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Introduction 
A Life Apart porn C i ~ c ~ ~ s t a ~ ~ i a l  Things 

n late April and May 1913, letters of condolence arrived at the home of I Rosamund Ward from all across the country and the world. Major social 
thinkers expressed profound sorrow over her husband Lester Frank Ward’s 
death on 17 April 1913. Giants of late-nineteenth- and early-twentieth- 
century thought, including French social scientist Ihile Durkheim, Ger- 
man social scientist Ferdinand Tonnies, British urban planner Sir Patrick 
Geddes, American social scientists Edward A. Ross, Albion Small, and 
Thorstein Veblen, mourned Ward’s passing. They had lost a major voice in 
international debates about political reform, social science, and the direc- 
tion of social progress in the modem world. Glowing obituaries appeared 
in newspapers in New York City, Providence (Rhode Island), Washington, 
D.C., and a few international dailies. 

Brown University, where Ward was a professor of social science and a 
beloved member of the faculty, also paid homage to the popular thinker 
who, they declared, ”came to us near the close of a long life of severe men- 
tal exertion. . . . [Ward] was a profound student, and an original investi- 
gator in the most abstruse problems with which the human mind can 
grapple. For seven years the faculty and students found in him a genial 
associate, an inspiring teacher, and a sincere and unflinching seeker after 
truth.”’ In the wake of his death, Ward’s relatives and Brown University 
librarian Harry Koopman created a Lester Frank Ward Room at the uni- 
versity’s John Hay Library preserving his book collection and the memo- 
rabilia he collected during his lifetime of intellectual work for the federal 
government and for his last years at Brown University. Thousands of let- 
ters, books, photographs, and other materials were placed in the room as 
a memorial to this important American intellectual. 

1 



2 Introduction 

Most of this is forgotten today. Except for the handful of American 
intellectual and cultural historians in the world, Lester Ward is virtually 
unknown. Few American policymakers know that Ward and an entire 
generation of intellectuals in Washington provided key intellectual 
groundwork for the modern administrative and regulatory state; few are 
knowledgeable about the debates that occurred more than a century ago 
about the relationship between the individual citizen and the government. 
Fewer still have ever read Lester Frank Ward’s books, though they are an 
excellent guide to the major trends in late-nineteenth-century liberal 
thought and the major debates framing the arguments about government 
power, the relationship between labor and capital, the importance of sci- 
ence and social science in shaping government policies, and the role that 
the state should play in American life. Most modern sociologists do not 
celebrate Ward, or those of his generation, as disciplinary founders; the so- 
ciological canon has, for the most part, ignored Ward and his colleagues. 
Although the Society for Applied Sociology does maintain a Lester Frank 
Ward Award for distinguished contributions to the field of sociology, he is 
not part of the discipline he worked so hard to establish. 

The Ward Room at Brown University was dismantled long ago. Most of 
his books are out of print. The only surviving memorial to Ward is on a 
small rural road in the northeastern corner of Pennsylvania. On Route 187 
in Bradford County, Pennsylvania, in a village called Myersburg, there is 
a small state historical sign celebrating “Lester Frank Ward: Father of 
American Sociology.” The sign also informs passersby that Ward was 
once regarded as “the American Aristotle.” It is a statement of high praise 
and a remarkable piece of Americana tucked away in this small town in 
Pennsylvania. Most people who drive by the sign probably have no idea 
why this man could lay claim to the title ”father of American sociology.” 

Only remnants of Ward’s influence are recognized today, despite the 
fact that his influence was profound and diffuse on a wide range of Amer- 
ican intellectuals, government officials, and professional social scientists 
by the turn of the twentieth century. Progressive historian Charles Beard 
viewed the story of Ward’s life as an ”American epic” and considered him 
one of the most impressive minds of the late nineteenth century: “I have 
always regarded it as among my great good fortunes . . . to have met this 
remarkable man in the later years of his life,” Beard wrote in New Repub- 
lic magazine in the fall of 1939. “At the age of nearly seventy, Ward im- 
pressed me as a monolith of living granite. . . . His learning was vast, his 
interests truly cosmic, and his impacts upon American thought wide- 
reaching.”2 Beard, and a wide variety of his contemporaries, wanted to 
know much more about this self-taught American social theorist- 
someone they regarded as having a profound influence on their intellec- 
tual lives. 
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This book is an attempt to heed Beard’s call for a comprehensive study 
of Ward‘s life story and the diffuse impact of his work on American intel- 
lectuals and political thinkers in the late nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries. Ward‘s life and thought are a fitting example for this series of 
books on ”American Intellectual Culture” and the role of public intellec- 
tuals in American life. Ward was a consummate public intellectual believ- 
ing for his entire career that it was necessary for men and women of ideas 
to work for the public good; the public intellectual must serve a nation 
struggling to emerge from the Civil War and come to grips with modern 
industrial society. This is not the first attempt to chronicle Ward‘s life. 
Many have gone before me in writing about him, and I am deeply in- 
debted to their work. But few historians have ever tried to write a full- 
scale intellectual portrait of the man, tied his work to the restructuring of 
American liberalism after the Civil War, or examined his relationship to 
the community of intellectuals working in government science in late- 
nineteenth-century Washington, D.C.3 

