’ economic sectionalism, militarism, and geopolitical conflict.118 The SPA’s advocacy of free trade remained a key ingredient in its peace programme well into the postwar years, as it was too for various other socialist parties in Europe seeking regional and international economic interdependence as a prerequisite for peace.119



Conclusion

What would become a widespread early to mid-twentieth-century socialist internationalist belief that free trade was a requirement for world peace originated in 1840s Britain, in the heyday of Manchester liberalism. Building on Marx and Engels’s qualified mid-nineteenth-century endorsement of free trade, socialist internationalists thereafter borrowed from, inspired, and at times even worked alongside liberal radical disciples of the Manchester School, owing to their shared left-wing desire to overturn the militaristic economic nationalist world order that prevailed over the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. By the interwar years, and into the 1940s, they also shared a belief that supranational governance was necessary to regulate and maintain a freer, more peaceful, and interdependent global marketplace: a vision for a more equitable and ethical international economic order that informed the post-1945 globalization projects of the capitalist West, the socialist East, and the Global South.120

On the eve of the Cold War, socialist internationalists continued to draw upon a free-trade tradition that shared a common pacifistic heritage with the Manchester School’s mid-twentieth-century liberal radical heirs. As a result, both camps supported the shaping of a new economic cosmopolitan order. However, whether the peace and prosperity deriving from worldwide free trade was in itself the desired end—as it was for Manchester School capitalists such as Cordell Hull—or whether it was seen as the next progressive step towards a socialist Pax Economica remained the essential point of divergence. Meanwhile, the Marx-Manchester tradition would also help shape the early twentieth-century feminist peace movement.








4
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THE INTERNATIONAL FEMINIST FIGHT FOR FREE TRADE, ANTI-IMPERIALISM, AND PEACE




Our members [of the Women’s Peace Society] are devoted to the principle of Free-Trade and assert the right of every human to buy in the cheapest market and to sell in the dearest, and regard the constant infringement of this right as a chief cause of friction between nations. Richard Cobden […] saw clearly the intimate connection between Free-Trade and Peace.

—FANNY GARRISON VILLARD (USA), 19211

Remember that in the Women’s International League [for Peace and Freedom] we are believers in free trade.

—EVA MACNAGHTEN (BRITAIN), 19242





JANE ADDAMS MADE landfall in Holland in early July 1919. The prominent fifty-eight-year-old Chicago social reformer, suffragist, pacifist, and anti-imperialist had undertaken the transatlantic ocean voyage at the request of London’s Society of Friends. The Christian organization wanted her to bear witness to the destructive aftermath of the First World War in Europe. Upon arrival, Addams’s most pressing concern was the famine afflicting millions of Europe’s children. Addams and her two travelling companions began their overland journey to Berlin by car, courtesy of the Red Cross, which was also focusing its attentions upon Europe’s hungry children.3 Their trek marked the beginning of what would become a multi-year European humanitarian mission of a new left-leaning feminist organization: the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom (WILPF).4

Addams, in her role as WILPF’s inaugural president, had her first of many encounters with Europe’s malnourished children during a stopover in the northern French city of Lille. Inside a local school, she watched as a physician examined them by the hundred. ‘Stripped to the waist’, the children looked more like ‘a line of moving skeletons; their little shoulder blades stuck straight out, the vertebrae were all perfectly distinct as were their ribs, and their bony arms hung limply at their sides’. Adding to the macabre ambience, an eerie quiet hung over the impromptu emergency room; the French doctor on duty, having lost his voice as a side effect of wartime shellshock, ‘whispered his instructions to the children as he applied his stethoscope and the children, thinking it was some sort of game, all whispered back to him’. Addams encountered similarly graphic scenes in Zurich and throughout Germany.5 The mission’s findings reinforced her belief that, while the war may have ended, securing the peace had only just begun.

Addams led a follow-up WILPF humanitarian mission during the scorching summer of 1921, this time to south-eastern Europe, where she again encountered mass hunger. ‘Food resources which were produced in Europe itself and should have been available for instant use’, she wrote, ‘were prevented from satisfying the desperate human needs.’ Why? Because ‘a covert war was being carried on by the use of import duties and protective tariffs’, which the war’s food blockades had legitimized. These small European states, seeking self-preservation, mistakenly ‘imitated the great Allies with their protectionist policies, with their colonial monopolies and preferences’. To Addams, such suffering in the name of ‘hypernationalism’ only amplified the need for a new international system of ‘free labor and exchange’. The postwar world faced a stark choice: either ‘freedom of international commerce or international conflict of increasing severity’. To meet world food demands, her envisaged free-trade economic order would also require supranational regulation of global transportation lines to counter ‘the ambition of rival nations’. She called her cosmopolitan vision ‘Pax Economica’.6

Addams, the head of the interwar international women’s peace movement, rode upon the crest of feminism’s first wave that crashed upon the shores of the industrializing world in the mid-nineteenth century.7 First-wave feminists tended to see themselves as the mothers of the world, believing that women’s active participation in politics would curb or counter men’s predilection for nationalism and war, and their activity became an indelible component of the ‘new internationalism’ of the early twentieth century.8 Widespread feminist involvement in international peace and political emancipation movements was in part an outgrowth of the mid-nineteenth-century antislavery movement, particularly within the radical Garrisonian abolitionist wing. This radical confluence further solidified in the turn-of-the-century transatlantic women’s suffrage and anti-imperialist movements, to become what Harriet Alonso has described as ‘the suffragist wing’ of the international peace movement from the First World War onwards.9 The intersection of first-wave feminism and these other internationalist left-wing reform movements has received due scrutiny.10 By contrast, scant attention has been paid to the part played by left-wing economic ideology that helped tie them all together—free trade. Recovering the feminist free-trade tradition expands our understanding of feminists’ contributions to the foundations of International Relations theory, as well as their role in creating a more liberal economic order in the 1940s.11

As Jane Addams’s 1921 European diagnosis outlined above illustrates, the economic cosmopolitan vision of first-wave feminist peace internationalists was crucial to shaping their understanding of what was ailing the global capitalist system, and how they sought to heal it. These predominantly Western, middle-class, white women believed that protectionism—and its ensuing trade wars and geopolitical conflicts—laid the economic foundations for imperialism, war, and hunger. Free trade instead promised a panacea of cheap food, political emancipation, prosperity, anti-imperialism, and peace. Even more than their male peace allies, feminist peace activists emphasized free trade’s association with plentiful food, democratization, and social justice. For one thing, the free market’s ability to break up the monopolistic power of male landed elites would create a more conducive political environment for the expansion of women’s suffrage. For another, free trade’s dual promise of peace and cheap food meant putting an end to the violence, poverty, and starvation of women and children that invariably followed in the wake of the era’s frequent trade wars, embargoes, and military conflicts. And yet these economic cosmopolitan ideas behind first-wave feminist peace activism are to be noted for their near absence from the historiography.12

Stretching from the Victorian world of Harriet Martineau and Florence Nightingale to the interwar networks of the international women’s peace movement, feminist free-trade activism was quite often a Marx-Manchester commingling of liberal radicalism, democratic socialism, and grassroots co-operativism. In the context of this left-wing economic cosmopolitan melting pot, free trade naturally became the economic ideological bedrock for interwar feminist peace and anti-imperial activism;13 And the feminists’ transnational efforts eventually became entwined with Democratic US secretary of state Cordell Hull’s mid-twentieth-century designs for creating a more peaceful and integrated economic order: a new US-led system of international trade liberalization regulated through supranational governance and institutions.14


Transatlantic Feminists against Protectionism, 1846–1898

Free trade and feminism first met within the mid-nineteenth-century transatlantic antislavery movement. The freeing of world trade and the empowerment of women were, for some of the more radical abolitionists of both sexes, seen as necessary next steps towards reaching their goal of universal emancipation, culminating in the eradication of world hunger, aristocracy, militarism, and imperialism.15 This cosmopolitan cocktail proved critical in shaping the free-trade vision of nineteenth- and twentieth-century feminist peace internationalists.

As discussed in previous chapters, the radical left-wing free-trade ideology of transatlantic abolitionist reformers and women’s suffragists that arose in the 1830s and 1840s became known at the time as the ‘Manchester School’ or ‘Cobdenism’: the former because much of the early activity of the movement was centred in Manchester, England, and the latter because the doctrine was famously espoused by Richard Cobden, Victorian England’s apostle of free trade, who led the overthrow of the British protectionist system as leader of the Anti–Corn Law League (ACLL, 1839–1846).16 Cobden and the ACLL first set their sights locally upon Britain’s aristocratic landowners, who for too long had profited from tariffs on foreign grain even though this meant higher bread prices for hungry British consumers. Upon winning their ‘cheap loaf’ in 1846 with the overturning of the Corn Laws, Cobdenites turned their sights abroad. Building upon the international dimensions of Adam Smith’s and David Ricardo’s trade theories, Cobden and his followers believed that a universal policy of free trade would ultimately bring about domestic prosperity, political emancipation, and world peace.

Cobden and his disciples would accordingly number among the mid-nineteenth-century leaders of the transatlantic abolitionist and peace movements, both of which fast became associated too with women’s suffrage. Cobden himself was a supporter of women’s rights, as was his wife Kate Cobden, ACLL allies such as Elizabeth Pease Nichol, and prominent US Cobdenite abolitionists such as William Lloyd Garrison and Henry Ward Beecher.17 In the 1840s, Kate Cobden and other women of the ACLL staged wildly popular free-trade bazaars, which gave direct and indirect encouragement to US abolitionists, while also raising much-needed funds for the ACLL.18 Owing to this ideological intersection, some of the mid- to late nineteenth century’s leading feminist reformers became committed to free trade as a necessary step towards universal suffrage, social justice, decolonization, and peace. By the time of the First World War, international feminist peace activists were speculating that free trade’s promise of cheap food could even, with proper supranational oversight, eradicate world hunger.

Harriet Martineau was Britain’s most renowned mid-nineteenth-century feminist advocate of free trade, abolitionism, and peace. In her popular Illustrations of Political Economy (1832–34), she crafted fables to universalize the economic cosmopolitan teachings of classical political economy and, as with her story ‘Demerara’, to argue that free trade would undermine slavery. She explored this emancipatory motif of free trade further in her 1845 novel Dawn Island, a homage to the ACLL that she unveiled at that year’s free-trade bazaar held in London’s Covent Garden theatre. Her book portrayed free trade as a God-given and natural state for all humankind, but with a specifically feminine slant through its emphasis upon the underappreciated value of women’s labour. As Ayşe Çelikkol puts it, in Dawn Island free trade became ‘a pregnant woman in touch with nature and at peace with the rest of humankind, a figure capable of reconciling the pursuit of individual freedom to trade with the longing for interpersonal connection’.19

Martineau, like many of her fellow abolitionist contemporaries, considered protectionism to be a form of economic slavery because it created unfree markets for the world’s consumers and undemocratically supported aristocratic landed elites. US slavery in the South and protectionism in the North were also a concern. As a frequent traveller and commentator on American affairs, Martineau was quick to condemn the antislavery Republican Party’s protectionist 1861 Morrill Tariff. Following the outbreak of the US Civil War later that year, she worried that ‘this insane protective policy’ of the North would so antagonize Europeans that they would side with the free-trading South. ‘European sympathy’, she wrote in the Standard, ‘which ought to be wholly with the North in your present conflict, is impaired by the spectacle of the fiscal tyranny.’20 More broadly, she condemned protectionism as an ‘injustice and unkindness to foreign peoples’ and a ‘vicious aristocratic principle’ in which ‘every workingman […] is injured for the illicit benefit of wealthier classes’.21

Martineau’s economic cosmopolitanism also helped shape her criticisms of the exploitative colonial economic policies then practised by the European powers. For her, much as for her mid-nineteenth-century Cobdenite male counterparts, free trade in its purest form was antithetical to the exploitative colonialism of the mercantilist empires as well as British gunboat diplomacy in China. Regarding the latter, like Richard Cobden, she criticized British free-trade imperialism for coercively prising open Chinese markets.22 ‘Our troubles with China are thickening at this day,’ she argued. ‘How much of the virtue of free-trade itself may be lost when it is introduced through a process of wrong and violence?’23

But also like some of her mid-century left-leaning contemporaries, Martineau’s opposition to imperialism had its limits. She endorsed free-trade imperial maternalism in British colonial spaces such as India and Ireland. Dawn Island portrayed free trade as a Western civilizing mission that would raise the non-Western world from both poverty and barbarism. And while she condemned the mercantilist colonialism of the European empires, she adopted an informal imperial position with regard to Britain in India that was reminiscent of her liberal imperialist contemporary John Stuart Mill, who argued that the British were duty-bound to ‘civilize’ India through benign despotic governance.24 In British Rule in India (1857), Martineau called for letting India and the rest of the British Empire’s colonies trade freely with the world, but she never went so far as to call for an end to British colonial rule there. She instead argued that the British should ‘demand, and legislate for, commercial freedom of the people of India’. For her, free trade in India and other underdeveloped areas brought ‘civilization’, and thus must be embraced to eradicate ‘barbarism’ through the development of canals, railways, steamships, and the telegraph: all of which, in her view, went hand in hand with free trade.25 In 1863, she even looked approvingly on the coercive enforcement of free trade in Ireland, because it was providing the colony, for so long dependent upon homegrown potatoes for sustenance, with newfound food security through the ‘free importation of grain and meal’.26 Martineau’s free-trade imperial maternalism towards colonies deemed less civilized would reappear among international feminist peace activists in subsequent decades, but would noticeably diminish following the First World War.27

Florence Nightingale also contributed to the Victorian commingling of feminism and free trade in Britain. Her oft-studied establishment of a nursing profession for women had placed her among the forerunners of modern feminism.28 Her advocacy of free-trade internationalism is less recognized. Like Martineau, Nightingale gave her strong support to overturning the Corn Laws in 1846.29 In 1871, she called upon Liberal prime minister William Gladstone to make free trade a requirement in the Australian colonies in exchange for continued naval protection from the empire.30 And in 1885, at her own insistence, Nightingale became the first official female member of London’s Cobden Club, which Richard Cobden’s friends and disciples had founded in 1866 to spread his free-trade-and-peace gospel to the furthest reaches of the globe.31

Also like Martineau, Nightingale’s subscription to free-trade cosmopolitanism coloured her maternalistic views on British colonial policy in India, as well as her opposition to aristocratic monopolization of Indian lands. She believed that Richard Cobden had lit ‘a fire in the world which has never been put out’, and she prayed that the slash-and-burn of free trade might cultivate land reform in India and thus undermine the monopoly of the country’s aristocratic landlords.32 But far from demanding an end to British imperial rule in India, she advocated ‘the “United Empire of Great Britain and Ireland, the Colonies and India”. God bless the empire!’ She was also quite critical, however, of British colonial misrule of famine-stricken India. Combining her interests in both public health and free trade, amid the Indian famine of 1878 she urged the colonial government to provide India with ‘cheap water communication to bring her wheat and corn and cotton to her ports, and so ship it over the world, [such that] she might be the richest instead of the poorest of countries’.33

Late Victorian British pacifism evolved alongside that of Cobdenism and feminism. This evolution, Hilary Browne observes, ‘inevitably affected pacifist feminism as it began to emerge in the 1870s and 1880s’.34 Although lacking Martineau’s and Nightingale’s degree of fame, Caroline Ashurst Biggs, Lydia Becker, and Monica Mangan also came of age in the mid-nineteenth-century commercial peace movement. Biggs’s Englishwoman’s Review, and Becker’s Women’s Suffrage Journal, founded in 1866 and 1870 respectively, splashed Cobdenite radicalism across their pages for years thereafter. Both organs came out against imperial conflicts such as the Franco–Prussian War (1870–1871) and the First Anglo–Boer War (1880–1881), although never with a full-fledged critique of imperialism. Monica Mangan, the inaugural secretary of the International Arbitration and Peace Association’s Women’s Committee in 1887, took the opportunity to lay out the Cobdenite way towards world peace in 1892 before her marriage to Hodgson Pratt and motherhood caused her to withdraw from the pacifistic limelight.35 Within the left wing of Victorian British politics, free trade was forming a triarchy alongside feminism and peace. The feminist application of the anti-imperialism of free trade, however, remained inconsistent.

Across the Atlantic, the growing role of women as abolitionists, peace activists, and consumers informed feminist free-trade activism from the late nineteenth century, just as the tariff issue came to dominate the US political arena. Following the emancipation of US slaves in 1865, the politico-ideological conflict between economic cosmopolitanism and economic nationalism took centre stage. In 1866, women’s suffragist, Irish Home Rule supporter, and abolitionist Elizabeth Cady Stanton of New York accordingly made her controversial bid for Congress with the following creed: ‘free speech, free press, free men, and free trade—the cardinal points of democracy’.36 A decade later, she associated free trade and peace squarely with women’s suffrage. The peaceful principle of free trade, she argued, needed also to be applied to political enfranchisement: ‘the cry of “peace” is mockery […] with 20,000,000 women in chains’.37 She nevertheless held back from full-throated opposition to US imperialism after war broke out with the Spanish Empire in 1898, a further, transatlantic, illustration of the limits to the anti-imperialism of free trade among Victorian-era feminists.

With a more radical Marx-Manchester edge, a twenty-nine-year-old feminist from Pennsylvania named Florence Kelley joined the US battle between free traders and protectionists in the late 1880s; and as a socialist internationalist she sided squarely with the free traders in what became known as the Great Debate. The Great Debate over US trade policy reached fever pitch during the 1888 presidential election, pitting the Cobdenite Democratic incumbent Grover Cleveland against the protectionist Republican challenger Benjamin Harrison. As the November election neared—and with the help of her friend Friedrich Engels, by then in his late sixties—the daughter of Pennsylvania’s arch-protectionist Republican congressman William ‘Pig Iron’ Kelley oversaw the publication of the first English-language translation of Karl Marx’s 1848 ‘Speech on the Question of Free Trade’. She did so to give socialistic support to Grover Cleveland’s re-election campaign, which was focused on reining in the GOP’s expansionist protectionist programme. She also had rebellious familial motivations for doing so, ‘wishing the pamphlet unmistakable on the protectionist question because the Republican protectionist press which is all at my father’s beck and call will forthwith proclaim the fact that the daughter of the Apostle of Protection has come out in a pamphlet proving Free Trade rank Socialism and getting Marx himself as an authority’.38 Kelley would continue to support free trade as a precondition for a new more peaceful and anti-imperial economic order in the decades to come, as well as promoting ethical consumerism. In 1891, she helped found the National Consumers’ League (NCL). Inspired by the British Consumers’ League (founded in 1887), the NCL encouraged the purchase of goods that did not rely upon the exploitation of women’s and child labour, presaging the ethical consumerism of the post-1945 Fair Trade movement (see chapter 6).39

By the end of the nineteenth century the growing recognition of women as consumers and as producers of domesticity gave US free-trade feminism a further boost. From controlling household purse-strings to establishing armchair travel clubs, white middle-class women became central to what Kristin Hoganson calls a ‘consumers’ imperium’: a consumer culture that relied upon ‘the informal empire of U.S. commercial power, and the secondhand empire of European imperialism through shopping for trifles and savories’.40 Thorstein Veblen’s Theory of the Leisure Class (1899) numbered among the first of many publications to take seriously women’s purchasing power, at the same time that US women increasingly began expressing their unwillingness to pay artificially high prices for tariff-protected goods. This added yet another political strand to feminist free-trade advocacy—what Rhodri Jeffreys-Jones describes as ‘the feminization of consumption’.41



Free-Trade Feminism’s Anti-imperial Evolution, 1898–1913

Economic cosmopolitan ranks were swelled by numerous early twentieth-century feminist peace internationalists who opposed continued Western colonialism, from the ‘scramble for Africa’, to the coercive prying open of Chinese markets, to the US occupation of the Philippines. The feminist fight for free trade, anti-imperialism, peace, and social justice, from this economic ideological perspective, can be seen as part of a larger grassroots struggle to overthrow the illiberal imperial order. They blamed the economic nationalist policies of the imperial powers for creating so many of the world’s social injustices; for fomenting imperial rivalry; for exacerbating geopolitical tensions; and, by the time of the First World War, for laying the economic foundations of global military conflict. Leading international women’s suffragists would accordingly establish a variety of progressive international peace organizations promoting women’s empowerment, free trade, food security, and anti-imperialism. Their efforts would also engender right-wing opposition from anti-feminist supporters of protectionism, imperialism, and militarism.

Broadly speaking, the anti-imperial radicalism of the mostly middle-class white women’s suffrage movement remained tempered by a racialized worldview common at the turn of the century. The suffragists’ racial blinkers were often to constrain their anti-imperial vision and the racial inclusivity of their organizations, for much of the early twentieth century. Some even toed the imperial line, hoping that doing so would legitimate the women’s suffrage movement in the eyes of male political elites. Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Susan B. Anthony, for example, both at first supported the turn-of-the-century US imperial project in the Philippines on the racialized basis of the ‘civilizing mission’: for them ‘universal sisterhood’ effectively meant ‘Anglo-Saxon sisterhood’. Leaders of pro-suffrage organizations such as the International Council of Women, the International Woman Suffrage Alliance, the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, WILPF, and the Young Women’s Christian Association (YWCA), in turn, struggled internally with both the imperial question and racial inclusivity.42 Muddying the issue further is that it is not always clear whether the common first-wave feminist acquiescence in the racialized imperial order demonstrated approval, or merely an inability to conceive of a world that transcended it; for even ‘imperial suffragists’ such as Stanton and Anthony opposed empire when it was shown to hinder the expansion of women’s suffrage.43

The Cobdenite left-wing of the transatlantic women’s suffrage movement stood out because its subscribers tended to buck this racialized pro-imperial trend. Feminist free traders numbered among the leaders of both the early twentieth-century anti-imperialist and the civil rights movements. In the United States, for example, anti-imperialists Fanny Garrison Villard, Florence Kelley, Jane Addams, and Ellen Winsor joined up with male Cobdenite anti-imperialist counterparts Oswald Garrison Villard, Clarence Darrow, Thomas Mott Osborne, and Moorfield Storey to help create the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) in 1909. British free-trade feminists, including Kate and Richard Cobden’s daughters, contemporaneously mobilized against Edwardian British colonialism while also working on behalf of aboriginal rights.

The more radical left-wing of the burgeoning women’s peace movement at the turn of the century was suffused with the Manchester liberal doctrine. In 1898, German feminist Luise Zietz, head of the Social Democratic Party (SPD)’s women’s movement, argued for free trade at the party conference in Stuttgart. Much like that of Florence Kelley in the United States, Zietz’s was a Marxist variant of Manchester liberalism—the Marx-Manchester tradition discussed in the previous chapter—that the SPD leadership would adhere to for years to come because they believed that free trade would support German democratization and the country’s hungry working class, unite the world’s workers, and help curb geopolitical strife.44 Austrian peace worker Baroness Bertha von Suttner, who in 1905 became the first woman to be awarded the Nobel Peace Prize, was a prominent advocate of women’s rights, free trade, and limiting national sovereignty to defend peace and human rights. Upon arriving on US shores in 1904, she referred to the officials who ‘rummaged’ through her belongings as ‘the vandals of the tariff’. And while attending the 1908 London free-trade congress, she described it as being ‘just like the peace congress’, with ‘peace and good will’ overseeing the proceedings.45 Feminist free traders across the English Channel were paying close attention. By the turn of the century, the first explicitly women’s free-trade-and-peace organization, the Women’s Co-operative Guild (1883–1921), was looking to Zietz’s SPD for inspiration (Fig. 4.1).46

[image: ]FIGURE 4.1. Leaflet, Women’s Free Trade Demonstration (Manchester: Women’s Co-operative Guild, 1903), Jane Cobden Unwin Papers, Box 6, Folder DM 851, ‘Miscellaneous 1901–1911’. Courtesy of University of Bristol Library, Special Collections.


In turn-of-the-century Britain, Richard Cobden’s friends and family continued to champion his liberal radical causes long after his death in 1865. Within the Marx-Manchester tradition, Annie Cobden invoked her father’s memory in 1904, the centenary of his birth, to argue for socialist land nationalization to strike the final blow to Britain’s ‘feudal class’, and penned the 1906 Independent Labour Party pamphlet Richard Cobden and the Land of the People. She also landed herself in jail that same year, thanks to her suffragette militancy; upon her release, she went on a US lecture tour to fire up its suffrage movement.47 Richard Cobden’s great-niece Helena, orphaned at age eleven, was brought into the progressive Cobden family fold. She attended her first Cobden Club meeting in 1893 when she was twelve, accompanied by her cousins Jane and Ellen. Alongside her anti-imperialist cousins, at the age of twenty Helena also got involved in the pro-Boer South Africa Conciliation Committee, and threw herself into the British women’s suffrage movement. Helena and her husband Francis Hirst, British Cobdenite editor of the Economist from 1907 to 1916, worked in vain to keep Britain from going to war with Germany in 1914. The two thereafter oversaw the maintaining the Cobden family residence of Dunford House as their home base for carrying on the free-trade-and-peace cause.48

Kate and Richard’s daughter Jane Cobden was notable for her involvement across the range of British women’s suffrage, anti-imperialism, abolitionism, aboriginal rights, and free trade. In 1879 she formed a local free-trade club in Heyshot, not far from the family home in Dunford. In 1883 she and Helen Priestman Bright Clark, daughter of her father’s ally John Bright, campaigned to include women’s suffrage in the parliamentary Reform Bill of that year. Jane then controversially ran as a Progressive candidate for the London County Council in 1889. She and her sisters Maggie and Nellie were outspoken in advocating for Irish independence from the 1880s. Jane also took a lead role in opposing the Second Boer War (1899–1902) as head of the women’s department of the Stop the War Committee, working alongside Emily Hobhouse and Josephine Butler, daughter of prominent ACLL campaigner and antislavery activist John Grey.49 Jane Cobden’s uncompromising opposition to South African segregationist policies got her ousted from the executive committee of the Anti-Slavery and Aborigines’ Protection Society in 1917. She also assumed her father’s free-trade anti-imperial mantle in her opposition to the imperial protectionist Tariff Reform movement (1903–1913) (see chapter 1).50 Her publications, The Hungry Forties: Life Under the Bread Tax (1904) and The Land Hunger: Life Under Monopoly (1913), were in keeping with her father’s radical cosmopolitan vision in arguing for a free market to make food affordable and land accessible.51

Transcending the ‘Cobden sisterhood’, by the time of the First World War Britain had become a hotbed of feminist commercial peace activism, as more and more women’s suffragists demanded free trade to further their cause.52 Prominent among them were Emily M. Leaf, Catherine Marshall, Eva Macnaghten, W. Gladys Rinder, Ethil Snowden, Mary Sheepshanks, Helena M. Swanwick, and the leaders of the Women’s Co-operative Guild.53 From 1919 the British Section of WILPF provided an even wider umbrella to unite the various wings of the British suffrage movement owing to their shared belief in the pacifistic and emancipatory effects of economic liberalism on the world stage.54

Britain’s turn-of-the-century confluence of women’s suffragism with the Liberal–Labour politics of economic cosmopolitanism, anti-imperialism, and peace, in turn, often found its reverse image within the right-wing British anti-suffrage movement. Women ‘antis’, as they were sometimes dubbed, were mostly from wealthy elite families, and aligned themselves with Conservative policies of protectionism and imperial consolidation.55 Australian-born Mrs. Humphry Ward, a popular novelist and member of the prominent intellectual Arnold family, was an early leader of the English anti-suffrage movement. An opponent of Irish Home Rule, according to biographer John Sutherland she also ‘happily embraced Tariff Reform, and the quirky pro-imperialism that was part of the package’.56 Another ‘anti’, Ethel Tawse Jollie, was married to Rhodesia’s first administrator, Archibald Ross Colquhoun, and the two travelled the globe during their posting in Rhodesia, before settling into London and Edwardian British imperial politics. Jollie became a staunch defender of the ‘natural order’ of social and gender inequalities, and fought for strengthening the British Empire through emigration, imperial defence, imperial federation, and Tariff Reform. She was also active in the National Service League, which advocated compulsory military service; the Imperial Maritime League; the Women’s Unionist and Tariff Reform Association; and the Royal Colonial Institute, where in 1914 she succeeded her husband as editor of its journal, United Empire.57

Lady Mary Maxse was a notable ‘anti’, protectionist, and imperialist. She was married to the military officer Sir Frederick Ivor Maxse, who had been stationed in Egypt and South Africa at the turn of the century and became a divisional commander in the First World War. Mary Maxse lived with Ivor in South Africa during his stint in the Second Boer War (1899–1901), but for the most part was based in London, where she became a promoter of Tory imperial politics, especially Tariff Reform. Joseph Chamberlain was even godfather to her second son, Fred. Chamberlain himself was keen to enlist her early on into the Tariff Reform fight. At Chamberlain’s request, she joined the women’s branch of the Tariff Reform League in 1904, whereupon she travelled the country, held meetings, and made numerous speeches on behalf of the movement. In 1905, she became the chair of the Women’s Unionist and Tariff Reform Association. She thereafter kept busy during the first months of the First World War in pursuing her campaign for Tariff Reform alongside fighting against the country’s radical suffragette movement.58

The patriotic fervour brought on by the First World War provided upper- and middle-class white Conservative women with the opportunity to tout imperial consumerism for many years to come. During the war, the Women’s Patriotic League (founded in 1908) shifted from promoting home defence for children to promoting imperial consumption. From the 1920s to the 1930s, Conservative women thereafter maintained a grassroots ‘Buy British Empire’ protectionist movement advocating imperial consumerism. The Women’s Unionist Organisation, which by 1928 could claim a million Conservative housewives as members, spearheaded the interwar effort. According to Frank Trentmann, they ‘were the footsoldiers of the movement, organizing Empire cake competitions, canvassing shopkeepers to stock and label Empire goods, and promoting “surprise Empire boxes” […:] a hands-on imperial consumer politics, the Conservative middle-class counterpart to cooperative culture’. They promoted the Empire Shopping Week and empire-made teas to children, and even distributed recipes for empire-made foods such as banana jelly—which called for bananas from Jamaica and South African glacé cherries—and ‘imperial Christmas pudding’, the Conservative counter to the free traders’ ‘cheap loaf’.59 British left-wing feminist free traders thus faced a growing right-wing opposition from anti-suffragist proponents of imperial Tariff Reform.



The First World War and the Transnational Growth of Free-Trade Feminism

While British free-trade feminists were encountering early twentieth-century pushback from anti-suffragist imperial protectionists, the feminist free-trade-and-peace movement was picking up steam across the Atlantic from within the US anti-imperialist movement. During and immediately after the Great War, the movement expanded rapidly across Europe and across the Pacific Ocean. National and international organizations such as the Woman’s Peace Party (WPP, founded in 1915) and the Women’s Peace Society (WPS, 1919) in the USA and WILPF, headquartered in Geneva, became central organizations within the interwar commercial peace movement.

In the United States, first-wave feminist leaders such as Jane Addams, Alice Thatcher Post, Fanny Garrison Villard, and Lucia Ames Mead adapted their anti-imperial activism into an all-out assault on militarism and war. They first established themselves as officers of the Anti-Imperialist League (AIL, 1898–1920), a predominantly Cobdenite organization (see chapter 2).60 These women played key roles in carrying forward and updating the legacy of abolitionism, free trade, and peace activism for the twentieth century. Fanny Garrison Villard—Cobdenite abolitionist William Lloyd Garrison’s daughter–—along with fellow women’s suffragists Elinor Byrns, Crystal Eastman, and Madeline Doty, helped found the Woman’s Peace Party of New York State in 1914, with trade liberalization among the planks of its platform. The organization was set up following visits from Austro-Hungarian suffragist Rosika Schwimmer and British suffragist Emmeline Pethick-Lawrence.61 A year later the national WPP was created, with the New York branch its most radical. Headed by Garrison Villard, Addams, Grace Hoffman White, and Georgist editor Alice Post, the WPP became the suffragist arm of the US peace movement during the First World War, owing to the continued marginalization of women within the older US peace organizations and the WPP’s contention that equal participation of women in politics was necessary to guarantee world peace.62

The women’s free-trade-and-peace movement expanded rapidly during and immediately after the First World War, despite frequent attacks from the conservative press and the public, and despite censorship and persecution from governments. Almost overnight, Jane Addams went from being America’s darling to one of its most dangerous subversives. The first International Congress of Women was convened at The Hague in Spring 1915, where it urged ‘in all countries that there shall be liberty of commerce’, freedom of the seas, and the open door.63 The 1918 congressional programme of the Woman’s Peace Party of New York State made a similar case for ‘why a League of Nations must be based on free markets and free seas’.64 Not finding the New York peace organization’s endorsement of free trade and non-resistance radical enough, in 1919 Byrns and Garrison Villard formed the WPS. Its motto was, ‘Immediate and universal disarmament. Abolition of mob violence. Free trade, the world over.’ (Fig. 4.2).65

The WPS’s dedication to free trade remained unequivocal until the society’s dissolution in the early 1930s following the death of Fanny Garrison Villard. Its stated aims made clear that protectionism was a principal cause of imperialism and war. ‘Why? Because where Free Trade is restricted, nations fight one another in order to gain railroads or ports, spheres of influence, trade concessions, new markets, and exclusive right to undeveloped territory.’ Protectionism—be it preferential trade, boycotts, or blockades—was ‘a fountain source of hatred, greed, and false patriotism. Without question it prevents the spread of human brotherhood upon which all civilization and peace must rest.’ 66 The Cobdenite message was clear.

[image: ]FIGURE 4.2. WPS letterhead, 18 November 1920. Swarthmore College Peace Collection (McCabe Library, Swarthmore, PA), WPS Papers, Box 1, ‘Literature’.


The international women’s free-trade-and-peace movement received a bigger boost in 1919 with the creation of WILPF, whereupon the WPP became WILPF’s US Section and the WPS a friendly rival. AIL officer Jane Addams, a ‘Free Trader by conviction’, was elected WILPF’s first international president, with another American, Wellesley College economist Emily Green Balch, becoming its first international secretary at its headquarters in Geneva.67 From its inception, WILPF endorsed the call for ‘liberty of commerce’ as first enunciated at the 1915 Hague conference, making free trade an explicit programme for the international organization and its national sections for years to come.68 At the 1921 congress in Vienna, the British Section’s Emily M. Leaf moved a resolution for ‘Freedom of Trade and Communications’, which called on all national sections to ‘urge on their Governments a Free Trade policy and the pressing need for International Co-operation’. Catherine Marshall also spoke in favour, noting ‘that [John Maynard] Keynes and other Liberals in England looked to this Congress to support them in their fight for Free Trade between nations’. The French Section went further still, calling for ‘the abolition of all Trade Boycotts’ to be added to the resolution, which was seconded by the Danish Section. Fanny Garrison Villard, representing the WPS at the conference, took the opportunity to reiterate that she and the other WPS members associated with WILPF ‘are devoted to the principle of Free-Trade’ along the pacifistic lines laid out by Richard Cobden.69 In advance of Garrison Villard’s attendance, the WPS’s Sara Bard Field—a US single tax advocate, suffragist, lawyer, and poet—had even sent out an appeal to all the Vienna delegates to encourage, first, explicit adoption of ‘the principle of non-resistance’ as laid out by Gandhi and William Lloyd Garrison; second, universal disarmament; and third, ‘absolute free trade and freedom of trade opportunities the world over’.70

The WPS’s dedication to free trade as a prerequisite for peace remained prominent. Slogans such as ‘Trade Barriers Lead to War—abolish them’ and ‘Cooperation pays better than Competition. Let’s try it between Nations’ peppered the November 1921 Disarmament Parade in New York City, organized by the WPS and the Women’s Peace Union.71 And as the decade ended, the programming of the WPS’s ‘Radio Time’ on local New York stations featured Annie E. Gray, the executive secretary, discussing ‘Free Trade as an adjunct to World Peace’ (Fig. 4.3).

At this time, the WPS also noted with unconcealed delight that US protectionists had taken notice that ‘two out of three women have a grudge against the tariff’, owing to its ill effects upon consumer prices, with Gray adding that the WPS hoped ‘the “grudge” will grow into a unanimous vote for Free Trade’.72 The leaflet continued to be republished and mass distributed and so, too, would Gray continue to hammer home the society’s Cobdenite message as editor of the WPS’s monthly newsletters until the society was disbanded in the early 1930s.

Of course, US conservative nationalists also took notice of the women’s peace internationalists—and took aim. Against the backdrop of the first ‘Red Scare’, conservatives began associating any endorsement of internationalism, free trade, or peace with Bolshevism. The War Department itself was also prone to spying on the US women’s peace movement’s activities and correspondence. Militarist nationalist women’s groups such as the American War Mothers, the Daughters of the American Revolution (DAR), and the Women’s Relief Auxiliary cultivated a symbiotic alliance with the War Department; together they hounded the women’s peace movement throughout the 1920s, and submitted reports on the ‘ultra-pacifists’ to government intelligence officers. These anti-radical and anti-internationalist women’s groups also took to propaganda and disruptive protests of the various women’s peace conferences. Their efforts against pacifism and radicalism culminated in a coalition in 1927: the Women’s Patriotic Conference on National Defense. The organization would continue to meet annually well into the Cold War years.73 From 1946 onwards, groups such as the DAR also maintained their opposition to ‘any plan for world government involving world citizenship, universal currency, free trade, and the dominance of the United States by any other nation’.74
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WILPF’s economic cosmopolitanism remained central to its interwar peace activism as local sections witnessed nation after nation embrace economic autarky. In 1924 Lucie Dejardine of the Belgian Section put forward the establishment free trade and a ‘United States of Europe’ under the auspices of the League of Nations.75 At WILPF’s 1926 congress in Dublin, representatives of the sections from Canada, Czechoslovakia, France, Germany, Hungary, the Netherlands, Norway, and Japan all once again endorsed free trade as a prerequisite for peace.76 Emmy Freundlich, head of WILPF’s Austrian Section, thereafter gave a fiery speech to the mostly male attendees of the 1927 Geneva Economic Conference, in which she warned that ‘barbed-wire entanglements have given place to new frontiers in the form of high customs tariffs, which imprison goods and men’. The Netherlands’s Lizzy van Dorp similarly called upon the conference delegates to deliver the world ‘from the nightmare of customs duties’.77 Inspired by the 1928 Kellogg–Briand Pact renouncing war, the British Section’s Mary Sheepshanks condemned postwar industrial protectionism and economic autarky for starting ‘a ruinous system of putting high tariffs’ on raw materials and food, and the German Section made a point of reaffirming WILPF’s commitment to free trade.78 The WPS instead took more direct action, sending out letters to all US candidates for state and national offices to ask them where they stood on three issues: the renunciation of war, international arbitration, and ‘Free Trade between Nations as a means of bringing about International Cooperation’.79

In 1931, WILPF and the WPS received free-trade reinforcements from the International Alliance of Women for Suffrage and Equal Citizenship (IAW). At its Peace Conference in Belgrade, the Alliance condemned ‘the old methods of commercial and financial rivalry’. The organization also gave its support to the League of Nations’s call for economic interdependence and European union to end the ‘menace to world peace’.80

Free trade maintained through supranational institutions such as the League of Nations and European union became key to the economic programmes of international feminist peace organizations for years to come.81 Advocacy for universal free trade remained a crucial cosmopolitan implement in the interwar women’s peace movement’s toolkit. It would also become the cornerstone of the movement’s economic critique of the military-imperial order.



Fighting Hunger, War, and Colonialism: the Interwar Feminist Anti-imperialism of Free Trade

In seeking to understand the causes of the First World War and to avoid a sequel, interwar feminist peace activists developed sophisticated free-trade critiques of colonial economic policies. While having much in common with the critiques of their male anti-imperial contemporaries such as J. A. Hobson, feminists placed greater emphasis upon child hunger and women’s empowerment. Recognizing the perennial and militaristic power of nationalism on the world stage, WILPF’s economic cosmopolitan vision for a new anti-imperial order also made sure to include a demand for supranational governance to maintain it.

The radical New York wing of the WPP provided a preliminary enunciation in 1918 of what would effectively become WILPF’s position on the imperial question. The New York wing connected neomercantilism to the imperial search for new colonies as sources for raw materials and markets for surplus goods and capital, imperial rivalry and conflict being, in its view, the inevitable results. The WPP insisted, as the remedy, on ‘the open door’, which would ‘remove the advantage which makes colonies desirable, and strike at a root cause of war’. Its proposal drew explicitly upon two anti-imperial theorists. One was Johan Hansson, a Swedish follower of ‘Turgot, Cobden, and Henry George’. In 1914, following a trek around the globe, he had outlined his theory in a paper given to Mary Fels, the era’s most active Georgist feminist. Hansson envisaged a supranational mandatory system over the colonial world. He argued that through Western-governed policies of free trade, industrialization, and democratization, the colonial world would begin to take on self-governing responsibilities, culminating in full-fledged sovereignty and representation within a ‘world federation’. The other theorist was Emily Greene Balch. She offered a challenge to the paternalistic racism and Anglo-Saxonism of the ‘white man’s burden’ thesis by promoting, as Melinda Plastas describes it, ‘a vision of a new world steeped in a racially sensitive humanist mutuality’.82

WILPF’s own call for supranational oversight was first laid out in detail at its 1924 meeting in Washington, at which world hunger remained of paramount humanitarian concern. Andrée Jouve outlined how the French Section had established the Help for the Children of Europe Committee in 1919 to assist the starving children of Germany, Austria, and Hungary. WILPF’s humanitarian relief efforts were then expanded to the children of famine-ridden Soviet Russia in 1921. But despite their efforts, in Germany ‘unhappy women’ were yet ‘falling dead of hunger in the streets, and children were going to school unfed’. As a result, Lucie Dejardine of the Belgian Section supported establishing free trade and a ‘United States of Europe’ under the auspices of the League of Nations. The Executive Committee also called for a new League of Peoples that expressly prohibited the ‘use of hunger blockades or any blockade as a means of pressure on a nation rebellious to the new order, for it is the innocent who always pay with their misery and death’, as was the present case in Ukraine and Russia. The economic section of the proposed league would also oversee the global distribution of food ‘to keep the peoples from the famine and want which still afflict some of the populations of Europe, Africa, Asia, etc.’83

Ending the policies of food sanctions and blockades through supranational regulation were part of WILPF’s broader humanitarian programme for an anti-imperial free-trade order. W. Gladys Rinder drew attention to the British Section’s efforts to thwart the recent attempt to establish a system of imperial trade preference throughout the British Empire, and called on ‘every National Section’ of WILPF to work towards abolishing tariffs in order to establish ‘the New Order we all desire’.84 Emily Balch followed this up with a condemnation of the symbiotic relationship between economic nationalism, profit seeking, colonialism, and militarism. The nationalistic ‘economic alliance between governments and business’ was the primary culprit for ‘the whole structure of protective tariffs, of preferential arrangements in colonial policies’, and of providing protection to a nation’s investors and bankers in foreign countries. These policies were preventing ‘any true international order in the world. […] Mars is the God of the countries which fear interdependence, and work to become commercially self-sufficing. Mars is the God of passports, and the God of tariffs, and the God of concessions.’ Balch called for nothing less than a sweeping reform of the global economic order: ‘international supervision and administration in economic matters’ through the League; ‘international control of international waterways […] and absolute freedom of navigation of the ocean itself, as demanded in the famous Fourteen Points’; stabilization of the global financial system; a ‘more definite arrangement for international succor in cases of famine’; and ‘international allotment, or regulated distribution, of scarce raw materials or supplies’. This last, she qualified, would prove unnecessary ‘if we had permanent peace and complete free trade’.85 Balch’s was a truly cosmopolitan vision of a free-market world devoid of national borders and race hatred, albeit one that could never itself entirely transcend the era’s racialized structures and suppositions.86

By the time of its 1926 Dublin congress, WILPF, now claiming fifty thousand members across forty nations, laid out a detailed call for worldwide political and economic decolonization.87 The organization called for international control of financial companies involved in colonial exploitation, for a gradual move towards independence in all colonies, and for international organization of ‘exploitation of the natural resources of the colonies’ that would not ‘defraud the natives’; it also labelled the League of Nations mandates system merely ‘a new method of colonization’; and) denounced the commonly held idea of white superiority among the colonial powers.88

WILPF’s left-wing politics had come a long way from Martineau and Nightingale’s rather rosy Victorian view of British free-trade imperialism. In contrast to the common feminist acquiescence in Anglo-Saxonist racial hierarchies and colonialism before the First World War, WILPF was now demanding free trade, decolonization, and racial justice maintained through supranational governance. While the organization as a whole never completely distanced itself from the era’s ideas of racial hierarchies, its more progressive anti-imperial theorists understood economic imperialism as both a formal and informal policy ‘of acquiring great undeveloped territories or commercial concessions in backward countries, and exploiting them, not in the interest of the native inhabitants’. They identified an acceleration of this policy between 1880 and the outbreak of the First World War, and its perpetuation in the years since. ‘Tropical and semi-tropical possessions have not provided outlets for surplus populations […;] neither do these countries […] provide substantial markets for manufactured goods’; the economic advantage was doubtful, but the hostility such exploitation aroused between the colonizer and colonized was palpable. Perpetuation of the colonial project stemmed largely from a desire for ‘prestige’, imperial rivalry, and ‘wire-pulling of financial and commercial companies’.89

According to WILPF, the interwar growth of nationalism and protectionism among the imperial powers only served to abet military conflict across the globe. ‘The aggressive nationalism of the new post-war States in Europe shows itself in the setting up of high tariff-walls, an economic policy closely akin to the policy of the “self-sufficing Empire” of the imperialists, and will soon sow similar seeds of war.’ Numbering among the most dangerous factors of the current age of economic imperialism was ‘the protectionist policy adopted by the majority of States in Europe and America, the British Dominions and India’. The policy ‘throws each Nation back on its own resources, and is inspired by the effort to be self-supporting and to acquire territories that will make it self-supporting’. The policy also exacerbated geopolitical tensions by raising ‘animosity, fear and envy between States, each being afraid of being cut off from markets and raw materials’.90

At the 1926 Dublin congress, WILPF’s sophisticated remedy for curbing informal economic imperialism entailed a multipronged combination of supranational governance through the League, the outlawing of ‘native’ military service and forced labour, and support for free trade. Trace elements of the racist ‘civilizing mission’ remained, however, and the remedy took little account of what colonial subjects themselves might have wanted: ‘In the struggle for markets equality of conditions makes for safety’; and so the League needed to be empowered to ‘insist on the “open door” in all tropical colonies, on the non-militarisation of natives, on abolition of all forms of forced labour, and on an international rationing of raw materials. […] International economic control and equality of rights in economic opportunities in undeveloped territories are a real need of civilisation.’ Britain instead looked more and more likely to ‘adopt a Protectionist and exclusive policy’, which Mary Sheepshanks warned was a clear and present danger to the world order. ‘Trade and commerce should be free and not limited or “protected” by force’; economic isolationism was both ‘impracticable’ and ‘unthinkable’.91

At the same congress, Emily Balch enunciated her nuanced awareness and criticism of Western informal economic imperialism. She was also in tune with the wider transatlantic anti-imperialist movement. While a professor at Wellesley College in 1902, for example, she had invited J. A. Hobson to speak, and the two of them had co-organized a conference on socialism seven years later.92 Her writings in support of internationalism, anti-racism, free immigration, and anti-imperialism had long been included among the recommended readings of the women’s peace movement, alongside the male Cobdenite treatises of Hobson, H. N. Brailsford, and Norman Angell. Her peace work during the First World War had even cost her her job at Wellesley. At the fourth WILPF congress, held at Howard University in Washington, DC, Balch presaged today’s Fair Trade movement when she criticized any embrace of globalized trade while lacking ‘any sense of community of indebtedness, or an sense of personal relation to the coolie who picked the tea leaves or the Australian bushman, if that’s the proper name, who took care of its sheep’.93 In Dublin, Balch called for a non-coercive programme of free trade and supranational governance to give underdeveloped states a leg up. The best solution to the problem was ‘regulation without control’. The open-door principle was an ‘important step in the right direction and has wider bearings than may appear on the surface. It takes away a motive for international quarrels over colonial booty.’ While the road ahead was a difficult one, ‘we can be content with no less ambitious program’ than one that requires working with underdeveloped states in ‘such a way as to be useful to them and favorable to their development […] without forcing our control upon them’.94 In Balch’s vision for a new economic order, the anti-imperialism of free trade would curb economic imperialism, promote democracy, and uplift less developed decolonizing economies.95

The Japanese Section’s Tano Jodai similarly cautioned at the 1926 congress that her country was trending towards the European model of economic imperialism. The island nation’s dependence upon international trade had made it all too quick to copy the continental European imperial model of securing markets abroad while ‘more or less disregarding their interests and welfare […]. Japan is only imitating the European school of business in the Far East.’ American imperial expansion into the Asia-Pacific region and its exclusionary Asian immigration policy, Jodai continued, were only compounding the problem and further souring relations with Japan.96

The Dublin congress concluded its extensive critique of colonial and economic imperialism with a final powerful yet pragmatic resolution in favour of free trade, peace, decolonization, and supranational governance. WILPF was opposed to ‘every kind of Imperialism, Colonial and Economic’ and ‘opposed in principle to the possession of colonies and holding of mandates’. However, ‘in view of the fact that colonies do exist’, the organization’s proposal was for substantial revisions to the mandate system, along the lines laid out above. Regarding economic imperialism, WILPF’s foremost provision was ‘that preferential tariffs, custom barriers and all measures tending to impede the free exchange of goods and free intercourse between countries, should be abolished’. A pan-European customs union would provide ‘the first step towards the attainment of Free Trade in all countries and Continents’. And to guarantee worldwide food security, WILPF also called for ‘the international control of the distribution of raw material and food, according to the needs of the peoples and not the profit of the entrepreneurs’. This was to be administered by a League of Nations international economic council ‘including a large representation of workers and consumers of both sexes’.97

But WILPF’s anti-imperial support for free trade was increasingly being put to the test by the global growth of economic nationalism among anti-colonial movements during this period, from the Swadeshi Movement in India (see chapter 1) to President Lázaro Cárdenas’s oil nationalization programme in Mexico. By the late 1930s, while some within WILPF argued that temporary exceptions should be made for these in their economic nationalist efforts to wrest control of their natural resources from Western powers, others worried that doing so contradicted WILPF’s cosmopolitan vision and would only heighten geopolitical conflict. Internal tensions between WILPF headquarters and some national sections became irreconcilable. In the case of Mexico, upon the outbreak of war in Europe in 1939, WILPF was unable to salvage its Mexico Section.98



The Free-Trade Ideologies of Feminist Peace Activism

The international feminist peace movement’s association of free trade with cheap food, political empowerment, humanitarianism, anti-imperialism, and peace illustrates the permeation of a handful of ideological strands of Cobdenism by the time of the First World War. The most prominent were international co-operativism, Henry Georgism, and Norman Angellism. Despite some cosmetic differences of means, all shared similar Manchester liberal ends: a peaceful, food-secure, democratic, interdependent world tied together through free trade and supranational governance.

International co-operativism provided the women’s peace movement with a transnational, grassroots, consumer-oriented ‘third way’ between socialist revolution and Manchester liberalism (see chapter 3). Co-operativism’s ‘open tent’ grassroots approach to organization allowed for one of the earliest feminist efforts to mobilize on behalf of free trade, peace, and social justice. As Austria’s Emmy Freundlich—one of Europe’s leading feminists involved in the early twentieth-century international co-operative movement—described it, co-operative women strove ‘for ourselves, freedom and the right to responsible action and the development of our personalities; for our children, a higher social order and economic system which will abolish want and misery; for the world, peace among nations and common activities for the welfare of mankind’.99

Women’s co-operativism expanded rapidly across Europe in the wake of the First World War. The Marx-Manchester movement ambitiously connected women’s empowerment, free trade, the free movement of people, and peace through nonprofit co-operative enterprise. At WILPF’s 1926 congress, Austrian co-operativist and WPS member Yella Hertzka castigated the ‘great international financiers of the world’ as ‘the real power behind the throne in every country’. She called instead for expansion of the international co-operative movement to stimulate ‘good will between nations’.100 In 1929, Freundlich warned that Europe’s ‘perpetual tariff wars constitute a perpetual danger of war’ along lines she had previously laid out at the 1927 World Economic Conference. She called, alongside free trade, for the free movement of people under the auspices of the League of Nations’s International Labour Organisation. Without labourers’ ability to find work wherever they could, countries with ‘chronic unemployment […] like overheated boilers, which must get air […] will try to do so through war, especially colonial wars’. Trusts and cartels only added to the problem by fostering ‘violent disputes’ in their efforts to obtain protectionist legislation from governments in order to increase profits. Her call to action was simple. First, ‘women must everywhere support the efforts of the League of Nations to lower the tariff walls’. Second, women needed to become more involved in the international co-operative movement to undermine the profit-seeking influence of the world’s monopolistic cartels.101

Following the onset of the Great Depression, the International Co-operative Women’s Guild reaffirmed its commitment to peace through economic cosmopolitanism. At its 1930 conference in Vienna, the Guild declared that ‘the working women of all countries, house-wives and mothers’ must further ‘cooperative enterprise nationally and internationally so that a system of cooperative economy may permanently prevent war’.102 As late as 1943, the co-operative women’s movement continued to support a ‘congress of nations, free trade’, and ‘immediate postwar planning’.103 From the late nineteenth to the mid-twentieth century, the international women’s co-operative movement thus worked to create a more peaceful world order based upon the ‘third way’ cosmopolitan principles of non-profit exchange, free trade, free migration, and supranational economic governance.

The radical ‘single tax’ idea of US political economist Henry George provided another Cobdenite economic ideological strand within the feminist peace movement from the turn of the century (see chapter 2). Georgists argued that placing a tax on the estimated value of land would break up land monopolies and undermine the political power of militant aristocratic elites. The theory was first enunciated in George’s internationally popular Progress and Poverty (1879), which drew direct inspiration from Richard Cobden and Herbert Spencer. According to Georgists, governments would be able to derive all their necessary revenue from a single tax on land values. Tariffs and other forms of indirect taxation would be made redundant, ushering in a new age of unfettered free trade, prosperity, political enfranchisement, and peace.

Thanks to the single tax’s potential for reforming the economic nationalist order, as well as the Georgist movement’s strong support for women’s empowerment, George’s pacifistic ideas had spread through the growing transnational network of women’s suffragists by the turn of the century. As C. B. Fillerbown pitched it to the Massachusetts Woman’s Suffrage Association in 1897, the single tax was ‘the one missing ingredient to the woman’s suffrage alchemy, the yeast that will compel the loaf to rise whether the loaf wants to rise or not’. The Women’s National Single Tax League was created the following year, after which the association of the two movements only grew stronger. Arthur Young, in his detailed Progressive Era study of the American single tax movement, went so far as to state in 1916 that ‘there is scarcely a single taxer who is not an ardent advocate of woman suffrage’.104

Mary Fels, working alongside her husband Joseph, a wealthy retired Pennsylvania soap manufacturer, gave the single tax movement a substantial financial and propagandistic boost at the turn of the century following their relocation from Philadelphia to London. Mary herself was a radical US suffragist, an officer of the AIL, and a peace worker. Just before setting off on the Ford Peace Expedition in 1916, she explained how absolute free trade through the single tax would curb imperial demands for foreign markets and transportation networks wrought from protective tariffs—thereby eliminating the economic roots of colonialism.105 She would eventually take over as editor of the Chicago-based anti-imperial Georgist publication The Public.

Georgist feminist reformers in Britain and across the globe received much-needed financial support from Mary Fels and her husband. In Britain, their largesse led to the formation of the United Committee for the Taxation of Land Values, as well as numerous local chapters across the British Empire to break up the land monopolies controlled by the colonies’ aristocratic elites. With the Fels’s added financial bolstering, various leading women’s suffragists across the globe thus zealously took to George’s pacifistic single tax idea, owing to its straightforward prescription for breaking up land monopolies, eliminating tariffs, and its promise of a new economic order of absolute free trade, political equality, prosperity, and peace.

The Felses financing included helping to fund the creation of the single tax colony of Arden, Delaware, founded in 1900. There Georgist resident Elizabeth Magie patented the board game The Landlord’s Game in 1904 (Fig. 4.4) to help educate others about the evils of land monopolies. One of her neighbours, the socialist professor Scott Nearing (see Chapter 3), fell in love with it and used it as a teaching tool with his students at the University of Pennsylvania. The Landlord’s Game was repackaged in the 1930s to become the world’s bestselling board game, Monopoly. Few today are aware that the board game’s radical roots stretch back to a rather forgotten Georgist women’s suffragist in the turn-of-the-century economic peace movement.106

The single tax movement’s alliance with the international women’s peace movement expanded rapidly from the turn of the century. Alongside Mary Fels, Alice Thatcher Post played a notable part in this convergence, as a prominent feminist, peace activist, civil rights reformer, and a leader of the US single tax movement. She co-edited the popular Georgist publication The Public, first with her husband Louis Post and then with Mary Fels once Louis joined Woodrow Wilson’s cabinet as assistant secretary of labor. Alice was also a member of the New York peace organization the American Free Trade League (AFTL) and the Ford Peace Expedition, co-founder of the WPP, an officer of the AIL, and an Esperanto enthusiast.107 Massachusetts peace worker Mary Ware Dennett, a niece of Lucia Ames Mead, was an officer of both the AFTL and the IFTL, and prone to connecting Georgism with women’s suffrage.108 Nova Scotia-born suffragist Christine Ross Barker helped spread the single tax movement to Canada. She was the inaugural president of the Women’s Henry George League of Manhattan upon its founding in 1904. She afterwards returned to Canada, where she took a lead role in the Canadian Section of WILPF and in creating the Women’s Peace Union of the Western Hemisphere, which worked closely with the WPS in New York. She remained a prominent Georgist in Toronto throughout the interwar years.109 Like Dennett, she was a founding officer of the Boston-based IFTL, a predominantly Georgist organization (see chapter 2).110 Anna Angela George de Mill, meanwhile, Henry George’s daughter, was active on both sides of the Atlantic as a member of WILPF as well as an officer of London’s International Union for Land Value Taxation and Free Trade. As late as 1937, in a speech before that year’s Henry George Congress, de Mill argued that ‘to destroy the seeds of war there must be […] freedom of trade in production […] free trade between nations’, and ‘freedom for labor and capital’.111

[image: ]FIGURE 4.4. Lizzie Magie’s original patent drawing for her board game, The Landlord’s Game, 5 January 1904.


The commingling of Georgism and feminist peace activism transcended transatlantic Anglo-American circles. Denmark’s Georgist feminist Hedevig Sonne Hald drew a clear association between land monopolies and war at the 1929 WILPF congress: ‘The damage, brought about by Protectionism, the monopoly of trade is emphasized, lately […] but still more fatal is the monopoly of land.’ Hald’s pacifistic Georgist sentiment was shared, she noted, by such international luminaries as Ellen Key, Leo Tolstoy, Herbert Spencer, and Sun Yat Sen (see chapter 2).112 Russia’s Tatiana Sukhotin-Tolstoy, the eldest daughter of Leo Tolstoy, was, like her father, a single tax and peace advocate, and worked to expand the movement globally.113 And in Quest for Peace as I Have Known It in Australia (1949), Melbourne IFTL and WILPF officer Eleanore M. Moore explained why Melbourne’s Free Trade and Land Values League was so involved in the Australian women’s peace movement, ‘not only as a co-operator, but as believing that its own policy is integral to the attainment of international peace’.114

The early twentieth-century Cobdenite ideology then famously called ‘Norman Angellism’ after British journalist Norman Angell for a time rivalled the influence of co-operativism and Henry Georgism within the women’s peace movement. Angell’s fame and influence followed the publication of his international bestselling book The Great Illusion (1910), which argued along Manchester School lines that businessmen should be inherently predisposed towards peace because the world’s markets were so interconnected and interdependent that war would create nothing but economic loss to the world. It was both a pragmatic appeal to the businessman’s bottom line, and a pacifistic endorsement of international trade liberalization. It was also a pessimistic appeal, as Angell and other peace internationalists sought unsuccessfully to redirect the turn-of-the-century global turn towards economic nationalism, imperial rivalry, and militarism (see chapter 2).115

The strong connection between Norman Angellism and the women’s peace movement was far from accidental. Peace activist Julius Moritzen, in his 1911 treatise on the US peace movement, made the case that women, as the ‘peaceful sex’, could be a powerful pacifistic force. ‘But as a force for international peace they are negative unless they have specific instruction. They must be set to […] reading Norman Angell’s Great Illusion.’ Once so instructed, he argued, they could ‘be of very great service in informing their own busy husbands and brothers who may not have time to discuss international ethics, history, and politics’.116 In the USA, Angell soon found himself a spokesperson for the Boston-based World Peace Foundation (WPF) and the New York-based Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (CEIP), founded, respectively, in 1909 and 1910. Leaders of the women’s peace movement often worked in coordination with these two well financed US-based peace organizations, and similarly took to Norman Angellism. Poet and psychologist Anna Sturges Duryea even lectured about Norman Angellism on behalf of the WPF, and headed its women’s department in order to bring more women’s suffragists into the Angellite fold.117 Fanny Garrison Villard also took to Norman Angellism. Like her brothers, she was instilled with her father’s passionate defence of free trade, peace, abolitionism, civil rights, and women’s suffrage. But unlike her brothers, who gravitated to the single tax, Fanny stuck to Cobdenite orthodoxy and the more pragmatic appeal of Norman Angellism.118

Angell himself was a supporter of women’s suffrage and a co-worker of British feminist peace activists through his work with the Union for Democratic Control. At the instigation of Fanny Garrison Villard, in the course of Angell’s frequent US visits he became a speaker at WPP and WPS engagements; his letters to the WPP leadership were reprinted in their propaganda materials; his articles appeared in Jus Sufragii, the publication of the International Woman Suffrage Alliance; and the WPP leadership recommended his work to educate its members on issues of international political economy, along with the writings of other radical free-trade-and-peace activists such as the turn-of-the-century Cobdenite J. A. Hobson, who had helped inspire the anti-imperial activism of Lucia Ames Mead (see chapter 2).119

Budapest’s Rosika Schwimmer best embodied the direct transatlantic influence of Norman Angellism on the women’s peace movement.120 Schwimmer became a leading light of the European feminist movement upon founding the Hungarian Feminist Association in the late 1890s. In 1913 she became an officer of the International Woman Suffrage Alliance, after which she played a key role in the creation of the WPP in 1915 and WILPF in 1919. Following the publication of The Great Illusion in 1910, Schwimmer began to study what she referred to as the ‘Norman Angell theory’. She even forced her way into an all-male Norman Angell summer school in England in 1914 by promising ‘to do as much as possible to spread the idea, in writing and speaking’ during her upcoming US tour on behalf of international women’s rights and world peace.121 In Angellite fashion, shortly after her arrival in America, Schwimmer met with the automobile manufacturer Henry Ford in Detroit in November 1915. Ford apparently found persuasive Schwimmer’s argument that war was bad for business; he agreed to fund what became known as the Ford Peace Ship Expedition of December 1915, followed by the Neutral Mediation Conference in Stockholm in February 1916. By 1920, Ford was demanding that the United States ‘open the tariff doors’ as a boon to business and to humanity.122

Like Georgism, Norman Angellism reached across the Pacific to the women’s peace movement in Australia. Melbourne’s Sisterhood of International Peace included in its 1917–1918 syllabus a discussion entitled ‘What About Norman Angell Now?’ And Melbourne IFTL and WILPF officer Eleanore M. Moore gave lectures across the continent on Norman Angellism.123

Jane Addams, the leader of the interwar women’s peace movement, influenced Norman Angell, and vice versa. She and Angell corresponded with one another, and Angell was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1934 thanks in part to Addams’s support. Addams had been developing her own views on the subject for some time, as illustrated in her 1906 book Newer Ideals of Peace. However, Addams’s subsequent writings and interviews illuminate Angell’s influence on her changing international economic outlook. For example, in a 1913 Ladies Home Journal article, ‘Peace on Earth’, Addams weighed in on the international aspects of commerce and peace by highlighting that ‘perhaps the most striking manifestation among our own contemporaries is the international outlook resulting from “a world market” and the ever increasing interdependence of commercial relations’. She had noted this recently when ‘a leading citizen in Chicago’ had told her that ‘his business interests in Russia had never recovered from the profound disturbance caused by the war with Japan, and that conservative business men could no longer stand for such stupendous folly; although nothing would have astounded this man more than to have been told that he was reflecting the attitude of the Pacivists [sic]’. Indeed, ‘his very words suggested the theme of Norman Angell’s recent book, with its powerful presentation of the folly and illusion of war’.124 And following her 1921 visit to the starving masses imprisoned behind eastern European high tariff walls, she observed that ‘the situation […] seemed to bear out completely Norman Angell’s theory of the futility of war’.125 Armed with the pacifistic ideologies of Cobdenism, Addams led the interwar feminist fight for a new free-trade order.



Cordell Hull and the Feminist Pax Economica

The women’s peace movement reified their support for free trade amidst the global embrace of economic nationalism, trade wars, and imperial consolidation following the onset of the Great Depression. And they found a new ally in Cordell Hull, Democratic president Franklin Roosevelt’s secretary of state. Hull shared the feminist peace movement’s belief that free trade created a more peaceful economic order, and that protectionism created conflict. This alliance between the women’s peace movement and Hull’s State Department culminated in the creation of a more liberal trading system after the Second World War, their Pax Economica.

Jane Addams, in her long-held role as international president of WILPF, continued to argue for free trade as a prerequisite for world peace along Cobdenite lines until her death in 1935. During an NBC radio interview in 1932, for example, she was asked to elaborate on the feminist peace movement’s free-trade advocacy. She argued that ‘we believe […] that unrestricted intercourse between nations must in the long run make for better understanding and good will […] and the freedom of trade intercourse is essential to national prosperity’.126 Around the time Addams was giving her NBC radio interview, the movement received a bolstering from the National League of Women Voters (NLWV). This added support brought Addams’s envisaged new international economic order—her Pax Economica—closer to reality once the women’s peace movement allied with Cordell Hull.

Thanks largely to US Georgist and suffragist Carrie Chapman Catt, the more moderate NLWV aligned itself with the free-trade principles of the international women’s peace movement. In 1922, the NLWV established the Department on International Cooperation to Prevent War, based around expanding the regulatory powers of both the League of Nations and the US federal government to establish and maintain free trade as a means of fostering domestic prosperity and world peace. Throughout the interwar years, the NLWV advocated for economic integration and cooperation as a means of curbing protectionism, colonial monopolization of raw materials, and ensuing global conflict—‘imperialistic mercantilism’, as the NLWV’s Beatrice Pitney Lamb described it. On behalf of the department, Lamb outlined how ‘economic nationalism has come to be so much a part of the atmosphere we breathe that it is usually accepted by most people without challenge’. But if ‘world-wide economic competition were kept free of nationalist sentiment […] if it were regulated by joint international action’, there was ‘every reason why it should strengthen rather than disturb the peace of the world’, ushering in a new world order based upon the principles of ‘economic internationalism’.127 From the early 1940s, arms limitation and cooperation through the United Nations (UN) were added to the department’s pacifistic arsenal. According to Carole Stanford Bucy, the NLWV worked ‘hand-in-hand with the state department’ in campaigning for the UN even as the NLWV gained greater representation in the halls of Congress.128

WILPF and the various women’s organizations stayed hard at work to stem the militarist tide through a reformation of the 1930s economic nationalist order. In 1936, their ranks swelled still further with the addition of the National Federation of Business and Professional Women’s Clubs. In the pages of the federation’s publication Independent Woman, Lucy Goldsmith and Marie Deems outlined the ‘Trade Channels to Peace’. Goldsmith, a former New York City export manager, foreign trade consultant, and trade adviser to the prime minister of Spain, became the director of the World Trade League of the United States. Deems, a successful entrepreneur, in turn, could claim an impressive international background that included university studies at the Sarbonne, London, and Weisbaden, and a journalistic career with the pro–free trade New York World. In their Independent Woman article, Goldsmith and Deems highlighted how the current ‘situation’ in Germany owed much to the ‘rising wave of economic nationalism’, as well as why women should oppose the GOP’s 1936 platform calling for the dismantling of Hull’s trade liberalization reforms: ‘The sooner women acquaint themselves with the mechanism of the world wheel of commerce the sooner can we avoid the ambushes of destructive warfare and promote the cause of peace on a solid economic basis.’129

The following year witnessed another flurry of feminist activism on behalf of a new world order devoid of economic warfare and economic imperialism. WILPF called for a new international organization for world peace to replace the League of Nations, and doubled down on its opposition to economic imperialism. While some WILPF members such as the British Section’s Mosa Anderson expressed continued support for the civilizing mission of the mandates system so long as it was governed by the ‘open door’, the US Section announced its opposition to all forms of economic imperialism. It condemned ‘the struggle to control foreign markets and raw materials and to maintain profits upon foreign investments’ as ‘the basic reason for modern conflict’. It called for an anti-lynching bill; a relaxation of immigration restrictions; the extension of the Good Neighbor policy to China, Japan, and Russia; the halting of US ‘financial domination of Caribbean and Central American countries and of Liberia’; Japan to end its control of Chinese tariffs; and creation of the foundations for ‘real peace’ by ending economic wars ‘waged through selfish and short-sighted tariffs, monetary measures and debt policies and through unchecked competition’. Its solution also sought to raise the standard of living for the world’s workers alongside ‘the steady and gradual elimination of all tariff barriers’ via Hull’s reciprocal trade agreements, and ‘the creation of international export and import boards’ to regulate global trade in raw goods and materials.130

Rosika Schwimmer and Lola Maverick Lloyd put forward a comparable proposal, published concurrently in the 1937 pamphlet Chaos, War, or a New World Order?, which was updated and republished in 1938 and in 1942. Schwimmer and Lloyd—a co-founder of the WPP and married to the son of the radical US single taxer and anti-monopoly muckraker Henry Demarest Lloyd—first and foremost called for a ‘Federation of Nations’ organized economically through a planned industrial policy to re-employ ‘the millions liberated by the abandonment of the war system’; regulation of global raw materials to undermine the ‘excuse’ for empire; a supranational arbitration board to settle trade disputes between member states; ‘international control of traffic between states’; ‘regulation of world finance and to evolve a uniform monetary system’; and ‘the abolition of all tariffs and customs and the establishment of free trade between all nations’.131 Free trade regulated through supranational governance thus remained a common theme within the women’s peace movement on the eve of the Second World War.

The looming spectre of world war in 1939 also led WILPF’s Executive Committee to call an emergency meeting to demand a new league of nations. This new league would guarantee equal access to the world’s raw materials, ‘just regulation of production and distribution in the interests of the consumer’, racial equality, free migration and care for refugees, disarmament, and ‘the removal of trade barriers’.132 WILPF’s annual meeting in Washington, DC the following week contained an ‘American Foreign Policy’ symposium. Among the headliners was peace activist Clark Eichelberger, who would help draft the first charter of the United Nations in 1944–45.133 The women’s peace movement continued to support Hull’s tariff revolution through the Citizens’ Committee for Reciprocal World Trade (CCRWT, founded in 1948), despite congressional GOP attempts to silence them. California’s Republican B. W. Gearhart unsuccessfully sought to dismiss the CCRWT’s efforts in the House of Representatives, stating, ‘I can’t see that any useful purpose would be served by listening to spokesmen for a bunch of ladies’ sewing societies reading statements prepared by the State Department.’134 Despite such opposition, with the Second World War winding down, the long-standing left-wing feminist vision for a liberal international economic order regulated through a more potent and inclusive supranational organization was starting to become reality.



Conclusion

The economic cosmopolitan vision of feminist peace actors and organizations from the Victorian era to the Second World War was driven by the belief that universal free trade, facilitated through planned supranational governance, was crucial to obtaining a more just and peaceful world, free from want. The relationship between feminism, free trade, peace, and anti-imperialism evolved. Feminist free traders became more aware of informal economic imperialism, and more opposed to it, from the turn of the twentieth century onwards. Whereas the Victorian feminist free-trade activism of Harriet Martineau and Florence Nightingale turned a blind eye—and sometimes even a supportive wink—to its coercive implementation in places such as India, feminist free traders increasingly advocated non-coercive economic cosmopolitan reforms in order to devolve imperial systems rather than perpetuate them. By the outbreak of the Second World War, however, this free-trade endorsement would sometimes place the international feminist peace organizations at loggerheads with those anti-colonial nationalists across the Global South who instead embraced economic nationalism in order to develop domestic industries and undermine Western colonialism.

This chapter thus provides a new transnational history connecting free-trade ideas with the international feminist vision for peace from the mid-nineteenth to the mid-twentieth century. It uncovers how an earlier era of feminist peace internationalists envisaged their ideal global economic order: one of universal free trade, political equality, abolitionism, decolonization, and peace to be maintained through supranational institutions such as the League of Nations and the United Nations. But the century-long feminist fight for free trade and peace was not just a secular one. It also owed much to the pacifistic efforts of what is today the world’s largest Christian feminist organization, the YWCA. As the next chapter explores, by the mid-twentieth century the YWCA numbered as one among many left-wing Christian organizations working towards a more peaceful, free trade world.








5
Free Trade, Fraternity, and Federation
THE ECONOMIC COSMOPOLITANISM OF CHRISTIAN PACIFISM




Free trade is a Divine Law […] according to the Divine Order of things, men should fraternize and exchange their goods and thus further Peace and Goodwill on Earth.

—RICHARD COBDEN, C. 18411

National autarchy and international imperialism are alike condemned. […] Economic nationalism, no less than political nationalism, has bedeviled the relations of nations.

—LISTON POPE, 19412





THE YOUNG WOMEN’S CHRISTIAN ASSOCIATION (YWCA), which today claims to be the world’s largest ecumenical feminist organization, began moving further left on foreign policy after the First World War.3 Its US branch led the way. Upon the creation of the League of Nations in 1920, the YWCA USA’s white middle- and upper-class leadership got behind progressive demands for supranational governance to help curtail the prevailing illiberal nationalist impulse. The YWCA USA next became an outright peace group in 1922 when it included within its charter a demand for the outlawing of war. Coming to an official position over the connection between war and global trade, however, proved more complicated; the organization spent over a decade studying the relationship between tariffs and international conflict. Finally, in 1936, a consensus was reached. Amid a worsening economic depression, mounting trade wars, and shrinking supply chains, the YWCA USA came out in support of free trade as a prerequisite for world peace.

The YWCA immediately began working to undermine the military-economic nationalist world order. In 1937 the organization helped launch the New York-based National Peace Conference’s Campaign for World Economic Cooperation. The campaign endorsed the liberal trade reforms of Democratic secretary of state Cordell Hull, with added support from the liberal ecumenical organization the United Council of Church Women and its magazine Church Woman.4 Through pamphleteering, congressional lobbying, and letter-writing campaigns, the YWCA continued to throw its nongovernmental weight behind maintaining Hull’s Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act (RTAA, signed into law in 1934) and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT, established in 1947). In other words, owing to the illiberal geopolitical fallout from the First World War and the Great Depression, the YWCA transformed itself into an economic peace organization. Its interwar rebirth as a pacifistic pro–free trade organization was by no means the outcome of an immaculate conception. As explored in the previous chapter, the YWCA’s move had already been undertaken by other feminist peace organizations. Furthermore, the YWCA’s endorsement of free trade as a prerequisite to peace in the 1930s was in keeping with a century of left-wing Christian economic cosmopolitanism.

Tracing the role of left-wing Protestants and Catholics within the commercial peace movement from the mid-nineteenth to the mid-twentieth century uncovers a treasure trove of Christian contributions to international relations and economic thought.5 It also sheds much needed economic ideological light upon Christianity’s ambiguous, even contradictory, place within that century of imperial globalization.6 Like free trade, Christianity motivated imperial as well as anti-imperial actions.7 Also like free trade, Christianity was a cause of war as well as promising its cure.8 This chapter seeks to help clarify this ambiguity by recovering the history of those left-wing Christian internationalists who opposed economic nationalism, imperialism, and war. They instead desired a new economic order as, they felt, God had intended it: an interdependent, peaceful, and equitable global order to be derived from free trade, fraternity, and federation.9

Left-wing Christian economic cosmopolitans held leadership positions within the mid-nineteenth-century transatlantic peace movement. They viewed their commercial peace work as ‘a religious covenant or moral crusade’, as Richard Francis Spall puts it.10 F.S.L. Lyons has similarly pinpointed the early transatlantic marriage between evangelical pacifism and free trade to the 1830s and 1840s. According to Lyons, the struggling early nineteenth-century Christian movement needed reinforcements for its peace crusade, and, lo and behold, a powerful ally ‘appeared—the Free Trade movement’.11 In Britain, this confluence occurred amidst the fight to repeal the protectionist Corn Laws, often in concert with the more radical elements of the transatlantic antislavery movement. The two main Liberal radical leaders of the Anti–Corn Law League (ACLL, 1839–1846), John Bright—a devout Quaker and antislavery activist—and Richard Cobden—an opponent of slavery who believed that international free trade was part of God’s plan—helped solidify the alliance between the older Christian peace organizations and the burgeoning mid-century economic peace movement.12

The left-wing evolution and diffusion of the Christian commercial peace movement was pronounced. Victorian-era leaders came to oppose slavery as well as imperialism in both its formal and informal manifestations. While the movement remained grounded within Anglo-American networks, Christian free-trade-and-peace missionaries made landfall as far afield as Japan by the early twentieth century. By the time of the First World War, they numbered among the vanguard of left-leaning internationalists who recognized what Andrew Preston describes as ‘the emergence of a new global community’ that promised ‘peace through mutual dependence’.13 The illiberalism of the 1930s, in turn, drove a more radical generation of Christian economic cosmopolitans—liberal radicals, socialists, and feminists—to peace and anti-imperial activism. By the time of the Second World War, left-wing Protestant and Catholic economic peace workers were fighting for free trade, fraternity, non-interventionism, decolonization, social justice, and world federation as preconditions for their Christian Pax Economica.


Christian Pacifism and Manchester Liberalism: an Arranged Marriage, 1846–1898

Our story begins one last time in mid-nineteenth-century Britain. This was an era when numerous evangelical Christians reconciled themselves to British imperial expansion so long as it brought with it the ‘civilizing’ missionary bounties of antislavery, religious converts, and global market interdependence. The abolitionist impulse, for example, caused some zealous missionaries to turn their attention by the 1840s to ending the African slave trade. As a result, Christian missionaries such as David Livingstone found themselves acting as informal imperial emissaries of Britain’s newfound free-trade ideology; the spread of British commercial networks became conjoined with the civilizing missions of Christianity and antislavery.14 Nor did Benthamite Unitarian peace worker John Bowring find any contradiction in proclaiming in 1841 that ‘Jesus Christ is Free Trade and Free Trade is Jesus Christ’ only to then coercively prise open the China market (see chapter 2).15 Thanks to Bowring’s free-trade imperial efforts, the 1842 Treaty of Nanjing promised new markets for Manchester manufacturers—and new converts to Christianity.

Many Anglo-American evangelicals may have disapproved of the violent means by which China had been opened to the West, and many may have decried the immoral traffic in opium that followed, but many also understood the spiritual profits to be gleaned from working within British imperial networks. As Brian Stanley describes it, ‘Providentialist theology enabled the missionary lobby to welcome the outcome of a war fought in the cause of free trade—a war whose morality they had consistently condemned.’16 Antislavery missionaries also implicitly supported British colonialism in India when they argued that Indian lands ought to be used for growing cotton and sugar rather than opium in order to wean Britons from their dependence on the US and Cuban slave economies.17 Livingstone made a similar case to his British free-trade audiences with respect to developing Zambezi free-grown cotton as a replacement for US slave-grown cotton. Livingstone’s free-trade imperial designs on Central Africa were thereafter replicated in India following the 1857 ‘mutiny’.18 The late 1850s thus represented the high point of a British ‘Christian imperialism of free trade’.19

As Emily Conroy-Krutz shows, many nineteenth-century US evangelical missionaries allied with their British counterparts amid their shared search for ‘sacred purpose in commercial and imperial expansion’.20 John Bowring’s civilizational defence was even shared by a minority of US liberals such as the ageing statesman John Quincy Adams, who saw the First Opium War (1839–1842) as an antislavery police action.21 The next generation of US missionaries was more critical of the illegitimate British opium traffic in China, believing that the money could have been better spent on legitimate US goods. Yet, as Ian Tyrrell highlights, by the turn of the century many such enterprising US Christian capitalist missionaries yet viewed ‘free trade and moral improvement’ as ‘mutually reinforcing’, even if this meant participating in informal imperialism in China.22

But what about those left-wing Christian radicals who opposed such coercive formal and informal imperial initiatives? The answer requires a closer look at the growing relationship between Richard Cobden’s inner circle of non-interventionist free traders and those Protestant millenarians who supported the mid-century anti-imperial, peace, and antislavery movements.23

This left-wing Protestant marriage was contracted against the backdrop of the First Opium War. In 1840, Birmingham Evangelical Quaker, ACLL supporter, and antislavery activist Joseph Sturge called on all his fellow British Christians to condemn the ‘wholesale carnage’ wrought from the war.24 Cobden himself decried the war in China alongside the Corn Laws, whereas free trade in its natural non-coercive form was for him ‘a Divine Law: if it were not, the world would have been differently created’.25 In 1842, he wrote privately to a friend in Lancashire, the Quaker cotton merchant and ACLL ally Henry Ashworth, that the Quaker peace movement should be conjoined with the free-trade movement because ‘they are one and the same cause’.26 The ACLL’s own circular thereafter increasingly included propaganda connecting Christianity with free trade and peace:


Free trade, like religion has doctrines of peace,

Universal and God’s vital air;

And throned o’er doomed evil, he hails its increase,

While his enemies only despair.27



Throughout the 1830s and 1840s, British abolitionist free-trade firebrand George Thompson proved particularly adept at appealing to the Christian sensibilities of his transatlantic male and female audiences and, according to Simon Morgan, ‘made the greatest contribution to making the Corn Laws a moral question’.28 Manchester liberalism also revived what Sarah Crabtree describes as the Society of Friends’s deep-rooted Enlightenment-era ‘cosmopolitan sensibility’ as ‘citizens of the world’, which had been on the decline following the Napoleonic wars and the subsequent nationalist demands trending across Europe.29

With the likes of Sturge and Thompson as ACLL missionaries, Cobden’s proposed arranged marriage between the free-trade movement and the Christian peace movement fed the era’s Protestant millenarian spirit on both sides of the Atlantic. Lancashire Methodist and cotton miller David Whitehead joined the ACLL in 1842 because he believed that free trade ‘would tend very much towards establishing universal peace: and hasten on the “millennium”’.30 And Massachusetts Congregationalist minister Artemis Bullard, brother-in-law of abolitionist the Reverend Henry Ward Beecher, augured at the 1850 Frankfurt Peace Congress that the day was coming when the scriptural prophecy would be fulfilled, ‘when nations should beat their swords into ploughshares, and their spears into pruning hooks’. What transformative events heralded the advent of Bullard’s new Christian millennium? ‘The union of nations in commerce, the intercourse in travelling and visiting, encouraged by steam navigation and railroads, were hastening the day. Distant people were brought together as we are, as brothers instead of enemies.’31 The early Victorian marriage between free trade and Christian pacifism helped ‘missionary cosmopolitanism’ evolve into what Winter Werner describes as a growing belief that ‘everyone, despite seemingly irreconcilable differences, would eventually end up wanting constitutional government, free trade, and Protestant Christianity’. For an increasing number of evangelicals, ‘Commerce and Christianity’ had become inextricable.32

The 1851 Great Exhibition provided another Anglo-American sanctuary for preaching the Christian peace message and for renewing vows to economic cosmopolitanism. William Forster’s pronouncement that the ‘Temple of Peace’ heralded a new spiritual revival emanating from England to all parts of the world through modern technological advancements and free trade expressed a sentiment by then held by many of his fellow Congregationalists.33 Unitarian minister Thomas Marshall shared Forster’s enthusiasm that the Great Exhibition was ‘the glorious result of Free-Trade legislation’. Marshall quoted Acts 17:26—‘And hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth’—as evidence that trade liberalization, coupled with Protestantism, would make the world more prosperous and more peaceful.34 Consummation of the marriage was such at the Great Exhibition that Marx wrote to Engels that Britain had been overrun by the ‘cosmopolitan-philanthrophic-commercial hymns of peace’.35

American Unitarian Elihu Burritt illustrated how the Christian cosmopolitan belief in free trade, peace, and anti-imperialism had become an Anglo-American holy trinity by the time of the Great Exhibition.36 Christian peace workers such as Burritt believed that the 1851 Peace Congress—convened simultaneously with the Exhibition at Exeter Hall, just two miles down the road—represented the flip side of the same cosmopolitan coin. The twin London events were signs of Burritt’s brotherhood of men.37 As Martin Ceadel portrays it, Burritt’s ‘universal brotherhood’ was ‘a Christian-humanist variant of Cobdenite liberalism’ that lifted the left-wing Unitarian spirit.38 As editor of Advocate of Peace, in 1846 Burritt had begun republishing correspondence from his fellow British ‘friends of peace’ in a new section, ‘Universal Brotherhood’. Notable among these were letters from the liberal radical journalist and playwright Douglas Jerrold, who had written to Burritt from Oxford to condemn Britain’s recent violent imperial aggrandizements at the expense of India and China, actions that should ‘sicken [any] true Christian’. Jerrold, who would go on to christen the 1851 Great Exhibition the ‘Crystal Palace’ in the pages of Punch, also feared that war might soon break out between the United States and Britain over the Oregon boundary dispute. Yet he also held out hope that ‘free trade principles’ would go far in bringing about peace, and nothing less than ‘the political and religious regeneration of the world’.39 Burritt expressed similar sentiments to Manchester ACLL leaders: that the overturning of the Corn Laws represented the ‘Commercial Harbinger of the Millennium’.40

Burritt’s US Christian Cobdenite message grew stronger in the years that followed. He incorporated an unequivocal call for free trade in 1863. The ‘ordained’ modern-day interdependence of humankind naturally stirred ‘the appetite for peace[…;] friendly commerce between different countries […] is a condition provided and established in the very anatomy of the globe [… and] perfectly Free Trade is the only condition provided for in the constitution of nature’. Commerce was ‘vindicating its prerogative and mission of universality. […] Commerce has no country but the world, no patriotism but an earnest interest in the well-being of all the nations.’ 41 Burritt has even been credited with doing more than Cobden himself to join the British free-trade movement with Christian pacifism.42

The Reverend Joshua Leavitt took a different approach from Burritt’s brotherhood by placing greater emphasis on the connections between the antislavery movement, Christian principles, and free trade. The Massachusetts-born Congregationalist minister, founder of the antislavery Liberty Party, and editor of both the New York abolitionist periodical The Emancipator and the evangelical newspaper The New York Evangelist, sought a resolution condemning the Corn Laws at London’s 1840 World Anti-Slavery Convention. Their repeal, he argued, would enable Britain to import free-grown wheat from the US north-west as an alternative to slave-grown cotton and tobacco from the south. Following one of Joseph Sturge’s US visits, Leavitt discovered that Cobden’s ACLL ally John Bright, and other British manufacturers, were keen to move away from their dependence on southern slave-grown cotton, reaffirming Leavitt’s belief that free-grown US wheat from the west could provide greater Anglo-American prosperity and amity following repeal of the Corn Laws. In 1842, Leavitt therefore entreated the US Congress to lobby the British in favour of repeal. He brought a similar case to the 1843 London antislavery convention, before undertaking an ACLL lecture tour with Cobden and Bright. Upon returning to the United States, Leavitt founded anti-Corn Law organizations across the US north-east and west to keep up the grassroots pressure.43

Leavitt’s efforts overlapped with the Quaker-led transatlantic Free Produce movement. This consisted of a small but dedicated group of Black and white abolitionists and peace workers who advocated for more ethical consumer practices, including the boycotting of slave-grown goods. Among its Quaker leaders was Sarah Pugh of Philadelphia, an officer of the American Free Produce Association and an aunt of the feminist free-trade socialist Florence Kelley (see chapter 4). As Julie Holcomb argues, ‘the boycott was indeed a Quaker movement’. But it also transcended Quakerism. Philadelphia’s Richard Allen—a former slave and founder of the first national Black church, the Bethel African Methodist Episcopal Church—viewed the boycott as a practical means to enhance the economic power of the freed Black community within the United States.44 And as Bronwen Everill explores, the movement became even more international once it aligned itself with the ‘legitimate commerce’ movement, which sought to incentivize West African slave traders to shift instead to commodity production.45

Few Cobdenites, however, could fully accept the Free Produce movement’s reliance upon the boycott. Cobden himself argued that prohibition was counterproductive and wasteful: better in the longer term to show that free labour was more efficient than slave labour. Boston’s William Lloyd Garrison, ‘a free trader to an illimitable extent’ who would go on to become one of the first honorary (non-due paying) members of London’s Cobden Club, became openly hostile to the Free Produce movement. He had grown sceptical of the efficacy of a boycott deterring slave owners, because he believed that they were driven more by the lust for power than by greed. But some transatlantic Cobdenites such as Joseph Sturge reconciled themselves to the boycott; they noted that while barring slave-produced goods might temporarily raise the price of slave-grown products, this would be offset by shifting consumer spending to free-grown products. Businesses relying upon the products of slave labour would either fail or would turn to free labour to circumvent the boycott.46 Owing to a lack of antislavery cohesion, the Free Produce movement began petering out by the mid-1850s. But it provided an important mid-century precedent for subsequent ethical consumer movements. When coupled with the efforts of Leavitt, it also illustrated how, although they did not always agree on the means, these Christian reformers shared the same left-wing belief: that freeing men from human bondage and freeing trade were both necessary for obtaining their envisaged peaceful, democratic, and Christian world federation.

The late nineteenth-century Anglo-American economic peace movement continued to hammer home the connections between Christianity, free trade, peace, and antislavery, even after US slavery’s end in 1865. The Reverend Joshua Leavitt and other US Cobdenites formed the American Free Trade League (AFTL) in New York City immediately after the US Civil War. The motto of the AFTL’s news organ The League (named after the ACLL’s circular) was a quotation from Cobden: ‘Free trade: the international common law of the Almighty’. The Reverend Henry Ward Beecher, famed US abolitionist and another of the country’s first honorary members of the Cobden Club, went on tours on behalf of the AFTL to lecture on how protectionism was anti-Christian. ‘I reject the doctrine of “Protection”, as opposed not only to the principles of liberty but to the essential principles of Christianity,’ he thundered before his sympathetic audience, the New York Free Trade Club, one evening in November 1883. ‘The fundamental doctrine of Christianity is that all men are brethren. The fundamental doctrine of protectionism is that all men are not brethren.’ 47 British Quaker, abolitionist, and ACLL leader John Bright had long connected Christian principles with the Manchester School, and worked to spread the free-trade gospel to the United States in the early 1880s.48 By then in his seventies, he was made an honorary member of the Boston Free Trade Club at this time, and penned the introduction to the 1884 republication of M. M. Trumbull’s popular The American Lesson of the Free Trade Struggle in England, prophesying for America that much as ‘the shackles have been struck from the limbs of the slave’, so ‘they cannot remain to fetter the freedom of your industries’.49 The Christian commercial peace work of Leavitt, Beecher, and Bright helped infuse the postbellum US free-trade movement with the rhetoric of antislavery.50

Quaker Irish nationalists also played their part. Dublin printer R. D. Webb drew upon his Quaker heritage to explain his antislavery and anti-colonial views. He and his Quaker family had been intimately involved with the mid-nineteenth-century Irish, British, and US abolitionist movements, as well as the anti–Corn Law movement through Daniel O’Connell, Harriet Martineau, and John Bright. Webb and his fellow Dublin Garrisonian abolitionists also supported women’s suffrage and opposed the East India Company’s monopolization of trade in China and in India, as well as the opium traffic that bound the two together. The Dublin abolitionists instead advocated non-coercive free trade. Their efforts in the 1840s led to the creation of the Dublin British India Committee and the Hibernian Peace Society. R. D. Webb himself also coordinated US Black abolitionist Frederick Douglass’s 1845 Irish lecture tour. Webb’s son Alfred became a prominent Irish Home Rule advocate in the British Parliament, and a close friend and parliamentary ally of Indian nationalist leader Dadabhai Naoroji (see chapter 2). Alfred Webb was quite explicit in connecting his cosmopolitan Quaker upbringing with his late-Victorian support for Irish and Indian self-rule. The connection was such that he would serve as president of the Indian National Congress in 1894.51

By the late 1880s and early 1890s the economic peace movement controversially began extending its reach in the United States and Ireland to those of the Catholic faith, thanks to the pacifistic disciples of the US political philosopher Henry George. Georgism thus proved instrumental in drawing Irish-American Catholic peace workers into the wider commercial peace network. Leading left-wing Catholic peace workers in the United States became drawn to George’s turn-of-the-century single tax movement, which advocated for a tax on the estimated value of land to provide a government’s entire revenue, negating the need for tariffs (see chapter 2). George’s outspoken support for Irish land reform and home rule earned him a devoted following among radical Irish Catholic nationalists in Chicago and New York City, propelling him to run as New York’s labour/single tax mayoral candidate in 1886.52 Chicago’s prominent Catholic lawyer, women’s suffragist, and civil rights activist Edward Osgood Brown was one such Georgist disciple, and moved in the same anti-imperial and anti-war circles as fellow Chicagoans Clarence Darrow, Henry Demarest Lloyd, Jenkin Lloyd Jones, and Jane Addams. Brown would later become an outspoken supporter of Philippine independence, the League of Nations, and the outlawing of war as an officer of both the AFTL and the AIL. But Brown’s Georgist credentials at first landed him in hot holy water with Pope Leo XIII in the early 1890s. A far worse fate befell his radical Irish nationalist friend, New York’s Father Edward McGlynn. McGlynn was excommunicated for his Georgist beliefs, and then ordered to travel to Rome to explain his adherence to this brand of economic liberalism, social justice, and peace.53

Pope Leo XIII’s Rerum novarum—published in 1891 as a blueprint for Catholic social thought and as a moralistic critique of capitalism’s social inequalities—seemingly left little room for the single tax. However, George himself penned a hundred-page open letter to Leo to make the case that the two positions were compatible: that the principle of the single tax was ‘a conforming of human regulations to the will of God’, whereas protectionism ‘sanctifies national hatreds’ and ‘inculcates a universal war of hostile tariffs’ and was thus ‘opposed to Christianity’.54 George’s letter appears to have mollified Leo. Papal policy from 1892 was more amenable to the single tax movement, and the papal delegate in Washington, Archbishop Francesco Satolli, duly lifted the excommunication on McGlynn.

Catholic co-operativism in Ireland provided another left-wing path for some Irish Catholic reformers to toe the line between capitalist individualism and socialist collectivism. Co-operativism’s consumer-oriented non-profit approach to free trade (see chapter 3) worked particularly well when coupled with Irish land reform, usually situated somewhere between Henry George’s single tax proposals and the socialist land nationalization policies of the Land League (founded in 1879). Irish Catholic support for these Marx-Manchester economic reforms was tied in part to a desire to develop the British colony’s agricultural technologies and to democratize the Irish economy. It was also meant to establish social, economic, and industrial peace in the British colony, which was increasingly riven by nationalist demands for Home Rule.55 During the First World War, however, the nascent Irish Catholic co-operative movement became subsumed within the Listian anti-colonial nationalist project of Arthur Griffith’s Sinn Féin (see chapter 1).56

Griffith was far from the only Christian reformer to embrace economic nationalism by the turn of the century, foreshadowing the mounting tensions between Christian cosmopolitanism and Christian nationalism on both sides of the Atlantic. Some Christian nationalist realists took to the strong state activism of the German-American System of protectionism (see chapter 1). In the United States, for example, the Massachusetts-born Presbyterian Reverend Calvin Colton, an influential Whig anti-abolitionist, wrote a series of pamphlets between 1843 and 1844 in support of Henry Clay’s presidential run and Clay’s American System. Colton followed this up in 1846 with The Rights of Labor, a stirring defence of high tariffs and their compatibility with slavery, as well as a scathing indictment of the repeal of the Corn Laws as a smokescreen for British free-trade imperialism.57 Dorothy Ross has instead emphasized the influence of the GHS upon US Christian Socialist nationalist supporters of a more activist and protectionist state from the late 1870s.58 In February 1884, Iowa’s Republican congressman John A. Kasson, in turn, took aim at Richard Cobden’s connection of free trade and Christianity in a speech before the Brooklyn Revenue Reform Club entitled ‘Free Trade Not the International Law of the Almighty’.59 Kasson would go on to become one of the leading architects of the Republican Party’s expansionist economic programme of ‘Protection and Reciprocity’ from 1890, and would oversee a series of bilateral trade agreements under subsequent Republican imperial administrations.60 At the turn of the century, the protectionist news organ The American Economist yet made a forceful case that ‘it is the Christian example which Protection has taught to foreign nations of their duty to their own people […:] “God helps those who help themselves.”’ 61

Christian nationalism proved even stronger in early twentieth-century Germany. Most German evangelical church leaders got caught up in the nationalist euphoria of the First World War and the existential atheistic threat posed by the 1917 October Revolution. The influential Catholic Zentrum Party (founded in 1870), for example, had already become supportive of high tariffs as a show of solidarity with German conservative nationalists, alienating left-leaning Protestant and Catholic workers involved with Christian unions.62 This nationalism and conservatism was exacerbated at the war’s end, leading to what John Conway describes as ‘a retreat to the bastion of national conservative values’ now that the atheistic Soviets stood at Germany’s doorstep. This trend only continued under the Nazi Party’s ‘dynamic rise of nationalist and racist extremism’ and its persecution of pacifism alongside Judaism and Marxism. As a result, Germany’s left-wing Christian internationalists never had much room to manoeuvre on behalf of anti-militarism, trade liberalization, or world peace.63 The German example also highlights why, from the Christian cosmopolitan perspective, nationalism—whether political, religious, racial, or economic—often bore the brunt of the blame for perpetuating imperialism and war at the turn of the century.



The New Christian Radicals: Henry Georgism, Norman Angellism, Socialist Internationalism, and Christian Anti-imperialism, 1898–1934

The nationalism, militarism, and colonialism in the years surrounding the 1898 US war with Spain and the First World War renewed the left-wing Christian cosmopolitan’s anti-imperialist creed. The spread of Henry George’s single tax movement played its part here. Russian peace worker Leo Tolstoy went so far as to describe George’s single tax theory as ‘the culmination of Christianity—the City of God on earth […,] the reign of the Prince of Peace,’ and numerous Christian socialists in Britain subscribed to the single tax.64 So, too, did the pacifistic popularity of Norman Angell’s The Great Illusion (1910), known at the time as ‘Norman Angellism’, help draw more Christians into the commercial peace fold in Britain, the United States, and Japan owing to its apolitical argument that war was futile for all involved owing to the era’s unprecedented economic interdependence. The Marx-Manchester socialist internationalist free-trade tradition also left its imprint via the co-operative movement. The illiberal ‘isms’ that grew in the wake of the First World War and the Great Depression—fascism, Nazism, colonialism, protectionism—only strengthened the Christian cosmopolitan resolve that economic interdependence and international fraternity must underpin a peaceful world order.

The US war with Spain in 1898 and the acquisition of a US colonial empire in the Caribbean and Pacific spurred Christian commercial peace workers in the United States into anti-imperial action. Under the left-wing editorship of Unitarian clergyman Jenkin Lloyd Jones, the Chicago-based weekly Unity became ever more outspoken against imperialism, war, and the economic nationalist policies that produced them. Jones had spent much of his adult life working on behalf of abolitionism, women’s suffrage, temperance, labour rights, and democracy. Upon the war’s outbreak in 1898, he also became dedicated to international peace. He went about joining as many peace organizations as he could find. Unsated, he started forming his own, co-founding the Church Peace Union (CPU), the National Arbitration and Peace Congress, and the Chicago Peace Society.65 During the First World War, he next joined the People’s Council of America for Democracy and Peace. This single-tax-dominated anti-war organization, headed by the likes of Daniel Kiefer and Mary Ware Dennett, also invited socialist internationalists into its ranks, including Emily Balch, Crystal Eastman, Scott Nearing, and Norman Thomas.66

Even as Lloyd Jones was radicalizing the pacifistic pages of Unity, Benjamin Trueblood, a Quaker and long-time spokesman for the American Peace Society and editor of its journal Advocate of Peace, connected Christian principles with a united world at peace in The Federation of the World (1899). The volume consisted of two lectures that Trueblood had recently given at Medville Theological School in Pennsylvania. ‘Christian Society’, he argued, had ‘created a new sense of human worth […,] undermined tyranny and slavery […,] developed democracy […, and] the world-wide commercial interchanges of our day’, which required ‘brotherly cooperation.’ A ‘new world race’, world federation, one universal language, and economic interdependence would make colonialism obsolete and ‘war impossible’.67

Episcopal economic peace workers also kept a close critical eye on how the Republican imperial government in Washington would treat its newly acquired colonies. As a result, the early GOP decision to levy tariffs on goods going into and out of the Philippines gave US and Filipino free-trade critics of Republican closed-door imperialism another ally: the Episcopal Church’s Charles H. Brent. This progressive Canadian-born Episcopalian bishop of the Philippine Islands and early advocate of ecumenism attacked the so-called ‘splits’ tax, which placed a one hundred per cent surtax on cheap, low-quality textiles from Britain. Enacted following the lobbying efforts of the US cotton textile industry, its purpose was to encourage Filipino consumption of US-made textiles. But it resulted in pushing already poor Filipinos further into poverty by forcing them to purchase the more expensive US cotton fabrics. The Anti-Imperialist League (AIL) and many US Episcopal bishops seconded Brent’s moralistic free-trade call. By contrast, the protectionist publication of the US cotton textile industry, Textile World Record, imperialistically defended the tax by deeming it ‘a trifling detail’ that helped alleviate the burdensome US guardianship over those ‘brown men in the Philippines’ unable to govern themselves.68

Following the publication of English journalist Norman Angell’s Cobdenite-inspired The Great Illusion in 1910 (see chapter 2), many leaders within the Christian peace movement became drawn to the pragmatic apolitical allures of Norman Angellism. In Britain, the Quaker peace worker J. W. Graham got involved with the Liberal Party and the Manchester Norman Angell League. At a 1913 Quaker peace conference he urged the Society of Friends to join forces with Norman Angell’s disciples, the leaders of the ‘new pacifism’.69 So, too, did the Quaker theologian William E. Wilson, who argued in 1914 that Christian pacifism and Norman Angellism were compatible.70 That same year, The Great Illusion also informed Presbyterian minister Richard Roberts’s vision for founding the Fellowship of Reconciliation (FOR) in Cambridge: a transatlantic connection that he brought with him to his subsequent ministry positions in New York City (1917), Montreal (1922), and Toronto (1927).71 Bethlehem, Pennsylvania’s John Sayre drew upon similar Angellite inspiration when he helped establish the American FOR in 1915 and its news organ, The World Tomorrow: A Journal Looking Toward a Christian World, in 1918.72 Angell gained another key left-wing Christian disciple in Ohio-born George Nasmyth, who would become a prominent religious leader within the commercial peace movement until his untimely death in 1920. And The Great Illusion’s arguments were again resurrected during the Second World War even in the most provincial of Australian settings; as late as March 1943, at the Conference House of Berwick, Victoria, a small town near Melbourne, the Anglican Bible Class Union held a conference on non-violence with Norman Angellism the topic of discussion.73

Early twentieth-century Japanese pacifists working within YMCA transimperial networks borrowed liberally from a combination of Christian socialism, Georgism, and Norman Angellism. Christian pacifist Abe Isoo, for example, believed that salvation rested in reconciling left-wing economics with Christianity. He drew upon Christian socialism and the ideas of Japanese Protestant pacifist Niijima Jo, Henry George, and Norman Angell for inspiration. Abe’s studies at Hartford Theological Seminary in Connecticut in the early 1890s had also led to his intellectual discovery of Edward Bellamy and Leo Tolstoy. While editor of Rikugo Zasshi (Cosmos), the journal of the Tokyo Unitarian Association and the Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) in Japan, Abe opposed the Russo–Japanese War (1904–1905). In 1912, he published his Japanese translation of Angell’s The Great Illusion. Abe continued to oppose Japanese militarism throughout the interwar years as a leader of Shakai Minshuto (the Socialist People’s Party), prompting a right-wing extremist attempt to assassinate him in 1938.74

By the end of the First World War, US followers of the ‘social gospel’ were ‘in the midst of taking a sharp leftward turn’, as Andrew Preston puts it. Christian economic cosmopolitans were also working alongside their more secular counterparts, such as the Woman’s Peace Party and the World Peace Foundation (WPF).75 The movement’s interwar expansion owed much to the efforts of Toyohiko Kagawa, Kirby Page, Sherwood Eddy, Norman Thomas, Parker Moon, Reinhold Niebuhr, and John Herman Randall, as well as organizations like the Federal Council of Churches (FCC, founded in 1908), the YMCA, the FOR, the World Alliance for Promoting International Friendship through the Churches (the Alliance), the World Council of Churches (WCC), and the Catholic Association for International Peace (CAIP). And much like their interwar secular economic peace allies, they shifted further left in response to the economic nationalist disorder of the 1930s. The growing popularity of economic autarky, authoritarianism, and nationalism drove more and more Christian pacifists under the big tent of economic cosmopolitanism owing to its left-wing promise of peace, prosperity, fraternity, and social justice. Tariff walls were even likened to the walls of Jericho, requiring divine intervention to bring them down (Fig. 5.1).

Following the Great War, Japan’s Toyohiko Kagawa found himself drawn to the pacifism of Leo Tolstoy, universal suffrage, the FCC, and the international co-operative movement. After Presbyterian missionaries converted the teenage Kagawa to Christianity, he got his start as a street preacher before studying at Princeton between 1914 and 1917. Upon his return to Japan, he became more involved with the international peace and co-operative movements. He helped create and lead the National Anti-War League of Japan in 1928. He also preached to welcoming US mainline Protestant audiences in 1936 about how ‘the causes of war are largely economic’, and all could be cured through the ‘co-operative ideal’. The FCC, an interdenominational ecumenical organization that backed Roosevelt’s New Deal, sponsored Kagawa’s six-month lecture tour of a hundred and fifty US cities to preach the pacifistic free-trade ideas of the international co-operative movement. Kagawa’s anti-war activism also led to his arrest in Japan in 1940. Undeterred, this Japanese representative of the Marx-Manchester tradition next co-founded the International Peace Society in Tokyo in 1945, after which he threw himself into the World Federation movement.76

[image: ]FIGURE 5.1. Les Murailles douanières de Jéricho (The tariff walls of Jericho), in Alois Derso and Emery Kelen, Le Testament de Genève (Paris: G. Lang, 1931), 30.


In 1920s New York City, as Michael Thompson illustrates, liberal Protestantism was becoming more closely aligned with left-wing radical anti-imperialism thanks in no small part to Kirby Page and Sherwood Eddy.77 Like many of the nation’s liberal Protestants, the FCC, the CPU, and YMCA leadership, including Page and Eddy, had become caught up in the patriotic fervour of the First World War. They now sought to do penance. Democratic president Woodrow Wilson, an avowed disciple of Manchester liberalism and son of the famous Presbyterian theologian Joseph Ruggles Wilson Sr., in turn breathed new life into their progressive millenarian mission of creating a peaceful and interdependent world order in the wake of his Fourteen Points speech in 1918.78 Page, working alongside Eddy, was instrumental in connecting liberal organizations such as the YMCA and the FCC with the Quakers’ more radical American FOR and the Socialist Party of America (SPA). From YMCA headquarters in New York City, Page and Eddy oversaw mass pamphleteering campaigns on behalf of Russian recognition and Filipino independence. In The Abolition of War (1924), Page laid the lion’s share of the blame for colonialism and war upon the ‘economic imperialism’ of the ‘industrially advanced nations […] securing control of the raw materials […] and markets in backward nations’ since the 1870s. He criticized economic blockades for being ‘as deadly as war’ and harmful to neutrals as well as belligerents. He also noted with approval that the League of Nations was moving away from the economic boycott as a ‘means of enforcing its decisions’.79

In Imperialism and Nationalism (1925), Page showed that he well understood imperialism’s formal political and informal economic manifestations. The industrializing powers were ratcheting up their economic nationalist policies and their imperial search for raw materials and new outlets for surplus capital. Turkey’s economic woes, for example, had only been ‘aggravated and intensified by extreme nationalism’ by way of ‘drastic tariff regulations’ and ‘heavy taxation’. He also took ‘dollar diplomacy’ in Latin America—a US policy of providing loans with coercive strings attached—to task. In the case of El Salvador, he criticized a US loan of $6 million because it was to be repaid principally from customs duties, making El Salvador’s tariffs a permanent fixture. Drawing directly upon British ‘New Liberal’ J. A. Hobson’s Imperialism: A Study (1902), Page concluded that ‘international commerce and international finance […] desperately need regulation’ at the international level, and that ‘the whole question of the distribution of the raw materials of the earth deserves serious and immediate attention […] as does also the extraordinarily vital question of tariffs’. ‘The old theory of the absolute sovereignty of the nation needs to be abandoned’, he continued, to establish ‘permanent peace and justice throughout the earth’.80 The following year, Page once again referenced Hobson alongside the New Testament to lay out his vision for a ‘Christian Economic Order’ centred upon social justice, industrial democracy, equality for women, and universal brotherhood. Page had also recently created the Fellowship for a Christian Social Order, which tarred racism, autocracy, and ‘monopoly of natural resources for private gain’ as ‘unchristian’.81

Page had big shoes to fill at the World Tomorrow in 1926, when he succeeded Christian socialist Norman Thomas as editor of the radical Protestant journal. On Thomas’s editorial watch, the FOR-funded monthly news organ had already taken a clearly left-wing Christian stance in support of a wide array of issues, including women’s suffrage and anti-lynching. The popularity of Jamaican-born Marcus Garvey’s Universal Negro Improvement Association and Black Star Steamship Line in the early 1920s had been deemed ‘profoundly significant of the growing discontent of the Negro against the arrogant overlordship of the white man’.82 Thomas had even thumbed his editorial nose at US censors at a time of growing anti-communist crackdowns when, although denouncing its violent implementation, he gave the Bolshevik Revolution his cautious endorsement.83

Under Thomas’s and then Page’s editorship, the World Tomorrow also continued to give its pacifistic backing to economic cosmopolitanism. As the Great War wound down, the World Tomorrow’s support for free trade and anti-imperialism was extended to Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points and a League of Nations. Norman Angell worked closely with Thomas, and the Nation’s Cobdenite editor Oswald Garrison Villard (son of Fanny Garrison Villard) also served on the World Tomorrow’s editorial board.84 Belgian peace activist Henri Lambert splashed his endorsement for free trade and the League of Nations across its pages, a position that was echoed by the CPU, the FCC, and New York’s newly formed National Committee on the Churches and the Moral Aims of the War.85 The journal’s adverts contained many from the Co-operative League of America and the International Free Trade League (IFTL), including plugs for Lambert’s ‘book of the hour’, Pax Economica (1918).86 US feminist economic peace advocates Jane Addams and Florence Kelley acted as judges for the World Tomorrow’s essay prize on ‘The League of Nations: Its Practicability and Its Need’. German abolitionist, women’s suffragist, and peace worker Lida Gustava Heymann called for free trade between France and Germany as a first step towards ‘a Pan Europe’.87 And German Communist Youth Movement member Kurt Klaeber echoed Heymann’s call for the dismantling of tariff walls.88

As some of these examples suggest, the League loomed large in the World Tomorrow’s interwar internationalist imaginings about ending imperialism, war, and hunger through free trade, fraternity, and federation. The editorial board, speaking on behalf of the FOR to the journal’s five thousand subscribers in January 1919, weighed in with a special issue focused on the universalism of Christianity and the paramountcy of ending imperialism and war through the League. If a League of Nations was to ‘express the faith of Jesus’, it needed to act democratically as international arbiter; it ought not to ‘interfere with internal developments in any country’, and ‘especially must it acknowledge the right of all nations to self-determination, and insure for all economic fairplay and freedom from discriminating tariffs’.89 The editors saw new ‘opportunities to save hundreds of thousands of lives from starvation in countries hitherto closed to aid by the war. […] Out of this international cooperation in feeding the hungry, as Miss Jane Addams has suggested, may grow a real federation of peoples.’90 IFTL officer and socialist internationalist Scott Nearing was more sceptical, deriding the League Constitution for ignoring ‘economic factors entirely’. As a result of this omission, he predicted, ‘commercial and financial rivalries will breed wars in the future as they have in the past’. With more optimism, Episcopal bishop, socialist, and pacifist Paul Jones believed that the way was clear for the League to develop ‘along the lines of a real Christian world brotherhood’ that included ‘a program of complete free trade’.91

The twin issues of freeing world commerce and European federation remained high on the World Tomorrow’s peace agenda. In the October 1920 issue, disciples of Henry George deplored the class warfare and anti-democratic tendencies of the US protectionist system.92 John Maynard Keynes’s call for ‘a free trade union of the European states’ was ‘perfectly adapted for the potion of peace and good will. […] Self-determination of peoples must carry with it the removal of economic barriers if it is to be a blessing.’93 Another threat to peace was ‘exclusive nationalism with its tariffs and strategic frontiers’, whereas ‘true internationalism’ was ‘opposed to imperialism, political and economic’.94 Christian spirituality was proclaimed a natural ally of the international co-operative movement.95 Republican congressman Joseph Fordney’s proposed raising of US tariff rates in 1921 was ‘positively scandalous’, a boon to ‘big business. […] The worker is almost always worse off under a system of tariffs.’96 The Republican protectionist plan to ‘lace a tax on food’ while ‘most of the world can’t produce enough to keep from starving’ only exacerbated the crisis.97

The World Tomorrow’s transatlantic Marx-Manchester connections—a blending of socialist internationalism with liberal radicalism—were often explicit. Unitarian public school teacher Jessie Wallace Hughan—women’s suffragist, Georgist, secretary of the War Resisters League, and the 1920 Socialist candidate for lieutenant-governor of New York City—took to the pages of the World Tomorrow in 1920 to give her endorsement to Eugene V. Debs as US president. At the same time she expressed her ‘admiration’ of the British Labour Party for aiding ‘in the development of British democracy, along with Magna Carta, the Bill of Rights, and the Cobden Club’.98 J. A. Hobson, now affiliated with the Labour Party and democratic socialism, provided a stirring defence of free trade and free speech in a 1922 article.99 As the British Congregational clergyman the Reverend Albert D. Belden summed it up, ‘Christian internationalism’ needed to join hands with socialist internationalism to remake ‘a largely unsocialized civilization riven by competitive industry and divided by tariff walls’, both to save democracy and to cure ‘the poison of imperialism’.100

The World Tomorrow showed off its radical anti-imperial credentials against the British, Japanese, and US empires. Amid the editors’ condemnation of the British 1919 Amritsar massacre, and support for self-government for India, they took time out to note with approval ‘the remarkable development of the co-operative movement’.101 Norman Thomas himself advocated for Irish independence in his article ‘England, Ireland and America’, a clear homage to Richard Cobden’s 1835 pamphlet of the same title. Thomas followed this up with strident demands to be ‘done with all imperialisms which by their ruthless coercion make impossible the real unity of free peoples. […] It is this essential unity of the human race which warrants American interest in Ireland, India, Armenia, and all the rest. By the same token our treatment of the Negroes is emphatically of concern.’102 Gandhi’s non-violent fight for democracy in India also received Thomas’s unreserved seal of approval, and he opened the journal’s pages to Gandhi’s anti-colonial sentiments.103

The Meiji Empire also came in for censure. An anonymous Japanese source for the World Tomorrow reported on how Japan’s ‘whole autocracy is inextricably bound up with great masses of capital, exploitation at home and abroad, and a subsidized foreign trade that makes millionaires, but sucks the lifeblood of the nation through its high prices at home’. And yet, the author observed, it was not Japan’s imperial ambitions, but US racism, that motivated the newest round of anti-Japanese laws.104 Prominent commercial peace worker and Stanford University president David Starr Jordan sought to dampen US anti-Japanese sentiment and immigration restrictions, while conceding ‘that some Japanese, educated in Germany, have adopted Prussian ideals and have hoped to work them out by the use of the army’.105

United States imperialism received most of the World Tomorrow’s opprobrium. The journal found the USA guilty of having established ‘a colonial empire in the Caribbean regions’ of Nicaragua, Guatemala, Honduras, Costa Rica, Santo Domingo, and Haiti. US colonial rule was replete with civil rights violations, autocratic governance, and allegations of torture. ‘The Navy Department is ruling three republics without their consent primarily in the interests of their American creditors.’ Was there really no other ‘way of helping to educate “backward” people without subjecting them to flagrant economic and political imperialism’?106 A foreign policy of non-interventionism was instead advocated to counteract financial imperial interests in the Caribbean, China, Soviet Russia, and Mexico.107 From 1926, under Page’s editorship the World Tomorrow took even sharper aim at US nationalism, imperialism, and militarism for contravening Jesus’s teachings.

Page soon obtained editorial assistance from Reinhold Niebuhr, who yet had an important ecumenical part to play within the interwar economic peace movement. Niebuhr was made associate editor of the World Tomorrow in 1928, soon after his relocation to New York City, his teaching appointment at Union Theological Seminary, and his joining the FOR. Then came the stock market crash of October 1929, driving Niebuhr further to the Christian socialist left. The crash also nudged him closer to the SPA’s commercial peace champion Norman Thomas, who stayed on at the World Tomorrow as a member of its editorial board.108

Understanding the evolution of the Marx-Manchester tradition aids in understanding how and why Niebuhr continued his attack on the militant and nationalist interwar economic order.109 He castigated the US high-tariff system throughout the 1930s for contributing to the era’s trade wars, militarism, and nationalism.110 With Sherwood Eddy, he co-organized the Delta Cooperative Farm and helped with unionization efforts in Mississippi. As the 1930s ended and the horrors of Nazism and Soviet totalitarianism became better known, however, Niebuhr moved away from pacifism and Marxism and towards liberal realism. His backing for military interventionism during the Second World War and the Cold War severed any remaining ties to the Christian peace movement and Norman Thomas’s SPA—but he maintained his Christian realist support for economic justice, civil rights, democratic socialism, and freer markets.111

As Toyohiko Kagawa’s activism suggests, the left-wing Christian peace movement’s broader engagement with the international co-operative movement provided another Marx-Manchester connection. Christian Socialists began working with the co-operative movement as early as the 1850s. This occurred shortly after the co-operative enterprise was initiated in the town of Rochdale as a socialist internationalist alternative to the Manchester School’s ‘cult of laissez faire’.112 The Christian co-operative movement made continental European inroads by the 1890s.113 By around 1950, radical working-class missionaries within the Anglican Church had even began paternalistically implementing co-operative principles in Papua New Guinea and among Australia’s Aborigines and Torres Strait Islander communities.114

In the years surrounding the First World War, the ecumenical World Alliance for Promoting International Friendship through the Churches (the Alliance) also outlined its Christian economic cosmopolitan vision for a new anti-imperial world order from its headquarters in New York. At its most popular, the Alliance had national councils in as many as thirty countries, its US and British councils being the most active. Its leaders kept in touch with secular organizations such as Boston’s WPF; Edwin Mead in fact had a hand in the creation of both the WPF and the Alliance.115 The Alliance vowed that cooperation would replace competition. Christian internationalism would supersede ‘selfish nationalism’ through ‘the familyhood of nations, the limitation of sovereignty’, and equal access to global resources.116 The past half-century had shown that the ‘spirit of selfishness’ was everywhere on display: from the colonial partition of Africa and its ‘heartless disregard of the interests of native populations’, to US ‘dealings with American Indians’, to British exploitation of Peruvian rubber resources, to the two Opium Wars. International cooperation, the Alliance argued, entailed not only world governance but also ‘control of world economic conditions’; economic war would become ‘needless’ if ‘all tariff walls [were] taken down’.117

Free trade, social justice, and world federation remained foundational to the Alliance’s interwar peace work. Around the time that Norman Thomas’s World Tomorrow was beginning to throw its support behind women’s suffrage, women leaders were also being welcomed into the Alliance’s American Council.118 In 1920, the Alliance’s International Committee picked Ohio’s George Nasmyth to be its ‘world organizer’. He was chosen owing to his dedication to world federation and his vast European network cultivated through his earlier involvement with Norman Angellism, the Cosmopolitan Clubs, and the International Student Movement—an impressive peace career cut tragically short by a deadly typhus infection in September 1920.119 Sidney Gulick, as secretary of both the Alliance and the FCC’s Commission on International Justice and Goodwill, then helped to carry on Nasmyth’s work. Gulick, too, emphasized free trade, racial equality, international arbitration, and supranational organization.120

The Great Depression, and the subsequent worldwide ratcheting up of political and economic nationalism, worried the Alliance. In 1932, it organized the International Goodwill Congress in New York City around the theme ‘World Understanding and Economic Justice’. The Great War itself took the brunt of the blame for the economic depression, exacerbated by worldwide land speculation, ‘the rise of ultra-nationalism’, and ‘excessive tariffs’. The following year’s League-sponsored World Economic Conference raised the hope that international cooperation might yet replace the rampant growth of militarism, trade wars, and imperialism.121 A year later, the Alliance elaborated on its critique of political and economic nationalism. Intolerance and ‘racial pride’ had degenerated ‘into extreme nationalism’, which had manifested itself universally out of a frantic attempt of governments ‘to save themselves’. But what disasters would this ‘obsession’ lead to? ‘Extreme economic nationalism is more than a barrier to the exchange of goods, the maintenance of financial stability, and the free intercourse of men. It is an incitement to imperialism, conquest and war. It is itself a subtle and insidious form of war.’ The report of the Alliance’s Recommendations Committee—which included Presbyterian Jane Addams and Catholic commercial peace worker and Columbia University political scientist Parker Moon—concluded with a ray of hope. It called for the renewal of its ‘faith in the possibility of wider and more effective international cooperation’.122 But hope gave way again to despair in the 1934 report, focused on the theme ‘International Cooperation vs. Isolation’. The committee reminded its members that ‘the world is one’ and that ‘the task of promoting international friendship is essentially a religious task’. And the onus also fell upon the United States to work through the League because ‘peace can be assured’ only ‘through adequate world organization’. It also reiterated its opposition to the economic manifestations of ‘extreme nationalism’.123

The Chicago ecumenical Christian Century became another outlet for the economic peace movement following the Great War. Under the ownership of mainline Protestant Disciples of Christ minister and Christian socialist Charles Clayton Morrison, the periodical condemned Japanese imperial designs upon China in 1919, and encouraged instead ‘a reciprocal free-trade policy’ that would allow for ‘equitable and friendly interchange of commodities’ and democracy.124 A couple years later it declared that if the church was ‘faithful to its Christian mission’, the question of tariffs would be decided by ‘what is best for the one family of mankind’, and that ‘immigration shall be unrestricted’.125 In a July 1923 issue, Kirby Page could at once recognize that ‘the economic life of Europe is being strangled by tariff barriers and custom walls’ and exacerbating geopolitical tensions, while at the same time carving out an exception for the anti-imperialism of economic nationalism (see chapter 1); Gandhi and the Swadeshi movement in India had ‘revealed the enormous power of boycott and non-cooperation. […] This policy could be used with great power against an aggressive nation.’126

New York City Baptist clergyman John Herman Randall joined the interwar Christian commercial peace movement in the late 1920s as editor of the Unitarian magazine World Unity (1927–1935). The magazine’s debut followed a series of World Unity Conferences held in 1926 across the north-eastern United States, Montreal, and Toronto. In terms of its commercial peace message, Randall’s magazine proselytized from beginning to end. Its issues were replete with such luminaries as Lucia Ames Mead, Edwin Mead, Norman Angell, Jane Addams, Fannie Fern Andrews, David Starr Jordan, and Parker Moon. As laid out by Randall in its inaugural 1927 issues, World Unity levelled its strongest criticisms against nationalism, class conflict, and economic imperialism. The anti-colonial movements in Turkey, Egypt, India, Persia, Afghanistan, the Philippines, Latin America, and China all demonstrated that the era of the Western imperial search for ‘markets and raw materials’ was ‘breaking down before our very eyes, and gradually giving way to a new spirit that recognizes the equality of all peoples and seeks to create unity and understanding between them rather than disunity and strife’.127 The railway, telegraph, telephone, and radio ‘have made of this world a tiny whispering gallery. Space has been annihilated. […] When aerial travel is once practically established—and it will be at no distant date—what then will become of national boundaries, of custom tolls, of tariffs, and even of the distinctions of languages?’ New York was now ‘a suburb of China. […] We are all living today in one community.’ Drawing on Norman Angell’s work, Randall also noted that the world was ‘fast becoming an economic unit […]. We have all become mutually dependent and interdependent one upon the other.’128 The magazine halted publication in 1935, at which point the people behind it created the World Federation Committee to continue World Unity’s fight for a more interdependent, democratic, peaceful, anti-racist, and just global community.

Interwar Catholic peace workers also moved further to the free-trade left. Washington, DC’s CAIP, founded in 1927, aligned itself with the wider economic peace movement following the onset of the Great Depression. In 1930 the CAIP’s Reverend Parker T. Moon highlighted how war resulted from ‘the failure of mankind to obey the laws of God’. Moon emphasized a series of political and economic causes of modern war. First was the very nature of ‘contemporary imperialism’: the industrial powers’ scramble for markets invariably created geopolitical enmity, as exemplified by the Boer War (1899–1902) and the Russo–Japanese War (1904–1905), as well as violent responses from the colonized themselves. Second, in the previous century, ‘immoderate territorial nationalism’ led ‘German-speaking people’ into three wars and the United States into a war with Mexico. Third were the ‘economic causes of enmity’. In Cobdenite fashion, topping Moon’s list here were war loans, ‘monopolistic controls of raw materials’, ‘pleas for a policy of national self-sufficiency’, immigration restrictions, and ‘tariffs and trade barriers’. These last, Moon explained, had led to a series of international trade wars such as the Franco–Italian tariff war of 1888–1899, the Russo–German tariff war of 1893, and the German–Spanish tariff war of 1894. These trade wars culminated in the nationalist-inspired conflict between Austria-Hungary and Serbia; the Great War, Moon contended, ‘was in part caused, or at least aggravated, by Austro-Hungarian tariff barriers to Serbian exports’. Moreover, from the 1880s tariffs had created ‘one of the leading arguments used by European statesmen to justify imperialist conquests’ out of an ‘alleged need of colonial markets to compensate for the barring of foreign markets by high protective tariffs’. Moon concluded that Christians who loved ‘peace and justice’ must come to terms with the ‘proper relations between industrial empires and undeveloped territories’ and ‘the wisest arrangements regarding raw materials, tariffs, reparations and international debts’.129

Similar economic cosmopolitan criticisms of high tariff walls, monopolization of raw materials, and immigration restrictions abounded in the CAIP’s 1931 Europe Committee report calling for Euro-American comity as the first step towards ‘the unity of the Kingdom of Christ’ and a more just and charitable world order.130 The CAIP’s Economic Relations Committee soon began publishing entire pamphlets dedicated to the subject, such as the Reverend Thomas F. Divine’s Tariffs and World Peace (1933). This pamphlet drew inspiration from Pope Pius XI’s warning against ‘the ultimate consequences of this Individualistic spirit in economic affairs […,] economic nationalism or even economic imperialism […,] and detestable internationalism or international imperialism in foreign affairs, which holds that where a man’s fortune is, there is his country’. Divine posited that the world had entered ‘the age of economics’, wherein economic nationalism was the primary driver of imperial expansion and war. Protectionism in the 1930s equated to prohibition; ‘it is Neo-Mercantilistic in stamp and design, a part of the driftwood of the old Mercantilistic doctrine’. The present predicament was the culmination of ‘the blind fury of unbridled nationalism that swept over postwar Europe […]. Tariff walls rose higher and higher along the political boundaries of the new Europe, old nations aiming at an economic self-sufficiency that would prevent a repetition of the indignities suffered in the World War, new ones adding to this motive a desire to protect their infant industries.’ All told, it created geopolitical conflict by exacerbating tariff wars, long-standing race hatred, and imperial trade preference. By contrast, trade liberalization, in ‘recognition of the Divine Will that all share the goods of this world on equitable terms’, offered up the promise of worldwide prosperity and peace.131

Under Moon’s chairmanship, the CAIP continued to work on behalf of economic interdependence, equitable distribution of natural resources and food, freedom of migration, democratization, disarmament, decolonization, and supranational governance. Its new world order would require direction from the International Labor Office, the League, and, subsequently, the United Nations. During the Second World War the organization gave its unequivocal support to European and world federalism. It also maintained its belief that the triumph of free trade ‘would relieve the struggle for raw materials’ and migration so that ‘colonies would no longer be sought for exploitation’. Nationalism remained the greatest hurdle, and so ‘limitation of sovereignty must be a basic principle’ of whatever organization arose to replace the League of Nations.132

Blueprints for a new ecumenical Protestant economic order were drawn up at the 1937 Oxford Conference, which also launched the WCC as an anti-war organization. The conference was responding to the illiberal policies of Germany, Italy, the Soviet Union, and Japan, and to the wider problems of nationalism and sovereignty. The conference was fraught with great differences between its realist and absolute pacifist factions, mounting tensions between continental European and Anglo-American Protestantism, and a lack of consensus surrounding world federation.133 Nevertheless, the delegates were able to agree on the blueprints of a new Christian order wherein ‘the principle of justice’, guided by a love for one’s neighbours, would counteract coercion. The conference chided secular nineteenth-century liberalism for cultivating nationalism at the expense of universalism. Proceedings began with a report on ‘The Church and the Economic Order’, which lauded ‘free enterprise’ for spurring industrialization and overcoming the problem of ‘the natural scarcity of economic resources’. It had, what was more, ‘for the first time in history […] brought all parts of the world into interdependence with each other and […] made the idea of the unity of mankind a fact of common experience’. The promise of social justice, however, had not followed in its wake. Instead, echoing Hobson and Lenin, the report noted how mid-nineteenth-century ‘free trade and free competition’ had been replaced by ‘protectionist measures’ and ‘a monopolistic stage’ of capitalism that had only been ‘accelerated and accentuated’ by the Great War. But the delegates at Oxford, including Reinhold Niebuhr, remained hopeful that plenty could replace poverty, and that industrial democracy, racial harmony, and economic justice could supplant financial tyranny, racial discrimination, and economic inequality. The solution lay in some combination of Christian social democracy and economic co-operativism, an internationalist answer that the US delegates took back home, where, as Michael Thompson describes, it ‘became fused with the new American internationalism’ of the late 1930s and 1940s.134



The United Nations, Cordell Hull, and a Christian Pax Economica, 1934–1946

Leading left-wing Christian economic peace workers such as Walter Van Kirk, and organizations such as the FCC, the Alliance, the CPU, and the Commission of the Churches for International Friendship and Social Responsibility, believed that the liberal transformation of US foreign policy under FDR’s secretary of state Cordell Hull (1933–1944), the ‘Tennessee Cobden’, portended a more peaceful age. And never was it more needed. Fascism, economic nationalism, and militarism were on the rise in Japan and Europe. Colonial expansion accompanied these ‘isms’, from the Japanese invasions of Manchuria (1931) and mainland China (1937) to Italy’s invasion of Ethiopia (1935) and Nazi Germany’s advance into Poland (1939) (see chapter 1). Against this illiberal geopolitical backdrop, the ecumenical alliance with the US State Department only grew stronger as the left-wing Christian youth peace movement, especially the YMCA and the YWCA, became more involved. Hull’s support for US leadership within whatever replaced the League of Nations eventually earned him another epithet, ‘Father of the United Nations’, as well as a Nobel Peace Prize in 1945. Finally, the world’s most powerful economy had someone at the helm of the State Department who shared these peace workers’ Christian belief that both freer trade and supranational governance to maintain it would secure a more peaceful, prosperous, and fraternal economic order. An ideological commitment to the pacifying effects of free trade thus played a key role in wedding Christian and US internationalism by the time of the Second World War and the promise of a Christian Pax Economica.135

The fascism and colonialism of the 1930s created new crises for the Christian commercial peace movement. Not least, it softened some hardline stances against military interventionism. The YMCA’s Sherwood Eddy, for instance, responded to the 1935 Italian occupation of Ethiopia with a call for supranational police action through the League, and even Norman Thomas began questioning his long-standing adherence to nonviolence. By the end of the Second World War, Reinhold Niebuhr had abandoned the Christian peace movement altogether. But despite—or perhaps because of—these big global challenges, economic cosmopolitanism yet remained a key instrument in the left-wing Christian toolkit.136

New York Methodist Episcopal minister Walter W. Van Kirk and the FCC were among the first within the Christian movement to give Cordell Hull’s liberal economic reformation their blessing. In Religion Renounces War (1934), Van Kirk condemned ‘economic imperialism’ for violently carving up the world, erecting high tariff walls, and exploiting the resources of ‘backward countries’. He blamed ‘economic isolationism’ for laying ‘the seeds of war’, and noted that both the Northern Baptist Convention and the US branch of the Alliance supported freer trade. The FCC, in turn, gave its backing to Hull’s RTAA, which was designed to liberalize US trade by strengthening presidential powers over foreign economic policy.137

The Alliance became even more pointed in its support for Hull’s foreign economic reforms between 1936 and 1937. Economic justice was needed to complement racial justice, and in 1936 the Alliance called upon Democratic president Franklin Roosevelt, following the launch of his liberal New Deal reforms at home, to convene a world conference to tackle matters of ‘tariffs, trade regulations, stabilization of currencies, colonies and mandates, outlets for excess populations, access to raw materials and other essentials of life, in a spirit which subordinates national advantage to the common good’.138 In 1937, the same year as the Oxford Conference, and in which FOR executive secretary Harold Fey opposed economic sanctions against Japan, the Alliance became more explicit; it joined the FCC in endorsing Hull’s ‘promoting reciprocal trade agreements with other nations’. The FCC also recommended ‘full cooperation with the World Economic Cooperation Campaign under the direction of the National Peace Conference’, the YWCA-backed campaign discussed at the beginning of this chapter.139

The outbreak of war in Europe in 1939 instilled a new sense of urgency. In 1941 the Alliance joined up with the CPU to publish Religious Proposals for World Order. They concluded that an effective world government required a ‘fundamental reconstruction of international economic relations. […] National autarchy and international imperialism are alike condemned.’ US church leaders concluded that ‘economic nationalism, no less than political nationalism, has bedeviled the relations of nations’. Private monopolization of industries needed to be broken up. The world had ‘become a single economic unit’, requiring world organization. ‘Embargoes, trade restrictions (such as quotas and tariffs), currency restrictions, and the like [must be] abolished, [and] all nations must have equal access to raw materials and to markets, subject to the supervision of some supra-national authority.’ The ‘principal objective’ for colonies must be ‘eventual self-government’.140

The Christian cosmopolitan message of free trade was contagious. Methodists associated with John Foster Dulles’s Commission on a Just and Durable Peace convened in Chicago in May 1941 to discuss postwar planning.141 Prominent issues included national sovereignty and economic nationalism. According to the journal Methodist Woman, among the conclusions were ‘that unlimited sovereignty as now practiced is outmoded’ and that world government was inevitable. Regional federations, such as European union, were first steps to world federation. The meeting also concluded that the diminution of economic sovereignty would foster ‘a free flow of goods between nations, equal access to necessary raw materials, [and] free access to markets’. The New Deal and co-operatives were also promoted. Whilst realists and pacifists were at loggerheads over the war, they were able to find some common ground when devising a postwar economic peace.142

In 1942 the Commission of the Churches for International Friendship and Social Responsibility, under the chairmanship of the archbishop of Canterbury, published Social Justice and Economic Reconstruction. The divisions of the world stemmed from ‘divine creation and divine providence. […] The true principle of human society is a unity which is yet a diversity’; hence ‘the phenomena of race and nationhood’. However, ‘the prosperity of the whole human family depends upon the degree to which the total resources of the earth can be made available for the needs of all […;] all nations are economically interdependent’. To create a peaceful world, mankind required ‘a common moral purpose […] to direct the world’s economic and political systems’. Nations must subordinate themselves to world government, ‘a true world order’ with the power to create laws and ‘the means of enforcing it’. Economic justice necessitated economic freedom. ‘Excessive self-sufficiency’ must be prevented, and ‘the weaker states’ protected from ‘the tyrannous aggression’ of stronger states; ‘the resources of the world’ must be used justly ‘for the good of all and the proper development of the several national economies’ that ‘have been continually threated by the existence of powerful financial interests’; ‘the human rights of the inhabitants of the colonial territories must be safeguarded and in particular their inalienable right to govern themselves should be recognized and the way prepared as speedily as possible for its realization’; relations between Soviet Russia and the West must be normalized; and ‘any fancied superiority of the white to the coloured races’ must be eliminated. Such was the great mission for economic and social justice lying before the church, because ‘the world order we seek is one that has foundations and its builder and maker is God’.143

Peace-minded Christian youth were all too aware of the promises and perils of the new era of globalization, providing what Ian Tyrrell describes as ‘a major contribution to the emergence of a Christian internationalism in the 1930s’.144 The Christian student movement similarly placed the brunt of the blame for the deglobalization and global inequity that followed the onset of the Great Depression upon political and economic nationalism.145 In 1931 the Christian Student Association Movement began outlining its new Christian economic order. It criticized the anti-democratic US maintenance of a high tariff for being ‘contrary to all economic authority’. The movement declared that a new political party was needed that emphasized international consumer co-operativism, ‘world-mindedness’, ‘the social ownership of public utilities, natural resources, and the basic industries’, and ‘abolition of tariff duties’.146 Amidst another world war, in 1940 the American FOR’s Youth Committee Against War demanded the ‘elimination of restriction on world trade’ and free migration for refugees, in coordination with ‘world peace, labor, and cooperative movements’.147 ‘Communities of every color and climate, at every level of social development, have been drawn by the network of trade into a world economy,’ observed Richard Fagley in To Build a Better World: International Problems for Religious Young People (1941). The perils of unregulated interdependence had been on full display over the past twenty years:


An Austrian bank fails in May, touching off a depression that hits the United States in October. Gandhi starts a boycott of cotton goods in India and cotton workers in England are thrown on the dole. American Congress passes a new law for buying silver and Chinese coolies starve for lack of silver money. The ‘living space’ of each nation in our time is the rest of the world, for world economy means interdependence.



‘Religious youth’ needed to ‘stand should to shoulder around the earth. […] An international mind […] is essential to the solution.’ Yes, the world had ‘grown together, like the suburbs of a great city, but without the formation of police and fire departments. As a result, lawlessness and anarchy stalk the streets.’ Only world governance could maintain peace harvested from interdependence.148

The YMCA early on had established itself as a key international organization for the coordination of modern Christian youth activist networks after its founding in London in the 1840s. It had grown out of an 1844 London meeting consisting of a handful of Anglican, Baptist, Congregationalist, and Methodist leaders seeking a new cooperative organization. As YMCA peace worker Sherwood Eddy described it, the ‘founders believed in organization as much as did the widening commerce of world trade’.149 Following the 1851 Great Exhibition, the first US offshoot was formed in Boston, and the movement also made inroads in western Europe, Canada, India, Australia, and New Zealand around this time. But Henri Dunant, the secretary of YMCA Geneva, would turn it into a global movement when he helped organize the inaugural YMCA World Conference in Paris in 1855. Over the next century, the YMCA would gradually reorient its remit to include world peace.

Thanks largely to Eddy’s early twentieth-century efforts as secretary, the YMCA USA became a more explicitly radical left-wing anti-war organization.150 It also became more closely aligned with the wider economic peace movement. In the early 1910s the YMCA began working with secular peace movement leaders like Norman Angell.151 These links were such that, in 1919, the Republican Publicity Association viewed with alarm the YMCA’s promotion of pro–free trade texts in its night school classes.152 Dunford House, Richard Cobden’s family home in England, in turn was gifted by the family to the YMCA in 1952. And as late as 1953, Georgist ideas were included in local YMCA curricula.153 And, of course, the YMCA supported Cordell Hull’s trade reforms.

But the most crucial economic cosmopolitan addition to the interwar youth Christian peace movement came from the YWCA USA (founded in 1858). As outlined at the beginning of this chapter, its official embrace of free trade occurred just as Cordell Hull began liberalizing US foreign trade policy in the mid-1930s. This cosmopolitan confluence led to a direct line of communication between the Christian commercial peace movement and the US State Department. The story of when and how this relationship between the YWCA and Hull’s State Department developed is a remarkable one—and it might as well have been taken straight from Norman Angell’s The Great Illusion.

The YWCA’s Angellite political manoeuvring was initiated between 1935 and 1936 by Swiss-born Clara Guthrie d’Arcis, treasurer of the YWCA’s Disarmament Committee and president of the Geneva-based Union mondiale de la femme pour la concorde internationale (Women’s world union for international harmony). She and Henrietta Roelofs, the vice-chair of the National Committee on the Cause and Cure for War (NCCCW), developed the aptly entitled ‘Plan for Bringing Economic Forces into Co-operation with the Women’s Peace Movement’.154 Their plan was to persuade export-oriented organizations such as the American Manufacturers’ Export Association that it was in their financial interest to support the international women’s peace movement.

After receiving a copy of the YWCA’s new economic peace plan, the vice-president of General Motors wrote back to d’Arcis, letting her know that he was going to bring her organization’s initiative to the attention of his close friend Cordell Hull because ‘he is literally consumed with a desire for continued peace, both morally and as the only possible restorative to world trade and our own domestic prosperity’. FDR’s secretary of state was


surely the best ally you have in the world today. He is an idealist who believes in peace for its own sake, but he is also a realist who is striving earnestly to make peace possible by breaking down the barriers to world trade—the vicious implements of economic warfare—by a program of direct political action which is sound philosophically and feasible in practice.



The move would necessitate joining forces: ‘If I can get Secretary Hull to endorse the laudable work you are doing in your field to educate the public to the utter hopelessness of war, I would say that you ought, for your own part, to stand for the principles Mr Hull stands for.’155

So it came to pass. Led by the YWCA, the NCCCW maintained a decades-long pamphleteering and congressional lobbying campaign on behalf of international trade liberalization and supranational institutions such as the United Nations (UN) and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT, established in 1947) to facilitate it.156 By 1940, numerous other left-wing Christian peace organizations were following the YWCA’s lead, including the American Friends Service Committee, the American Unitarian Association, the American Youth Congress, the CPU, the Council for Social Action of the Congregational and Christian Churches, the CAIP, the General Conference Commission on World Peace of the Methodist Episcopal Church, and the Alliance.157

At the end of the Second World War, ecumenical influence over US foreign policy reached its zenith once world federation had become a top priority. The promise of supranational organization raised Christian internationalist hopes for a more peaceful world federation, giving rise to the World Order movement in 1942. With left-wing women’s groups at the vanguard, the movement rivalled the interwar mass mobilization on behalf of Prohibition.158

Left-wing Christian advocates of world federation and free trade thereafter made a sizeable contribution to the creation of the UN. The CAIP gave its support to the 1944 Dumbarton Oaks agreements supporting a new international organization to replace the League of Nations. In contrast to US conservative evangelicals, who opposed human rights and world organization, after much internal debate the World Order movement duly gave its blessing to the 1945 San Francisco Conference of the United Nations Organization.159 Walter Van Kirk, now a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, next led a conference delegation to the San Francisco Conference on behalf of the FCC.160 He would continue to advocate for the advancement of ‘the cause of peace and justice’ through UN technical assistance and food aid for the underdeveloped world.161

Brooklyn’s Hamilton Holt stood out among the Christian cosmopolitans participating in the San Francisco Conference. He had already established himself within the early twentieth-century international peace, world federation, and social justice movements. He was the publisher and editor of the liberal New York magazine The Independent. He was also an advocate for immigrant and Black civil rights, co-founding the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People in 1909. In 1910, through the New York Peace Society, he helped found the World Federation League, and he and David Starr Jordan joined forces to persuade Andrew Carnegie to send Norman Angell to Germany ‘in the cause of peace’.162 Holt served as president of New York’s CPU, as a founding member of the Alliance, and as an officer of the League to Enforce Peace (founded in 1915). He served on an advisory committee of the Women’s Peace Party during the First World War to explore the feasibility of world federation; and he was thereafter executive director of the Woodrow Wilson Foundation to support international peace, a lecturer for the WPF, and author of the 1916 article ‘A Declaration of Interdependence’.163 In 1923, the protectionist news organ the American Economist described Holt’s name as being ‘synonymous with Free-Trade’.164 Holt’s secular and ecumenical peace pedigree provided him with a vast network of contacts to call upon in 1940 to help devise a more durable and substantive supranational organization. He then invited international speakers to New York to tackle the problem of world peace, with support for Cordell Hull’s reciprocal trade agreements high on the agenda, followed by Holt’s own participation in the 1945 San Francisco Conference. With some degree of self-congratulation, he called the establishment of the UN ‘the greatest milestone in international political progress’ since the US Constitution.165 World federation and supranational governance looked poised to oversee the birth of a Christian Pax Economica.



Conclusion

Liberal radicals in Britain and the United States explicitly married the free-trade movement to the Christian peace movement in the 1830s and 1840s. The connection between free trade, antislavery, and peace became stronger at an evangelical millenarian moment that marvelled at the promise of the era’s new tools of globalization on behalf of world fraternity. Subsequently, in response to the illiberal fallout from the First World War and the Great Depression, the Christian peace movement’s interwar left-wing attachment to free trade intensified, as did its support for supranational governance to maintain it. The movement’s criticisms of nationalism also became sharper. Along the way, it allied itself with other radical social justice initiatives, including abolitionism, women’s suffrage, world federalism, and civil rights. Although centred within Anglo-American networks, the movement reached as far afield as Japan. Along the way, the Christian commercial peace movement drew ecumenical inspiration from numerous Cobdenite traditions, including Georgism, Norman Angellism, and co-operativism, by the turn of the twentieth century.

These efforts culminated in the 1940s, when Christian economic peace workers maintained their support for Cordell Hull’s trade liberalization initiatives, from the RTAA to the GATT. They also backed the creation of the UN and its goals of free trade, economic and social justice, universal human rights, and world peace. Nationalism remained the biggest obstacle, leading to worried speculation that national sovereignty yet remained too powerful within the UN framework. Even so, 1946 marked, as the World’s YWCA put it, the dawning of a new ‘world order which shall make possible peace with justice’.166 After a century of left-wing Christians’ grassroots activism on behalf of free trade, fraternity, and federation, their ecumenical Pax Economica appeared to have finally arrived.
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Pax Economica vs. Pax Americana
THE LEFT-WING FREE-TRADE FIGHT AGAINST NEOCOLONIALISM, NEOMERCANTILISM, AND NEOLIBERALISM, 1945–2022




At mid-century, a farsighted generation of leaders acted on the bitter lessons of protectionism, devastating depression and war. They embraced the revolutionary idea that freedom—free democracies, free markets, the free flow of ideas, the free movement of people—would be the surest route to the greatest prosperity for all […,] that growing economic interdependence would lead to greater peace among nations. [… T]hey have been proven spectacularly right.

—DEMOCRATIC US PRESIDENT BILL CLINTON, WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION CONVENTION, GENEVA, 18 MAY 19981

Cobden would have roared with laughter at the idea [of Brexit]; before getting very angry at the false choice between nationalism and internationalism, worse at the crass epithet coined by a prime minister [Theresa May] not fit to wipe the boots of Peel or Gladstone, that those whose affinities do not stop at the white cliffs of Dover are to be maligned as ‘citizens of nowhere’.

—SIMON SCHAMA, FINANCIAL TIMES, 28 FEBRUARY 20192





YOU MIGHT RECALL that our story began with Strike Up the Band, the Gershwins’ late-1920s musical satire about a high tariff on cheese leading to a US war with Switzerland. You might also recall that the reboot a couple of years later switched the cheese tariff for one on chocolate. It’s therefore rather fitting that our story now closes with a story about trade and chocolate. Only this time it’s not about tariffs, but about their lack—at the airport. If you’ve ever flown, you’ve probably also strolled through an airport duty-free shop. You might even have purchased something from its perfume-laden tax-free counters. What you might not know is that this experience is a post-1945 outgrowth of the left-wing fight for free trade, anti-imperialism, and peace.

‘Duty free’ as we know it today was the brainchild of an Irish anti-colonial visionary named Brendan O’Regan. The man who in the 1970s and 1980s would go on to help spearhead the Irish peace movement through the Irish Commission for Justice and Peace, Co-operation North, the Centre for International Co-operation, and the Irish Peace Institute, O’Regan got his start as a caterer at Shannon Airport in Ireland in the 1940s. As Europe’s westernmost airport, Shannon became the primary mid-century stopover for passengers making the transatlantic journey. O’Regan thought, ‘Why not take advantage of the traffic, and make the airport a discounted one-stop shop, too?’ Duty free allowed international consumers to circumvent international trade barriers, popularizing domestic products such as Irish whiskey around the globe and spurring his nation’s industrial growth.

To be sure, for O’Regan duty free was both a profit maker and a nationalistic economic recipe. But it was also an anti-colonial and a peace project. As he saw it, Ireland found itself in an even worse situation than the rest of postwar Europe owing to the island’s legacy of formal British colonial exploitation, which had artificially stunted Irish industrial development. British-controlled Northern Ireland was also riven by mounting tensions between Protestants and Catholics. O’Regan speculated that offering duty-free goods could address both these pressing issues at once by bringing in tourism, boosting industries, creating jobs, and incentivizing peaceful economic exchange with Northern Ireland. Nor was O’Regan’s anti-imperialism of free trade designed solely for Ireland. If duty free could work there, it could work anywhere. He specifically eyed the decolonizing world. ‘Particularly in Third World situations,’ O’Regan believed, ‘the Shannon Zone should be duplicated.’ He therefore cast an aspirational anti-colonial eye towards exporting the idea as a peaceful path towards economic independence and cooperation. It caught on. In 1972, the UN even began funding multi-week training courses at Shannon Airport to educate other nations on how they might set up their own duty-free zones, among them Sri Lanka, Taiwan, China, Indonesia, Mexico, Columbia, Egypt, Ghana, and Nigeria.3

Let’s return to chocolate. Aside from Irish whiskey, Shannon Airport’s other early duty-free smash hit came from an at the time middle-ranking Swiss chocolatier called Toblerone. The triangular-shaped chocolate’s addition to Shannon’s duty-free shelves back then has since become a household name for sweet-tooths across the globe. While taxes on Swiss chocolate once sparked a farcical fictional war in the Gershwins’ 1920s USA, tax-free Swiss chocolate now helped cultivate a new cooperative era of decolonization, prosperity, and peace in real-world 1950s Ireland.4

O’Regan’s anti-imperialism of free trade at the airport, Swiss chocolate included, fitted comfortably within the wider economic cosmopolitan moment.5 His scheme joined others in the century-long left-wing fight for free trade, anti-imperialism, and peace undertaken by the liberal radicals, socialist internationalists, feminists, and Christian peace workers that has been explored in previous chapters. Thanks to the movement’s grassroots efforts, during and immediately after the Second World War, the Western powers seemed ready for peace through interdependence. Led by the United States, a concerted effort was undertaken to avoid returning to the economic nationalist status quo that had long prevailed over the imperial order and that had deepened the Great Depression. This more liberal economic order required regulation and governance through new supranational bodies such as the United Nations (UN), the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank, and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). Multilateralism and international development were baked into what became the Bretton Woods system (1944–1971).6 Left-leaning supporters of a free-trade Pax Economica also called for the dismantling of the European empires. The commercial peace movement’s mid-century champion, Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s secretary of state Cordell Hull, whom Martin Daunton describes as ‘Richard Cobden reincarnated’, is widely regarding as the pacifistic programme’s progenitor. Decolonization and Western advocacy for freer trade and multilateralism now seemed poised to supplant the protectionism of the previous era of imperial globalization.7

Yet within just a few years of the launching of these same pacifistic trade liberalization initiatives, the world again found itself on the verge of global war. By the end of the 1940s, multilateralism was floundering as the great powers settled onto a permanent Cold War footing. The turn away from multilateralism included a growing chorus of US policymakers, who started to identify their envisaged postwar Pax Americana more with the projection of US military might than with economic cooperation.8 At the same time, the surviving imperial powers also remained reluctant to part with their colonies, leading to violent clashes with anti-colonial nationalists. The liberal radicals, socialists, feminists, and Christians who led the commercial peace movement once more found themselves on the outside looking in.

The main culprits for this illiberal turn of events were three ideological ‘isms’—neocolonialism, neomercantilism, and neoliberalism—that wove their way through the hyper-militarized tapestries of the Cold War and decolonization. To anti-colonial nationalists, Western domination of the new supranational governance organizations looked like old-school economic imperialism dressed up in new clothes: what became known as neocolonialism. Anti-colonial nationalists fought back against neocolonialism, culminating in the UN’s Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD), established in 1964. Continued collaboration between the developing world led in 1974 to the unveiling of the anti-colonialists’ alternative global economic vision, the New International Economic Order (NIEO), to counteract continued Western discrimination. Historians have long emphasized how Western, US-led neocolonialism was a new form of free-trade imperialism—what New Left revisionists call ‘open door imperialism’.9 And yet, while free-trade imperialism was at times included in the critique, a closer look at the early UNCTAD and NIEO proceedings of the 1960s and 1970s illuminates how the Third World remained far more critical still of the protectionist policies of the neocolonial powers—as a neomercantilist carry-over from the imperialism of economic nationalism. The 1962 US embargo on Cuba became the poster child of the Cold War’s coercive implementation of economic nationalism. The commercial peace movement’s main condemnations of Western trade practices grew to echo the Third World’s anti-neomercantilist refrain. From these left-wing perspectives, the neomercantilist continuities between the post-1945 trade regime and the century that preceded it are striking.

The free-trade-and-peace movement adapted its grassroots strategies in response to the increasingly militant and exploitative post-1945 geopolitical landscape. From the 1970s, this included the growing influence of Western neoliberalism, which the commercial peace movement had unknowingly helped facilitate through its century-long efforts. The organizations spearheading the left-wing movement, such as the Socialist Party of America (SPA), the Young Women’s Christian Association (YWCA), the Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom (WILPF), and the World Council of Churches (WCC), were at first supportive of the liberal multilateral initiatives that Cordell Hull helped set up in the late 1940s, including the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act (RTAA), the proposed International Trade Organization (ITO), and its replacement, the GATT. Working more closely with less radical but better funded peace bodies such as the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (CEIP), the economic peace movement set up big-tent lobbying groups like the Citizens’ Committee for Reciprocal World Trade (CCRWT, founded in 1948) to better facilitate and defend its Pax Economica from neomercantilist forces. But from around 1970, the increasing popularity of anti-democratic free-trade ideas and policies among conservative political elites—the growth, that is, of neoliberalism—forced the left-wing movement to seek out alternative grassroots pathways. Its ‘alter-globalization’ vision sought to reconcile the movement’s long-standing desire for economic interdependence with the decolonizing world’s demands for economic sovereignty.10 Left-wing alter-globalization accordingly embraced the ethical and equitable economic ideals of the international co-operative movement and the burgeoning Fair Trade movement, whose hallmark we now find stamped on coffee bags and bars of chocolate.


Closing Doors: Neocolonialism, Neomercantilism, and the Anti-imperialism of Economic Nationalism, 1946–1970

Just as the commercial peace workers believed they finally had Pax Economica in their grasp in the late 1940s, it slipped through their fingers. The divisiveness of the Cold War—be it in terms of the capitalist West versus the socialist East, the First World versus the Second and Third Worlds, the Global North versus the Global South, or the neocolonial world versus the decolonizing world—meant that global economic cooperation became a big ask. As in the century before, economic nationalism as both an imperial and anti-imperial policy remained a geopolitical force to be reckoned with.

Decolonization and neocolonialism created massive impediments to peaceful postwar multilateralism. The developing world’s desire to ‘catch up’ with the West often came with requests for preferential treatment and infant-industrial protectionism. Some of the loudest calls came from Latin America.11 As Mexican finance minister Ramón Beteta Quintana put it in November 1947 during the ITO negotiations,


We recognize the convenience of international economic cooperation, but we still must reject any plan to suppress all protective tariffs, because that would mean the economic destruction of the weak nations while entrenching the commercial supremacy of the stronger countries.12



The growing popularity across the developing world of protectionist American System-style policies, implemented as a bulwark against the looming threat of Western neocolonialism, fitted but awkwardly within the West’s newfound multilateral freer-trade vision; added to which, the European imperial powers remained reluctant to grant their colonies formal independence. Economic dominance and military oppression came to be understood by many as two ends of the same stick. The 1950s and 1960s witnessed violent acts of repression as the Western powers sought to halt democratic nationalist movements across the decolonizing world.13 This included the administrators of the British Empire, who tenaciously held on to imperial preference with the Dominions until Britain joined the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1973.14

Cold War divisiveness further inhibited peaceful globalism. The Soviet approach to interdependence, or ‘socialist globalization’, was quite often at loggerheads with that of the capitalist West. The Soviet Union’s anti-Western paranoia, planned economy, and monopolistic bilateral approach to trade expansion all deserve their share of the neomercantilist blame. While the Soviet Empire’s communist leaders decried their exclusion from Western capitalist markets, they had no intention of opening their own up to everyone else. Soviet trade with developing nations never exceeded thirteen per cent, and trade with communist allies through the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance, or Comecon, grew at an even slower rate than Soviet trade with the West. Ideological rifts between the Soviets and Chinese from the 1950s—the Sino–Soviet split—further fractured socialist globalization. The Soviet internationalist vision for the socialist world was indeed a constrained one.15

The US government’s paranoid anti-communist blinkers, in turn, blinded it to its own sizeable contributions to the multilateralism deficit. Neocolonial policies further restricted the anti-communist tunnel vision. US policymakers of both major parties began to suspect left-leaning anti-colonial nationalists of being Soviet agents in disguise, resulting in numerous US military interventions in the 1950s and 1960s, including the Korean War and France’s colonial conflict in Vietnam. US interventionism was often accompanied by the covert toppling of democratic left-wing governments across the Third World. US policymakers were also inconsistent in their defence of trade liberalization. At times, US governments coercively encouraged allies to lower their barriers to trade, reflecting British free-trade imperial policies from the previous century. At others, they coercively discouraged allies from trading with the Soviet sphere, a neomercantilist hangover from the GOP’s imperialism of economic nationalism.16

From 1945 to 1948, Harry Truman’s Democratic administration pushed the ITO as the main mechanism for a new era of freer trade and peace against wide-ranging opposition. Republican protectionist forces in Congress pushed back against this proposed multilateral trade initiative.17 So, too, did British right-wing defenders of imperial trade preference. Numerous left-wing Latin American states also sought exceptions for the Global South and the enshrinement of the principles of anti-imperialism. The developing world’s nationalistic demands for temporary protectionism within the ITO charter even made paranoid conservative defenders of ‘free enterprise’ see red. One such was Philip Cortney, a member of both the National Association of Manufacturers’ International Relations Committee and the neoliberal Mont Pèlerin Society (founded in 1947). Cortney predicted that if economic nationalist exceptions for the Global South were enshrined within the ITO charter, ‘we shall drift into Communism and finally to war’.18

Cortney’s observations illustrate a profound shift starting to take place within conservative US economic ideology and policymaking. During the GOP-dominated era of the first ‘Red Scare’ of the early 1920s, free-trade internationalism had been akin to Bolshevism in the eyes of Republican economic nationalists. Just over two decades later, economic nationalist movements across the Global South were now perceived as paving the way for Marxist revolution.

The GOP’s paranoid style of politics only intensified. The advent of a Pax Americana that favoured military might over multilateralism created a nightmare scenario for left-wing proponents of Pax Economica.19 Cold War containment doomed dreams of global cooperation. Following the outbreak of the Korean War in June 1950, US military assistance superseded trade aid, and unilateralism trumped multilateralism. Cold War national security concerns soon prompted US support for the French war against anti-colonial nationalist insurgents in Vietnam. For one thing, successive presidential administrations claimed, Vietnam contained valuable raw materials and trade opportunities for US Cold War allies in Asia. For another, US policymakers believed that if Vietnam were lost to Ho Chi Minh’s Marxist insurgency, the rest of Asia would follow. What remained of liberal US policymakers’ ambitions for cooperation with the Third World became casualties of the US war in Vietnam.20 Containing the spread of communism through economic power also transformed US multinational corporations into Cold War agents of the national security apparatus, with tragic consequences for labour protection, consumer rights, and democracy promotion in the Third World. Left-wing visions of multilateralism, decolonization, prosperity, human rights, development, and peace were stymied by security-driven demands for an expanded US military presence abroad, with adverse results for Third World sovereignty and economic development.21

The initial postwar retreat from multilateralism happened swiftly. The newly launched multilateral institutions of the Bretton Woods system—the IMF, World Bank, the GATT—were unable to halt it. As early as 1948, trade between western and eastern Europe fell to a third of prewar levels, and the Soviets exacerbated the downward trend with a blockade of Berlin. The following year, the US government passed the Export Control Act, embargoing a wide array of goods that could aid the Soviet Union. By the mid-1950s, the US State Department had expanded the Western trade embargo to encompass the entire Soviet sphere. The creation of the EEC in 1957, in turn, signalled that regional approaches to trade liberalization were becoming more politically palatable, not least because of their versatility; they could be sold domestically as free-trade initiatives to some, protectionist blocs to others. US free-market designs on integrating Japan into the Bretton Woods system, in turn, included breaking up Japanese cartels and aristocratic land monopolies, but also allowed for discrimination against Western imports to boost Japanese manufacturing. As Thomas Zeiler puts it, ‘the Cold War itself froze in its tracks the development of a truly open multilateral world economy’, and much as in Europe, US attempts to ‘reintegrate Asia’ often meant that guns ‘supplanted butter as the driving force of regional policies’. Owing to the Cold War and the lobbying of US protectionist interests, the GATT itself thereafter increasingly ‘reflected protectionist demands […;] mercantilist instincts tempered the free market’.22

The United States’ own neomercantilist legacy of wielding protectionist policies to coerce its neighbours and punish its rivals—its closed-door imperialism—remained prominent after 1945. As outlined above, Western paranoia at Marxism’s spread led to the economic isolation of the socialist East from the capitalist West, accompanied by US military bases and covert actions. Following one of the latter against Fidel Castro, from 1962 the Cuban embargo became the most vivid example of US closed-door imperialism, an economic imperial policy that has remained a fixture long after the collapse of the Soviet Union and the ending of the Cold War. US neocolonialist and neomercantilist policies towards the Third World helped spark a more revolutionary anti-imperial response.23

The movement away from the peaceful vision of multilateralism in the United States had its countermovement in decolonization. The anti-imperialism of economic nationalism—employing protectionism as a shield against the neocolonial policies of the Global North—became more popular throughout the decolonizing world following Indian independence in 1947. As explored in chapter 1, early twentieth-century Irish, Indian, Egyptian, and pan-Africanist advocacy of protectionism had represented rare anti-colonial variants upon the American System’s imperial rule. But after 1945 the American System model became ever more popular with the developmental economic policies of decolonizing states. Global South political and intellectual leaders redrafted the ideas of Friedrich List and the American System as economic blueprints for the decolonizing world.24 Economic nationalism became a requirement to counteract the West’s neomercantilism—what in 1958 Swedish economist Gunnar Myrdal referred to as ‘a protective “rich men’s club”’.25

Developing states increasingly looked to Friedrich List for guidance. They also conveniently overlooked his arguments against industrialization in the ‘tropical countries’ and his arguments for Euro-American colonialism.26 As historian Theodore von Laue observed in 1969, ‘among List’s recent disciples we may count Sukarno and Nkrumah, as well as Mao’.27 List’s biographer W. O. Henderson portrays him as a ‘prophet of the ambitions of all underdeveloped countries’.28 And as Leonard Gomes notes, ‘whether they are conscious of the fact or not, development economists the world over owe a great debt to the memory of Friedrich List’.29 Heterodox economist Ha-Joon Chang has similarly drawn upon List to advocate protectionism for the developing world in his popular 2002 book Kicking Away the Ladder, the title of which paraphrases a famous line from List’s National System of Political Economy (1841).30

India had a Listian head start over much of the decolonizing world. Once Swadeshi became codified in the Bombay Plan of 1944 and then enacted following independence in 1947, it evolved from a grassroots anti-colonial Listian nationalist project to a government-endorsed developmentalist one. Swadeshi’s nationalist leaders now preferred big modern industrialization projects funded by Indian-owned capital to the Gandhian-style emphasis upon traditional homespun khadi. What began as a movement of protests, boycotts, exhibitions, newspapers, and lanternslide shows at the turn of the century was now a full-blown national policy of protective tariffs and economic planning. From the 1950s, economic autarky and import-substitution industrialization policies (ISI) supplanted Swadeshi’s earlier grassroots practices.31 The rest of the decolonizing world took note.

With Swadeshi India as trailblazer, post-1945 Western neocolonialism sparked a widespread anti-colonial economic nationalist double movement. In 1965, for example, just eight years after Ghana obtained independence from Britain, President Kwame Nkrumah famously lambasted the West’s imperialistic abuse of the new postwar supranational institutions and agreements. The World Bank, the IMF, and the GATT all perpetuated Western dominance, he argued in his Marxist-Leninist-inspired book Neo-colonialism: The Last Stage of Imperialism (1965). Economic nationalist policies meant to ensure Ghanaian economic sovereignty followed. The Ghanaian flag’s ‘Black Star’ emblem became a symbol of political and economic freedom for Pan-Africanists such as W.E.B. Du Bois of the United States and Trinidadian George Padmore, both of whom had settled in Ghana. Du Bois, a student of the Listian German Historical School (GHS) during his graduate years in Berlin, and Padmore helped inform Nkrumah’s pan-Africanist vision. But Nkrumah, a university student in the United States in the 1930s, also borrowed from Jamaican-born pan-Africanist Marcus Garvey. The Black Star had been the name of Garvey’s earlier Black-owned steamship line, which had sought to create a pan-African trading system separate from that of the white supremacist West. And much as early twentieth-century Indian nationalists had turned traditionally made khadi cloth into a symbol of swadeshism, Nkrumah transformed luxurious and colorful kente cloth into the dress code of Ghanaian nationalism, which Black Americans have since adapted as a symbol of their own Africanity.32 Third World approaches to economic development after 1945 adapted and updated the older anti-colonial tradition of the American System described above in chapter 1.

From the perspective of the left-wing free-trade-and-peace movement, the Cold War’s Manichaean militarism helped keep economic nationalism alive and well, as did the protectionist demands of the decolonizing world. Amid the paranoid politics of the Cold War, the neocolonial West stifled trade with the Soviet East while coercing the developing world into throwing open its markets. The Soviet Empire compounded the problem with its planned economy of state monopolies, protectionism, and bilateral trade, which limited socialist globalization and trade with the West. The anti-colonial world’s Listian nationalist desire for economic independence created a further stumbling block for multilateralism, as did the violent Western attempts to halt the advance of socialism and to hold on to colonies by clamping down on left-wing nationalist movements. All combined, the Cold War, decolonization, neocolonialism, and neomercantilism thwarted post-1945 left-wing free-trade plans for global cooperation and peace.



The Anti-imperialism of Free Trade, 1946–1970

The Cold War resurgence of economic nationalism may have undercut post-1945 left-wing globalist plans for Pax Economica, but they also kept the commercial peace movement motivated, albeit with new leadership. The British wing of the movement was by now a shell of its former self. Britain’s centenary celebration of the repeal of the Corn Laws in 1946 paled in comparison to the galas and jubilees that had marked the centenary of Richard Cobden’s birth in 1904. During the interwar years, the Labour Party’s support for free trade had become lukewarm at best, showing a strong preference to work only with fellow adopters of the welfare state; added to which, the anti-imperialism of former liberal radical leading lights such as Norman Angell had weakened as they became more hawkish and defensive of the British Empire in the 1930s in response to the right-wing threats posed by Japanese, Italian, and Nazi imperialism.33 The Cobden Club, for so long the hub of the international economic peace movement, had evolved into an old men’s club of dwindling numbers. Now headquartered in New York, Washington, DC, and Geneva instead of London, the commercial peace movement’s socialists, feminists, and Christians continued to coordinate with liberal radical champions in the United States such as Cordell Hull. The movement’s postwar leaders also sought an end to Western imperialism and exhibited more sympathy for anti-colonial nationalist demands for temporary protectionism than had existed before the Second World War. The free-trade-and-peace movement even became more accepting of the Cold War-era preference for regionalism over globalism, beginning with the economic integration of western Europe. Economic peace workers would soon find new grassroots allies following the left-wing revitalization of international co-operativism, followed by the rise of the Fair Trade movement from around 1970.

Cold War neocolonialism and neomercantilism ensured that collaboration between the commercial peace movement and Cordell Hull continued well after his tenure at the State Department ended in 1944. In March 1948, a year after the creation of the GATT, Hull was made honorary chair of the non-partisan Citizens’ Committee for Reciprocal World Trade (CCRWT), co-founded by the YWCA USA and other US peace organizations. As the CCRWT acknowledged in an open letter to the Senate Finance Committee in June 1948, its membership also included a broad cross-section of US industrial, banking, consumer, veteran, labour, farm, and church groups. This provided a strong political foundation for a trade-fuelled peace. ‘For that matter, the responsible leaders of both major parties and of the Socialist Party publicly support the reciprocal trade agreements principle’, thereby putting ‘the rest of the world on notice that the United States is holding undeviatingly to its course toward world recovery and world peace.’ Alger Hiss, chairman of the CCRWT executive committee, was particularly proactive in thwarting Republican attempts to undo Hull’s tariff revolution.34 The Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (CEIP), in turn, helped launch the non-profit and non-partisan World Trade Foundation of America (WTFA) in the mid-1940s, which was tasked with educating Americans about how reliant they were on global supply chains. The WTFA was part of a multipronged CEIP campaign to overcome Republican protectionist stonewalling and to ensure the ‘United Nations peace structure’. Liberalization of US and world trade were in the ‘long-term interests of the American people’ and for the advancement of ‘world recovery, stability and peace’.35

The YWCA’s leadership within the CCRWT was but one way that the women’s peace movement maintained its fight for the trade liberalization initiatives begun under Cordell Hull. Owing to the close relationship between the YWCA, the US business community, and the State Department, the YWCA and other women’s empowerment organizations lent Hull and his state department successors their continued backing. In the late 1940s the YWCA published ‘Filling the World’s Market Basket’ in Public Affairs, emphasizing the peace and prosperity to be derived from international trade liberalization.36 Their free-trade efforts would claim more success after 1947, when the first negotiation round of the GATT ended with the twenty-three participating countries slashing import tariff rates. The United States led the way, lowering its tariffs on average by thirty-five per cent. For decades to come, the YWCA, WILPF, the American Association of University Women (AAUW), the National League of Women Voters (NLWV), the National Women’s Trade Union League of America, the Women’s Action Committee for Lasting Peace, WILPF, and the United Council of Church Women (UCCW) continued to back the RTAA, which strengthened presidential trade negotiation powers and the GATT. These groups also supported unsuccessful supranational freer-trade initiatives such as the ITO in the mid- to late 1940s and the Organization for Trade Cooperation in 1955. The stark choice before them was clear: ‘trade cooperation or trade warfare’.37

The US feminist peace movement’s support for the GATT extended well into the 1970s. The movement, both secular and ecumenical, maintained its connection to the White House and State Department in support of freeing US and world trade. The NLWV continued to associate free trade with peace amid the Cold War and decolonization, believing that open markets were an essential means of aiding global economic development and halting the spread of communism, as well as keeping prices low for consumers.38 In 1972 the YWCA—along with the AAUW, the NLWV, the National Council of Jewish Women (NCJW), and the National Council of Negro Women (NCNW)—next founded the Consumer Education Council on World Trade (CECWT). The CECWT lobbied in support of the Nixon administration’s Trade Reform Act of 1973, arguing to the Senate Finance Committee that protectionism was against the consumer’s interests and that ‘it therefore behooves the American consumers to become vigorous advocates of a freer trade policy. […] Considering that the American consumer is the one most likely to be affected adversely by trade barriers, and from the potential trade wars which such barriers are prone to generate, this seems to be assigning the consumer a very low priority.’39 As late as 1974, the AAUW, Church Women United (CWU), the NLWV, the NCJW, and the NCNW joined with the YWCA to lend their political weight to the continuation of the GATT. Their free-trade humanitarianism also extended to condemning the US trade embargoes of Vietnam and Cuba.40

The YWCA’s Cold War commercial peace crusade also highlights how left-wing Christian cosmopolitans maintained their century-long alliance with their secular counterparts to liberalize the global economic order as God had intended. Together they emphasized the USA’s moral obligation to become permanently engaged with the new supranational organizations tasked with regulating the new multilateral order and other nations. Their left-wing communion would continue to lobby for their preferred policies in the two decades that followed the Second World War.41 Hull’s trade reforms remained a top priority. In 1948, for example, under the umbrella of the CCRWT, these further Christian organizations gave their pacifistic endorsement to maintaining the RTAA: the Methodist Church’s Women’s Division; the Presbyterian Church in the USA; the UCCW; the CAIP; the Church Peace Union; the Council for Social Action of the Congregational Christian Churches; the Federal Council of the Churches of Christ in America (FCC); and the Friends’ Peace Committee.42

These groups increasingly identified Western economic imperialism as a paramount threat to world peace. In the 1950s and 1960s, left-wing Christian globalists therefore became more strident in their opposition to Western neocolonialism. Their radical demands emphasized universal human rights, democratization, anti-racism, free trade, and aid to the developing world.43 In the early 1960s the National Council of the Churches of Christ in the USA coordinated with CWU, the United Christian Youth Movement, the YWCA, and the YMCA to undertake a national education campaign. The campaign emphasized international cooperation through the UN, opposition to the Vietnam war, foreign aid, and ‘more constructive trade policies […] to the improvement of life for nations and peoples around the world’. The WCC’s Commission of the Churches on International Affairs similarly endorsed UNCTAD’s 1964 resolutions regarding international trade and cooperation, while praising the GATT’s ‘new attention’ towards expanding trade with and between ‘developing countries’.44

By the end of the 1960s, the wider left-wing Protestant community was becoming more and more disillusioned with Western global market leadership, not least its dereliction of duty towards the world’s poorest.45 In 1968 J. M. Lochman, as chair of the WCC’s World Economic and Social Development Section, demanded that more aid be given to the Third World. ‘We must stop pillaging the developing countries,’ he argued. ‘We are still doing so today through the so-called free world market, which is increasing from year to year the gap between the prices at which these countries sell and the prices they have to pay for what they buy.’ His critique reminds us of the disjunction people like him saw between the West’s peaceful trade rhetoric and Western trade’s coerciveness in practice. His solution entailed a reorganization of global markets to create price stability, limit speculation, and transfer resources more equitably to the developing world. It was a vision of a more just global free market: ‘The essential thing is to transform the system of international trading and to purchase the agricultural or industrial products of the countries in the third world wherever they can produce more cheaply than the industrialized countries.’ 46

Lochman’s reference here to ‘the so-called free world market’ pointed to how Western neomercantilism, rather than free-trade imperialism, remained the main sticking point. ‘The rich countries surround themselves with protective tariffs and quotas’, Lochman noted, ‘so as to prevent exports from the third world entering their countries.’ That argument aligned with economic critiques of Pax Americana from the Third World. S. L. Parmar of the United Church of Northern India, another member of the World Economic and Social Development Section, similarly chastised ‘the growing tendency towards neo-isolationism’, neocolonialism, and neomercantilism. The WCC ended up decrying how ‘in several developing nations ruling groups monopolize the produce of their economy and allow foreign resources to aid and abet them in such action’. The WCC also called for an end to the US economic blockade against Cuba, and the creation of new ‘supra-national structures’ to stabilize the global economy and to ‘increase multilateral aid programmes’ and regional economic integration ‘as steps toward a wider international community’. The WCC thus put forward a strong critique of Western neocolonialism and neomercantilism by arguing instead for a new supranational regulatory regime that maintained open markets in the Global North alongside temporary protectionism and wealth transfer for the Global South to ‘contribute to peace […] towards the goal of one world community’.47

Elements of the Marx-Manchester tradition also survived after 1945, as socialist internationalist proponents of freer trade began to reconcile themselves to the infant industrial demands of the Global South while coming to grips with the divisions wrought by Cold War geopolitics. Contesting the unequal trading system through economic cooperation became a common refrain at conferences of the communist World Peace Council (WPC, founded in 1949) and the non-aligned International Confederation for Disarmament and Peace (ICDP, founded in 1963), as did opposing the US embargo of Cuba after 1962. The SPA gave its pacifistic endorsement to various US-led postwar trade liberalization projects, which remained a key ingredient of its peace programme well into the Cold War.48 In 1948 the SPA laid out its plan for postwar peace. The plan included support for world governance through the UN; for decolonization; for ‘world-wide outlawry of trade barriers’; and for ‘world planning […] to meet the needs of world, not national, markets’ through the UN Food and Agriculture Organization and the ITO.49 As late as 1952 the SPA yet maintained that, to establish world peace, ‘our interdependent world […] has no room for isolation or economic nationalism’, and that the UN’s regulatory powers needed to be strengthened to better foster freer trade worldwide.50 Such socialistic ideas informed labour groups’ assessments of the state of world trade. The 1953 Trades Union Congress, which also included delegates from the Soviet Union and China, ‘declared itself’ for world peace and free trade. The thirty-fifth Australian Trade Union Congress in Brisbane in 1959 unanimously endorsed resolutions in support of socialism, ‘international peace and free trade with all countries’.51 The West German Social Democratic Party (SPD)’s 1959 Godesberg programme, in turn, curtailed the power of monopolies, protected private property, provided aid for the developing world to distribute wealth more equitably, opposed nuclear weapons, and called for free trade as a requirement for world peace.52 As sociologist Stephanie Mudge argues, Western left-wing parties were finding a third way between the welfare state and the free market.53 As they did so, they emphasized their left-wing vision of globalization, even as they tempered it to the hard realities of the Cold War and the nationalistic demands of the welfare state.

The ‘third way’ grassroots socialist internationalism of co-operativism became a staple of US foreign economic policy between the 1940s and 1960s. Under US auspices, co-operativism, too, reconciled itself to Cold War realities in its pacifistic efforts to counteract food insecurity and the revolutionary spread of communist collectivism. The European co-operative movement found itself destitute after the Second World War, opening the way for new US leadership. The US co-operative movement began at home before moving abroad. By 1960, nearly a quarter of US families were associated with a co-operative. Co-operatives had come about as close as they ever would to the US political mainstream, such that at the 1961 National Conference on International Economic and Social Development in Washington DC, Democratic president John F. Kennedy himself delivered the keynote speech. This was followed by that of Democratic senator Hubert Humphrey. A member of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Humphrey argued that the co-operative way was the American way. For him, co-operativism needed to be exported to Latin America, Africa, the Middle East, and Asia alongside military aid, financial investment, and free trade in order to defeat communism and famine. Such ‘a mobilization meeting for peace’ was the ‘only way […] to save this area of the world from collectivism’. His vision was shaped by the Cold War, but also by a vision of peaceful cooperation: ‘They answer the Communist collective. This is the “democratic cooperative”. And everybody knows it. […] America must never become a dominator—it must become a cooperator.’ Humphrey made sure to insert a global call for co-operative development in the 1961 Foreign Assistance Act’s section on the ‘vital role of free enterprise’. Heads of the US co-operative movement were made advisors to the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) through the 1960s with the goal of establishing forty thousand co-operatives in fifty-three nations. Amid the ideological contest of the Cold War, however, promoting peace soon took a back seat relative to promoting profits, despite attempts to place the Peace Corps within the State Department’s International Cooperation Administration. Between the 1970s and 1980s the US co-operative movement lost its moralistic momentum, as multinational corporations gained the upper hand in US and supranational trade negotiations.54

As they reconciled themselves to the divisiveness of the Cold War, many left-leaning European political leaders and peace activists began substituting regionalism for globalism. For them, regional economic integration became the entering wedge for a new era of free trade and cooperation. As touched upon in preceding chapters, liberal radical, socialist internationalist, feminist, and Christian peace workers had been fighting for European integration as a peace project for a very long time indeed—since the mid-nineteenth century. The sentiment had not waned. As discussed in chapter 2, thanks to Cordell Hull’s State Department protégé Will Clayton, funds from the Marshall Plan got regional integration rolling in 1948 with the formation of the Organization for European Economic Co-operation (OEEC), replaced by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) in 1961. Throughout the 1950s, the West German SPD, the French Socialist Party, and other leading European socialist internationalists favoured pan-European trade liberalization to foster a more peaceful and prosperous continent. As French foreign minister Robert Schuman described it in 1950, ‘world peace’ required ‘a united Europe’. Governed under ‘a common High Authority’ that reported to the UN, such a union would thwart the ‘restrictive practices’ of ‘international cartels’ by fusing European markets together.55 Their combined efforts led to the creation of the European Coal and Steel Community in 1951 and the European Economic Community (EEC) in 1957, which Britain joined in 1973.56 In response to Third World demands, between 1971 and 1975 the EEC also became the first to allow manufactured products from all G77 countries tariff-free access without requiring reciprocity.57 The 1975 Helsinki Final Act, in turn, not only recognized the principle of universal human rights—it also provided a pacifistic reaffirmation of European integration.58

Integrating Europe was by no means the sole demesne of the Left. The EEC became a peace project that numerous European right-wing supporters of freer markets also got behind. Unsurprisingly, British liberals were ready to join a common European market in 1946.59 What is surprising is that Britain would join the EEC in 1973 under a Conservative government, foreshadowing free trade’s rightward drift within British politics under Margaret Thatcher’s Tory leadership. Right-wing neoliberals such as the Austrian Friedrich Hayek also weighed in, just as he and other neoliberal intellectuals were becoming a more organized ‘thought collective’ via the Mont Pèlerin Society.60 Hayek argued that European states needed to surrender certain national economic powers to a supranational federative body. Doing so would undermine national monopolies and national socialisms, and thereby create a peaceful European ‘liberal economic regime’ fostered through free trade. Hayek also recognized that socialist free-trade internationalists had much in common with capitalist advocates of Manchester liberalism, owing to their shared desire to overturn the military-economic nationalist world order that had prevailed over the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries.61 European integration therefore heralded a new era of regional prosperity and peace that both left-wing and right-wing free traders could get behind. But for non-members in the Soviet and developing worlds, the EEC instead represented a powerful trade bloc from which they were often excluded. In reality, the EEC was a bit of both.

The advent of the grassroots left-wing Fair Trade movement in Britain around 1970 gave the commercial peace movement much-needed neo-Cobdenite reinforcements to combat the emerging triumvirate of neocolonialism, neomercantilism, and neoliberalism. Fair Traders wanted to make the world trading system more moral and equitable through consumer activism. They encouraged the purchase of ethically sourced products and sought an end to world hunger. What is signified by ‘fair trade’ here therefore is not to be confused with the right-wing protectionist meaning of the term, which had been in popular parlance since the 1870s as shorthand for tit-for-tat tariff retaliation, as touched upon in chapter 1. The post-1945 Fair Trade movement, which by the late 1970s included more and more left-wing mainline Protestant and feminist organizations, also often relied on boycotts should an imported product be suspected of relying on exploitative labour or environmentally damaging practices.62 If this all sounds familiar, so it should: the Fair Trade movement was an ideological heir, however unwittingly, of the mid-nineteenth-century Quaker-led Free Produce movement in which economic peace workers such as Joseph Sturge took part (see chapter 5), as well as the ethical efforts of the feminist peace movement such as US Marxist feminist Florence Kelley’s turn-of-the-century National Consumers’ League (NCL) and WILPF from the 1920s (see chapter 4).63

The left-wing Fair Trade vision upheld key aspects of the anti-imperial free-trade tradition. Grassroots activists in Britain published its manifesto, the Haslemere Declaration, in 1968. The declaration called upon the Global North to eliminate all quotas, subsidies, and tariffs, and to follow its own GATT-required rules of liberalization to support Global South economic development. But Fair Trade was about more than just Third World economic development, opening Western markets to the Global South, and ethical consumerism. From the outset, Fair Trade was also an explicit anti-colonial and peace movement. The Haslemere Group’s first publications included The United States and Bolivia: A Case of Neocolonialism (1969), published in the year that the group held its first peace conference, ‘Poverty is Violence’, in London.64 Left-wing Fair Trade stood for ethical trade liberalization, economic development, anti-colonialism, and peace.

The siting of Fair Trade’s headquarters and first peace conference went against the grain. By 1945, New York City, Washington, DC, and Geneva had displaced London as the hubs of the free-trade-and-peace movement, a reflection of how advocates of Pax Economica accommodated themselves to Pax Americana’s displacement of Pax Britannica. For a time, an ailing Cordell Hull remained its most prominent liberal radical representative. Christian, feminist, and socialist free traders worked with him and gave their support to the capitalist supranational initiatives that he helped create, such as the RTAA and the GATT. But Cold War geopolitics upset the Pax Economica chessboard, even as Third World demands for economic sovereignty and market access grew louder. The commercial peace movement found new allies in their anti-imperial fight against neocolonialism and neomercantilism through trade liberalization, decolonization, and regional integration projects such as the EEC. The protectionist side effects of the Cold War and decolonization thus sparked a renewal of left-wing grassroots activism among transnational networks of liberal radicals, feminists, Christians, socialists, international co-operativists, and Fair Traders. By 1970, however, the grassroots successes and failures of the left-wing free-trade-and-peace movement had unwittingly opened the door for right-wing ‘neoliberal’ free-trade ideas and policies that showed little sympathy for Third World demands.



Doors Reopened? Neoliberalism vs. the NIEO, 1970–1989

The growing popularity of neoliberalism in the 1970s and 1980s among Euro-American conservative politicians effectively ostracized free trade’s left-wing supporters from the very supranational institutions and structures they had helped create. The death of Bretton Woods and the birth pangs of floating exchange rates in the early 1970s caused a global recession and demands for a new economic order from both left and right. Republican president Richard Nixon’s dismantling of Bretton Woods’s fixed monetary exchange rates brought with it severe inflation and unemployment, or ‘stagflation’, causing demand for goods from the developing world to fall and the costs of imports to skyrocket. The crisis worsened following the 1973 Yom Kippur War between Egypt and Israel, whereupon the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries cartel ratcheted up global oil prices, including punitive embargoes against what Mexican foreign minister Emilio Rabasa described as the ‘monopolistic countries’ in the West that had supported Israel.65 But the global economic crisis also provided new opportunities. On the Left, the developing world and the economic peace movement saw a path towards establishing a more equitable trade system, even as hot-button issues such as nuclear non-proliferation and universal human rights competed for the attention of the wider international peace movement.66 The commercial peace movement was more and more open to the demands of the Global South. Through UNCTAD, the NIEO, the G77, and the Non-Aligned Movement, the Third World sought to rebalance the rules of trade in its favour, to protect sovereign control over its countries’ raw materials, and to demand that the First World practise what it preached by freeing its markets. On the Right, Bretton Woods’s demise made way for freeing trade through supranational governance along neoliberal lines. The First World, warming to the free-market ideas of right-wing neoliberal intellectuals, wanted to open the doors of trade by making markets more profitable and less democratic, sovereignty and Third World exceptions be damned. The Nixon administration’s détente with the anti-democratic communist regime in China following the Sino–Soviet split also opened up new market opportunities.

The economic peace movement may have unintentionally helped pave the way for neoliberalism’s right-wing ascendancy, but they should not be conflated with one another. Granted, right-wing intellectuals like Friedrich Hayek drew from the same Manchester liberal wellspring as the commercial peace movement, and saw many of the same globalist postcolonial opportunities stemming from decolonization. Similar to left-wing economic peace workers, neoliberals such as Hayek supported supranational oversight and a diminution of national sovereignty to enforce it. And like their left-wing counterparts, most European neoliberals (a label they initially gave to themselves) supported regional integration initiatives such as the EEC and continued to connect free trade with prosperity and peace.

But ideological affinities diverged when it came to the role of the welfare state, temporary protectionist exemptions for the Third World, labour protections, and democracy promotion. Unlike the left-wing commercial peace movement, neoliberals like Hayek of the Geneva School and the Chicago School’s Milton Friedman were deeply critical of the welfare state, anti-colonial nationalism, and trade unions.67 Neoliberals even gave their backing to authoritarian human-rights abusing regimes so long as they shared their free-market interests, as in the cases of Augusto Pinochet’s Chile (1973–1990) and apartheid South Africa.68 For such neoliberals, democracy was no longer seen as an accompaniment to worldwide free trade, but as an impediment.69

The neoliberals of the 1970s and 1980s also abandoned another key precept of Manchester liberalism: military non-interventionism. In the United States, the non-interventionism that Cordell Hull brought back into vogue in the 1930s and early 1940s was replaced by the late 1960s and early 1970s with a growing bipartisan willingness to support military interventions and to prop up compliant authoritarian regimes if it meant that the spectres of communism, protectionism, and anti-colonial nationalism were held at bay. The Cold War sowed distrust, pushing neoliberals further to the right, and hindering their ability to find common cosmopolitan ground with the left-wing economic peace movement, as did, too, their opposition to the NIEO. In sum, right-wing neoliberals such as Hayek advocated for what Quinn Slobodian calls ‘militant globalism’, in contrast to the pacifistic globalism of left-wing economic cosmopolitans.70

Neoliberals were proving particularly adroit in challenging the Christian wing of the economic peace movement by the 1970s. Such a Christian economic ideological realignment had already happened in West Germany. In 1949 the ordoliberal advocate of European free-trade federation Wilhelm Röpke had turned the Christian Democratic Party to support for what Samuel Moyn describes as ‘a hybrid Christian-neoliberal welfare state’.71 A similar right-wing Christian transformation was taking place within the United States. In 1950 George S. Benson, president of Arkansas’s Harding College (which was associated with the right-wing Church of Christ) launched his ‘Freedom Forums’. They were designed, as Gene Zubovich puts it, to ‘rally for free enterprise’. As Darren Dochuk has uncovered, Benson’s ‘cult of free enterprise’ was such that ‘free enterprise economics grew into a pastime for the entire family to enjoy’ in places like Orange County, California in the mid-1950s. From then onwards, Protestant free-enterprise cold-warriors such as Reinhold Niebuhr’s ‘Christian realists’ continued to chip away at the peace-minded mainline Protestant Left, particularly the pacifistic WCC. Niebuhr’s internationalist cold-warriors also garnered conservative nationalist rivals from Billy Graham’s new evangelical journal Christianity Today. The journal—born in the mid-1950s from what William Inboden describes as ‘a quintessentially American amalgam of conservative theology and free-market economics, of denominational fissures and evangelical unity’—was prone to attacking US foreign aid, the anti-nuclear movement, and the UN’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The pro–free trade CAIP also lurched to the right, transforming itself into an anti-communist supporter of US containment and ‘just war’. By 1970, when ‘fair trade’ was becoming the catchphrase of the Christian and secular Left, ‘free enterprise’ was becoming more associated with the white ‘New Christian Right’. Under this new programme of right-wing proselytizing, free trade’s connection to world peace was notable for its absence. The 1970s witnessed a new era of free-market propaganda targeting conservative Christian evangelicals, contributing to the left-wing ecumenical free-trade-and-peace movement’s decline.72

The neoliberal ascendancy of Ronald Reagan from 1981 represented a new Republican epoch, as the party aligned itself more closely with Christian right-wing defenders of free enterprise. Conservative evangelical Jerry Falwell, a long-time admirer of Milton Friedman’s work, became a crucial ally who believed that ‘the free-enterprise system is clearly outlined […] in the Bible’. He also opposed divestment and sanctions against apartheid South Africa, and disparaged anti-apartheid activists. As Bethany Moreton puts it, ‘although free-market economic theories captured the hearts and minds of elite policymakers in the later twentieth century, the animating spirit of Christian free enterprise shaped the outcome’.73

With his conservative evangelical partners, Reagan began dismantling what little remained of the New Deal and Hull’s anti-imperialism of free trade. His administration slashed government jobs, cut taxes, deregulated the US market, and dragged its feet when pressured to implement economic sanctions against apartheid South Africa. He also saw no contradiction in decrying Big Government even as he massively expanded US military spending and the carceral state. Nor did Reagan the cold-warrior have any qualms about propping up dictators and intervening militarily to defend perceived threats to the expansion of free enterprise.74

A neoliberal revolution was also taking place across the pond during the 1970s and 1980s, where Friedrich Hayek acted as both advisor and muse to British Tory politician Margaret Thatcher. As practically her first act as Conservative leader, in a meeting in 1975 Thatcher ‘reached into her briefcase and took out a book. It was Friedrich von Hayek’s The Constitution of Liberty. Interrupting [the speaker], she held the book up for all of us to see. “This”, she said sternly, “is what we believe,” and banged Hayek down on the table.’75 In 1982, Hayek himself encouraged her to look to the successful economic reforms of Pinochet’s Chile as a guide for reforming Britain.76 She apparently listened, and followed up her war in the Falklands with a violent crackdown on striking British miners, mass deregulation, privatization of the public sector, and reluctance to join the international anti-apartheid sanctions regime against South Africa.

While neoliberals—the Geneva School, the Chicago School, the Christian Right, Reagan, and Thatcher—rallied around free enterprise and grew distrustful of democracy, human rights, and national sovereignty, Third World visionaries instead sought to create a more equitable economic order that sanctified sovereign rights. This left-wing economic vision of the decolonizing world—the NIEO—innovatively combined elements of the anti-imperialism of free trade and the anti-imperialism of economic nationalism. The NIEO called upon the neocolonial powers to make their markets freer. At the same time, it called for distributive and social justice for the developing world through a combination of preferential trade, wealth transfer, infant industrial protectionism, and welfare state reforms.77 Formally created in 1974, the NIEO arose following years of debate surrounding trade liberalization within the ITO and the GATT in the late 1940s and UNCTAD from 1964.

UNCTAD’s interwar origin story in Argentina owed an intellectual debt to the previous century’s GHS and the American System of protectionism. Following the First World War, Alejandro Bunge, a professor at the National University of La Plata and a grandson of the former Prussian consul-general Karl August Bunge von Reinessend und von Renschenbusch, bucked the prevailing pro–free trade trend among Argentine economists and socialists. As Edgar Dosman recounts, Bunge instead concluded that the imposed economic isolation of the war had worked to Argentina’s benefit by stimulating the growth of the nation’s infant industries and agricultural production. Autarky, he argued, needed to be cultivated to lower Argentina’s dependence upon the USA and Britain. Bunge, trained in German universities, made his case in part by drawing upon the American System’s leading intellectual lights: Henry Carey, Friedrich List, and the GHS.78

In 1920, Bunge acquired a new research assistant, an aspiring twenty-year-old economist named Raúl Prebisch. Bunge’s advocacy for a German-style customs union between Argentina, Uruguay, Paraguay, Bolivia, and Chile intrigued Prebisch. But while he found Bunge’s heterodox advocacy of the American System for Latin America refreshing in a field dominated by neoclassical theory, he was not yet a convert. Prebisch, whose father Albin had emigrated to Argentina from Germany in the late nineteenth century, soon hit it off better with Alejandro’s brother, the sociologist Augusto Bunge, a key player within the Argentine Socialist Party (PSA: Partido Socialista Argentino). Under Augusto’s tutelage, Prebisch briefly joined the PSA, and endorsed its various free-trade and Georgist land reform initiatives.79 In line with the prevailing Marx-Manchester policies of the interwar PSA, Prebisch remained a free trader until the early 1930s.

The economic fallout from the Great Depression and the protectionist retrenchment among the leading industrial powers—including Britain, far and away Argentina’s biggest export market—led Prebisch to believe that only a more activist Argentine state could further its development and expand its trade relationships. Among the consequences of the depression were decreasing global prices for raw materials and increases for industrial goods, a catastrophic combination for underdeveloped, export-reliant states such as Argentina. Britain’s embrace of imperial trade preference in 1932 in turn signalled the end of British support for multilateralism, and the possible closure of Argentina’s biggest export market.

Cap in hand, Prebisch joined the Argentine delegation tasked with negotiating a bilateral trade agreement with a neomercantilist British government. The British demanded big concessions from their erstwhile Argentine counterparts, dangling over their heads like the sword of Damocles the threat of cutting off Argentine access to British markets. The unequal power dynamics on display were seared into Prebisch’s memory; he returned to Argentina with a vision that was now more in line with Alejandro Bunge’s Listian technocracy.80 Prebisch got down to work devising Argentina’s Economic Recovery Plan in 1933, which included a variety of protectionist measures designed to discourage imports, including raising tariffs to promote ISI and subsidizing a new highway system to undercut the British-monopolized railway system. The American System-style reforms were sold as temporary emergency measures in a mostly unsuccessful attempt to placate the pro–free trade PSA. The thirty-three-year-old economist next set about establishing a national central bank, followed by subsidies for Argentina’s struggling agricultural exporters. The leading industrial powers, meanwhile, resorted to beggar-thy-neighbour protectionism, effectively closing off their markets to export-reliant agrarian economies such as Argentina’s.81

Prebisch was therefore understandably sceptical when the United States and its Western allies started overhauling the global economic system in the late 1940s. From Prebisch’s Latin American perspective, the GATT’s trade liberalization programme appeared to have been designed with Western industrial powers foremost in mind, with little thought for the world’s many underdeveloped agrarian-oriented economies. His scepticism only grew after the Democratic Truman administration supported the Cuban dictatorship of Fulgencia Batista in 1952, which broke with the non-interventionist promises of Hull’s Good Neighbor policy. Adding salt to the wounds, two years later Dwight Eisenhower’s Republican administration gave the green light to a CIA-backed coup against Guatemalan president Jacobo Arbenz Guzman. Prebisch’s frequent roundtables in Santiago, Chile, in turn, gave voice to a powerful ideological alternative to that offered by Western neoclassical orthodoxy for Latin American industrialization. As Dosman puts it, Prebisch couched the Santiago gatherings in terms of a ‘war of ideas’, wherein Latin American nations needed to ‘regain their intellectual autonomy and shake off the dead hand of US and European theorists. […] Their version of the international division of labour and the “laws” of comparative advantage condemned Brazil and Latin America to remain suppliers of commodities under declining terms of trade.’ Latin America needed to industrialize, but Prebisch’s ‘indigenous theory of development’ did not mean self-sufficiency or a Soviet-style planned economy; rather, it called for an activist state that fostered foreign investment, subsidies, protective tariffs, ISI, and trade expansion.82 Despite proclaiming an ideological break from Euro-American economics, Prebisch was effectively demanding American System policies for Latin America. And yet Argentina’s adaptation of the American System was mistaken by many hotheaded US cold-warriors for a Soviet-style planned economy.

Third World economic nationalism thereafter contained a sharp anti-colonial edge in the postwar era of decolonization. Protectionism came to be seen as a safeguard against Western neocolonialism by the time UNCTAD was established in 1964, with Prebisch its inaugural secretary general.

UNCTAD’s initial 1964 meeting in Geneva was the city’s highlight of the year. About four thousand delegates representing over a hundred countries, media outlets, and international organizations filled Geneva’s hotels to overflowing. More impressive still (and troubling for the developed nations), the developing countries showed up as a coherent caucus, the G77. Che Guevara himself made quite an entrance in his tailor-made pinstripe suit. But an even greater aura of anticipation filled the Palais des Nations when it came to Prebisch’s new economic order. Prebisch’s introductory remarks to the thousands in attendance brought them to their feet, a ringing endorsement for his promise to tackle global inequality. He even got an official message of support from the World Bank and an acknowledgment from Eric Wyndham-White, the British economist then running the GATT, that the two programmes were not in conflict or competition.

Wyndham-White’s conciliatory response hints at the potential for shared space between UNCTAD and GATT at this moment. This was precisely the sort of North–South cooperation that the commercial peace movement was hoping to see: a Pax Economica that was truly global in scale and sympathetic to Third World demands. And it was a conciliatory refrain that left-wing supporters would return to time and again. As late as 1979, for example, the French-Egyptian Marxist economist Samir Amin observed in his defence of the NIEO that ‘this programme is perfectly in conformity with the principles defended by the liberal West. It places the highest ever priority on the object of intensified links of world economic interdependence.’83

But the airy promise of North–South rapprochement was quickly brought crashing back to earth owing to the intransigence of Pax Americana’s representatives at the 1964 conference. US undersecretary George Ball criticized Prebisch and UNCTAD’s idealistic message. He then announced that the US government would not support Prebisch’s request for $20 billion in trade or financial concessions from the West unless the request for preferential treatment for Third World industrial exports was abandoned. Gridlock ensued. Delegates began joking in the hallways that for the world’s developed nations the acronym UNCTAD stood for ‘Under No Circumstances Take Any Decisions’.84 The developmental road ahead of Prebisch and his successors suddenly looked a lot bumpier.

But the willingness of the G77 to work together also made the idea of a new economic order focused on the demands of the developing world seem more feasible following the global financial shocks of the early 1970s, paving the way for the NIEO. The UN General Assembly convened its first ever special session dedicated to economics in 1974. Then, on 1 May 1974, the General Assembly adopted a Declaration on the Establishment of the NIEO, despite reservations from the USA. UNCTAD was designated the forum for hashing out the details.

A closer look at the G77 debates within UNCTAD and the NIEO uncovers an oft-overlooked offshoot of the anti-imperialism of free trade. Che Guevara enunciated UNCTAD’s Marx-Manchester ideological inheritance at its first gathering in 1964. He railed against the neomercantilism, embargoes, blockades, and other forms of ‘trade discrimination practised by the imperialist metropolitan countries against the socialist countries’. Why? Because these neocolonial economic policies were ‘a danger to world trade and world peace. This conference must also establish in plain terms the rights of all peoples to unrestricted freedom of trade.’85 Guevara’s radical critique of Western neocolonialism and his tying of freer trade to world peace were just the tip of the iceberg. Albania’s trade minister, Kiço Ngjela, similarly targeted ‘the selfish and neo-colonialist policy of exploitation carried out by the imperialist powers, first and foremost by American imperialism. All discrimination, blockades and artificial restrictions on foreign trade must be liquidated.’ According to Ngjela, such Western neocolonialism stretched from the US embargo of Cuba to the tariff discrimination of the European Common Market. A similar, albeit less polemical, refrain appeared in UNCTAD secretary-general Raúl Prebisch’s report, ‘Towards a New Trade Policy for Development’, which singled out the protectionist policies of western Europe and the United States on agricultural products as principal stumbling blocks. UNCTAD’s continued support for trade liberalization and South–South cooperation through programmes such as its Economic Cooperation among Developing Countries represented a new phase of post-1945 socialist globalization, encompassing the Soviet and non-aligned world as well as nations within the US Cold War orbit.86 Elements of the century-old Marx-Manchester tradition thus remained visible within UNCTAD.

Aspects of the Marx-Manchester legacy were next carried over into the NIEO. This remained dedicated to multilateralism alongside eradication of ‘the remaining vestiges of alien and colonial domination, foreign occupation, racial discrimination, apartheid and neo-colonialism in all its forms’.87 High on the NIEO’s ‘Programme of Action’ was ‘improved access to markets in developed countries through the progressive removal of tariff and non-tariff barriers and of restrictive business practices’, coupled with regional economic integration.88 Its ‘Charter of Economic Rights and Duties of States’, spearheaded by Mexican president Luis Echeverría, called for ‘increasing expansion and liberalization of world trade’ to maintain ‘international peace’ and ‘friendly relations among nations’, starting with the removal of discriminatory tariffs among ‘developed countries’.89 The NIEO’s emphasis upon economic integration, non-interventionism, supranational governance, and freer trade in the Global North bore the stamp of the Marx-Manchester free-trade tradition.

However, the NIEO’s left-wing freer-trade endorsement was coupled with calls for more sovereignty and protectionist exemptions to allow the developing world to catch up. The NIEO’s anti-imperialism of economic nationalism emphasized a return of state control over natural resources to counteract the neocolonial influence of the Western powers. Whereas the previous century of economic peace work had emphasized supranational regulation of raw materials and their worldwide distribution to undermine one of the main causes of colonialism, the NIEO wanted more sovereignty over national resources, not less. The protectionist emphasis also extended to other key policies. The NIEO requested price controls, preferential trade arrangements, technology transfer, wealth redistribution, and access to non-coercive foreign financial assistance. These aspects reflected elements of the Marx-List tradition discussed in chapter 3, which set NIEO advocates further apart from their neoliberal contemporaries, as did the NIEO’s stronger emphasis on social justice, democratization, and public ownership of the means of production.

The NIEO’s ideologies created an economic ideological Gordian knot, by enunciating simultaneously aspects of the anti-imperialism of free trade and of the anti-imperialism of economic nationalism. Its support for economic interdependence as a prerequisite for peace and justice contained elements of the Marx-Manchester tradition. Its protectionist prescription for the decolonizing world, however, placed it within a longer legacy of anti-imperial activism that had formerly been grounded within the late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century anti-colonial spaces of the British Empire. Considering that Argentina had fallen within the orbit of Britain’s informal free-trade empire by the mid-nineteenth century, Prebisch’s own contributions to the creation of UNCTAD and the NIEO are quite fitting.90 We can also see within the Global South’s critiques of neocolonialism outlined above that the West’s imperialism of economic nationalism was much more of a concern to the NIEO than was the imperialism of free trade. It was a concern that was broadly shared by the left-wing commercial peace movement, but not by right-wing neoliberals, who viewed the NIEO’s economic nationalist demands for the Global South as the greater threat.

From around 1970, globalists on both the Left and the Right were prepared to open new doors to trade, but with very different priorities in mind. Left-wing economic peace workers reinvested in their free-trade grassroots and warmed to UNCTAD-NIEO anti-colonial calls for freer trade for the Global North and temporary protectionism for the Global South. Right-wing neoliberal intellectuals and politicians similarly supported free enterprise, integration, and supranational governance, but were instead suspicious of sovereignty, democracy, anti-colonial nationalism, and non-interventionism. The right-wing reforms of Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher laid the groundwork for the neoliberal free-trade regime that would arise at the Cold War’s end. During the 1970s and 1980s, the US and UK governments brazenly cosied up to authoritarian regimes willing to accept the free enterprise system and to violently quash left-wing nationalist challengers. Crushing debt also laid waste to many developing states that had little choice but to take loans from the Western-controlled IMF and World Bank. As a result, by the early 1980s the NIEO found its negotiating position severely weakened. This emboldened Reagan and Thatcher, long-time fans of Hayek and Friedman, to reject the NIEO’s demands, paving the way for the post–Cold War neoliberal order.91



The Rise and Fall of the Neoliberal Order, 1989–2016

The collapse of the Soviet Union made globalism great again. The Berlin Wall’s dismantling in 1989 became emblematic of a new age of openness as Western neoliberalism began to displace socialist globalization.92 Neoliberal integration at a regional and global scale had seemingly replaced the divisiveness of the Cold War. The European Union (EU) came into being in 1993. The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) came into effect in 1994. The World Trade Organization (WTO) was launched in 1995. The cosmopolitan imagination ran wild. ‘Instead of containment or détente,’ the German philosopher Thomas Pogge noted in 1992, ‘political scientists are discussing grand pictures: the end of history, or the inevitable proliferation and mutual pacifism of democracies. And politicians are speaking of a new world order.’93 Globalist soothsayers augured that the end of the nation state was at hand: that national sovereignty would soon be subordinated to supranational governance, and global citizenship would displace national tribalism.94 The world’s markets appeared open for neoliberal business. ‘By the end of the twentieth century,’ Slobodian observes, ‘it was a common belief that free-market ideology had conquered the world.’95 Free enterprise displaced the welfare state as the economic handmaiden of human rights. But while the world was perhaps becoming more humane, it was also becoming more unequal, as the developing world fell deeper into debt.96 The swift rise of the oligarchs in post-Soviet Russia, in turn, aptly illustrated that neoliberalism did not travel hand in glove with democracy. The gradual erosion of democracy in Latin America, Europe, and the United States in the decades since provide further evidence.97 The ending of the Cold War indeed opened up former Soviet markets previously off limits to the capitalist West and offered up a new era of bipartisan, US-led multilateralism, the ‘Washington Consensus’. But this neoliberal order—this new era of the Pax Americana—fell far short of the ethical, equitable, and regulatory requirements that left-wing economic peace workers sought.

The tripartite rhetoric of free trade, democracy, and peace nevertheless became bipartisan US mainstays of the neoliberal order. Republican George H. W. Bush praised all three in his 1991 State of the Union address during his push for what would become NAFTA. That same year, he awarded ninety-two-year-old Friedrich Hayek a Presidential Medal of Freedom, noting ‘how magnificent it must be for him to witness his ideas validated before the eyes of the world’.98 The conservative strain of peace through free trade glossed over its most glaring contradictions and inconsistencies, even as it became a bipartisan refrain. ‘Democracy and free trade go hand in hand,’ Democratic president Bill Clinton similarly noted in 1994, when NAFTA came into force. He next backed the creation of the WTO to replace the GATT as the clearinghouse for global trade disputes. The ‘Washington Consensus’ was by now firmly entrenched.99 Clinton’s championing of free trade and supranational economic governance even led economist Alfred Eckes to opine in 1995 that Clinton represented ‘Cobden’s Pyrrhic victory’, the ill-fated triumph of Cobdenism in the USA.100 Clinton’s Republican successor, George W. Bush, in turn called the signing of the Central American Free Trade Agreement in 2005 ‘a commitment of freedom-loving nations to advance peace and prosperity throughout the Western hemisphere’, and similarly backed the massive Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), as would Democratic president Barack Obama after him.101

Such bipartisan free-trade-and-peace rhetoric may have contained echoes of Manchester liberalism, but their foreign policy track records told a different story. These presidents were not neo-Cobdenites dedicated to non-interventionism, democracy, and peace: far from it. For example, the Cuban embargo—that seemingly perpetual enshrinement of US closed-door imperialism—remained official policy throughout the neoliberal era. George H. W. Bush and Bill Clinton’s debilitating economic sanctions against Iraq following the first Gulf War (1990–1991) wreaked havoc upon Iraqi civilians; UNICEF estimated that upwards of half a million Iraqi children under the age of five died as a result. Bipartisan US policy towards Haiti during the neoliberal era, sandwiched between two US invasions of Iraq, provides yet another case study in the anti-democratic interventionism of the neoliberal state. Beginning in 1991, George H. W. Bush and subsequently Bill Clinton secretly backed the right-wing paramilitaries responsible for overthrowing the democratically elected left-wing president of Haiti, Jean-Bertrand Aristide. The military junta’s leader responsible for the coup, Emmanuel Constant, had been a CIA asset. After years of turning away Haitian refugees seeking asylum from the brutal Constant regime, Clinton only returned Aristide to power in 1995 once the latter promised to practise economic austerity as laid out by the World Bank and the IMF. Constant, responsible for the murder of thousands of Haitian pro-democracy activists, was thereafter allowed to live freely in New York City. George W. Bush would once again tacitly back the overthrow of liberation theologian Aristide in 2004 not long after Aristide requested $21 billion in reparations from France. The reparations harkened back to the debts accrued following Haitian independence two centuries prior. In 2022 the New York Times reported how the French ambassador to Haiti at the time of the 2004 coup had admitted that the United States ‘had effectively orchestrated “a coup” against Mr. Aristide’, partly in response to his request for reparations.102 These examples, far from exhaustive, are only meant to highlight the post-1989 bipartisan neoliberal penchant for coercive interventionism and the superficiality of the Washington Consensus’s stated belief in the power of free trade to promote peace and democracy.

Rather than fostering peace, moreover, the neoliberal era brought endless US war.103 After 1989, the projection of US military power reigned supreme. Both major political parties oversaw a host of military interventions large and small, culminating in the bipartisan-backed US invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq following the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001. The invasion of Afghanistan in late 2001 would stretch on to become the USA’s longest war. George W. Bush next misled the US public into supporting the invasion of Iraq in 2003 on the false premise that Saddam Hussein had been behind ‘9/11’, coupled with the belief that democracy could best be exported at the barrel of a gun. The Bush administration’s neoliberal preference for free enterprise also meant that the rebuilding of Iraq fell largely to private US companies.104

Neoliberal imperialism received plenty of left-wing opposition in the 1990s and after, but the free-trade advocacy of the Washington Consensus muddied the ideological waters for what remained of the economic peace movement. Neoliberals had effectively co-opted free trade as a neocolonial tool. This left free trade’s left-wing proponents in a difficult bind, which echoed a sentiment of British Marx-Manchester peace worker Bertrand Russell from a century earlier: ‘It seems to be the fate of idealists to obtain what they have struggled for in a form which destroys their ideals.’105 Then came the Great Recession of 2008–2009, a side effect of financial market deregulations begun during Bill Clinton’s presidency. The recession fomented a populist rebellion against the Washington Consensus from both the Left and the Right in the respective guises of the Occupy Wall Street and the Tea Party movements. By 2016, the beginning of the end of the neoliberal order was at hand.106



Our Neomercantilist Moment, 2016–2022

Remnants of the 150-year-long left-wing economic peace movement are all around us. They are on display at the airport duty-free shop, or when picking up a copy of the Economist at the news stand. They can be found in pacifistic regional integration projects such as the EU. They can be glimpsed within global integration initiatives maintained through the OECD and the WTO. They live on in peace organizations such as the CEIP and WILPF. They underpin the moralistic economic cosmopolitan visions of Fair Trade and international co-operativism. They provide the ideological foundations of capitalist peace theory and of the world’s remaining single-tax colonies. They are represented on Duolingo, where you can brush up on your Esperanto. They are even tucked away in attics and closets, as with the world’s most popular board game Monopoly.

Whereas neoliberalism disassociated its brand of free trade from democracy promotion, what remains of the economic peace movement has done the opposite.107 Since the 1990s, for example, WILPF has been quite clear in its opposition to neoliberal free-trade agreements, which, the organization argues, have been used to erode sovereignty, racial equality, labour and environmental rights, and democracy. As WILPF Boston’s Valentine Moghadam explained in 2017, ‘neoliberal capitalist globalization’ may have ‘liberalized markets and free trade’ for the benefit of ‘some countries and populations within them, but they have also driven out small businesses, undercut domestic producers, and promoted “the race to the bottom”’. Fair Trade remains WILPF’s preferred choice for peaceful and equitable global economic interdependence. At the same time, WILPF and other women’s peace organizations continue to oppose the imperialism of economic nationalism, not least the US embargo of Cuba.108 The socialist WPC, amid its ‘struggle for peace and democracy’, similarly continues to oppose the Cuban blockade, as do left-wing Protestant peace organizations.109 Still other mainline Protestants today call for expanding global economic governance to guide trade liberalization along a more equitable and ethical path.110 The director of Carnegie Europe, Rosa Balfour, in turn, blames ongoing troubles with China, Russian imperialism, and US economic nationalism for destabilizing the long-standing transatlantic partnership between the US and the EU.111

As these left-leaning liberal radical, feminist, socialist, and Christian peace organizations illustrate, the free-trade-and-peace movement is down but not entirely out. The airport duty-free shop remains a global phenomenon, as does the co-operative movement, although the former has undergone its own neoliberal reformation, and neither is commonly associated with peace nowadays.112 The Fair Trade movement also maintains an international presence. While today’s Fair Trade movement might oppose contemporary free-trade agreements between more advanced economies and the developing world, it does so because the agreements tend to be weak on protections for labour, the environment, and the consumer, not because Fair Traders are opposed to trade liberalization per se. For its supporters, the Fair Trade movement offers an alter-globalization—what Paul Adler refers to as ‘fair globalization’: an alternative to the neoliberal regime of trade liberalization that prioritizes corporate profits over human rights. Fair globalization instead emphasizes consumer, environmental, and labour rights, maintained through ethically driven regulation of world trade that draws upon a longer anti-monopoly tradition.113 The movement also encourages consumers to pay more for ethically sourced goods and services, providing an indirect subsidy to ‘the rest’ to equalize trade and power imbalances with the West. Drawing upon its mid-twentieth-century liberal radical roots, the neoliberal WTO launched its Trade for Peace programme in 2018. The illiberal geopolitical fallout from Britain’s dislocation from the EU, the growth of European right-wing nationalist parties, and Russia’s annexation of Crimea and invasion of Ukraine have, however counterintuitively, helped reinforce the left-wing pacifistic rationale for a more interdependent Europe.114 Last but not least, the long-sought dream of pan-African economic union is now becoming a reality. With the neoliberal endorsement of the World Bank and the WTO’s Trade for Peace programme, since 2021 fifty-four African nations have begun integrating in the name of prosperity, anti-colonialism, women’s empowerment, and peace through the African Continental Free Trade Area.115

But these free-trade-and-peace initiatives are not concerted, nor are they pervasive within what little remains of today’s international left-wing peace movement. This is partly a result of the hawkish right-wing neoliberal championing of free markets over the past half century, which has contributed to free trade’s political and ideological disassociation from anti-imperialism and peace. Opposition to neoliberalism has encouraged the anti-war Left to seek a new foreign policy agenda bereft of any vestiges of liberal internationalism. As a result, outside what remains of the commercial peace movement, many on the Left today, such as Sam Moyn, remain far more sceptical of the pacifistic dividends to be gleaned from US-led multilateralism. Others still, like Aziz Rana, envisage ‘a genuinely anti-imperial alternative’ social democratic order that is divorced from US-style free market capitalism.116 In Europe, far-Left intellectuals such as German socialist theorist Wolfgang Streeck have gone further in expressing their antipathy towards free markets and open borders; Streeck has even given Brexit his blessing, seeing it as the beginning of the end of the EU’s neoliberal empire project.117 Where for so long economic cosmopolitanism and regional integration were precepts of the international peace movement that bridged the divide between moderates and the far Left, they are now more often treated as the right-wing weapons of neocolonialism and neoliberalism.

But must a Pax Economica be in opposition to a Pax Americana, Pax Europa, or Pax Atlantica?118 Not according to the leaders of the commercial peace movement explored here. For them, the pacifistic leadership of the United States and Europe was considered essential for obtaining their democratic, equitable, non-interventionist, and interdependent economic order between the 1840s and today. And for a fleeting moment in the late 1940s, things even seemed to be going their way. In response to the Cold War penchant for neocolonialism and neomercantilism, the commercial peace movement next warmed to the anti-colonial leadership of the Global South through UNCTAD and the NIEO. This book’s left-wing globalists would recommend for today a new supranational governing structure that included a triumvirate of the United States, Europe, and the Global South. They’d also recommend that if regulatory bodies such as the WTO are no longer fit for purpose in defending democracy, social justice, and peace alongside free markets, then they should either be reformed or replaced entirely. But they would not abandon their dream of an interdependent world at peace. They would also be amenable to working with more moderate capitalist allies to bring these pacifistic reforms to fruition.

It remains to be seen whether the mounting left-wing opposition to economic cosmopolitanism will continue now that, in recent years, the legacies and continuities of neomercantilism have become so pronounced. Granted, some neomercantilist elements were on display well before the post-2016 turn against the neoliberal order. Economic sanctions, sanctified in the interwar years, had already become the punitive weapons of first resort in world affairs during the neoliberal era.119 And the ongoing US embargo of Cuba highlights how the imperialism of economic nationalism has remained a coercive tool of US foreign policy for over half a century. But the 2016 Brexit referendum and Republican president Donald Trump’s ‘America First’ foreign policy have brought a new neomercantilist order into existence. Trump’s brand of America First economics included trade wars with the nation’s main trading partners, pulling the USA out of the TPP, scrapping NAFTA, and working to dismantle the WTO from within. Democratic president Joe Biden has maintained and even expanded upon many of his Republican predecessor’s economic nationalist policies, hinting at a new protectionist Washington Consensus for the twenty-first century. Brexit, in turn, has created barriers to trade and geopolitical tensions with Britain’s largest trading partner, the EU, threatening the very fabric of the European peace project.120 Numerous nationalist governments across the globe have, in due course, followed the Anglo-American neomercantilist assault on neoliberal multilateralism.121 These attacks have only been exacerbated by the Covid pandemic, China’s regional expansionist designs, and Russia’s nationalist imperialism in Ukraine. Russian export embargoes on natural gas to Europe, the loss of Ukrainian wheat from global markets, and crippling Western economic sanctions against Russia have further haemorrhaged global supply chains and worsened world food and energy insecurity. The neoliberal order has been placed on notice. Today’s nascent economic nationalist order—punctuated by trade wars, sanctions, imperial interventions, and impotent supranational oversight—bears all the neomercantilist hallmarks that the commercial peace movement had fought against for the past 150 years.

The history of the left-wing fight for free trade, anti-imperialism, and peace challenges what appears to be a growing economic nationalist partnership between the far Left and the far Right. It does so by recovering a radical economic cosmopolitan tradition that for so long created alliances between peace-minded liberal reformers and leftist revolutionaries. Rediscovery of the economic peace movement’s radical history arrives as left-wing internationalists search for a new foreign policy to combat both neoliberalism and a new twenty-first-century protectionist order. Our current neomercantilist moment, should it continue, might spell the beginning of the end of the post–Cold War neoliberal regime. But neoliberalism’s demise might also open the door once again to left-wing globalist dreams of Pax Economica.
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