In part, the current ignorance of Ward‘s role in shaping debates about 
the role of government and the state in American life is a reflection of the 
scholarship about the man. Although widely celebrated by American and 
European scientists and social thinkers immediately after his death in 
1913, his reputation has generally suffered since. Numerous scholars from 
the early 1930s to the late 1950s have noted the contradictions in Ward’s 
thought, his inability to incorporate changes in the scientific world into 
his own scientific and philosophic system, and his reliance on his early 
publications to defend attacks on his ideas. Charles Ellwood wrote in the 
late 1930s that Ward “was too big a man, perhaps, to permit contradic- 
tions to trouble him.”4 More recently, historian John Burnham has harshly 
criticized Ward’s scientific ability and denies him any significance in the 
history of American science or American social thought: “Ward system- 
atized when he should have experimented; he speculated when he should 
have observed; he tried to embrace all knowledge in a world turning in- 
creasingly to specialization. Because of his failure to adapt to the rapid 
changes in his own intellectual environment,” Burnham concludes, ”he 
became an anachronism; he represented a part of the nineteenth century 
surviving into the t~ent ie th .”~  But Burnham’s dismissal of Ward’s signif- 
icance misses much of Ward‘s importance in the reconstruction of Amer- 
ican liberalism and his formative role in the intellectual community of 
late-nineteenth-century Washington, D.C. 

Burnham’s interpretation responded in part to the rising interest in 
Ward’s work among a few mid-twentieth-century liberal historians such 
as Ralph Gabriel, Richard Hofstadter, and Henry Steele Commager. Their 
studies of Ward‘s life celebrate his criticism of social Darwinism and his 
contribution to the development of the modern welfare state. Ralph 



4 Introduction 

Gabriel's wide-ranging history, The Course of American Democratic Thought, 
first published in 1940, found in Ward's social thought a "non-Marxian so- 
cialism resting on a foundation of democracy.,"j In 1944, Richard Hof- 
stadter published Social Darwinism in American Thought, which examined 
Ward's role in the debate over social Darwinism-particularly his ongo- 
ing conflicts with William Graham Sumner, the American disciple of En- 
glish social thinker Herbert Spencer. Hofstadter argued that Ward was the 
only comprehensive critic of a laissez-faire state before the New Deal; his 
main contribution to American intellectual life was his work against the 
popularity of "survival of the fittest" arguments about the American so- 
cial system. Henry Steele Commager, in his history of the American mind 
and in his published anthology of Ward's work, Lester Frank Ward and the 
Welfare State, argued that Ward provided the philosophical foundation for 
the modern administrative welfare state and deserves to be recognized 
for this contribution to American social t h ~ u g h t . ~  In addition to these 
studies, Sidney Fine devoted a large amount of space to Ward in his his- 
tory of the conflict between the laissez-faire state and the general welfare 
state in American social life and politics, and Eric Goldman, building on 
Hofstadter's interpretation, counted Ward among the key "Reform Dar- 
winists" who used Darwinian categories for social analysis while strip- 
ping away the harsher elements of social Darwinist pessimism.8 

Historians who have dealt with Ward-whether they celebrate him or 
dismiss him-relegate him to a peripheral role. His work has been used 
to smash critics of regulatory government, exponents of a social Darwin- 
ist approach to economic life, and laissez-faire attitudes of political and 
economic administration. He has also been dismissed on the grounds that 
his scientific work is now ignored, that he emphasized taxonomy .over 
scientific experimentation, or that he was just too simplistic in his episte- 
mology and assumptions about the positivist nature of knowledge. But by 
focusing broadly on Ward's life and career as a civil servant and public in- 
tellectual, a clearer and more subtle picture of his work emerges. In order 
to better understand him and his generation we must pay attention to the 
cultural and intellectual context within which he and his contemporaries 
worked. 

Part of that important context lies in the changing structure of political 
thought in the late nineteenth century. Historians have recently begun to 
reassess the history of late-nineteenth-century politics and ideas. Scholars 
have moved away from a sterile debate regarding the "origins and out- 
comes" of the Progressive generation, focusing instead on what Daniel 
Rodgers called the "surrounding structures of available rhetoric and 
ideas-akin to the surrounding structures of politics and power-within 
which progressives launched their crusades, recruited their partisans, and 
did their work."9 We are reexamining the Gilded Age as something more 
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than a dark period of political corruption between Reconstruction and the 
emergence of progressive liberal reform; we are grappling anew with how 
to characterize this era in American life. In his recent book, Atlantic Cross- 
ings, Rodgers has brilliantly illuminated the broad trans-Atlantic connec- 
tions in social reform circles from the 1860s and 1870s into the 1930s; the 
social politics of reform was a shared occupation and obsession with re- 
formers in England and Europe that American social thinkers borrowed 
from, reshaped, and refit to a democratic government and polity. More 
than fifteen years ago James Kloppenberg’s Uncertain Victory traced the 
shared discourse of intellectuals and social philosophers between the last 
three decades of the nineteenth century and the first three decades of the 
twentieth. Kloppenberg illustrates the ways in which political theorists re- 
shaped thinking and language about knowledge, individualism, and so- 
cial development. These political thinkers, such as John Dewey and 
William James in North America, Englishmen such as T. H. Green 
and Henry Sidgwick, and Europeans such as Wilhelm Dilthey and Albert 
Fouilee were all concerned about the meaning of liberalism and democ- 
racy, and the relationship between state intervention and individual free- 
dom. Their work provided a key basis for reviving an Enlightenment 
faith in the power of virtuous citizens to provide for ethical and social 
progress in a modern world of ”immediate experience.”’O 

Even more recently, Louis Menand traces the impact of slavery, the 
Civil War, and late-nineteenth-century social change on the development 
of American pragmatism. As Menand argues in The Metaphysical Club, the 
Civil War “swept away the slave civilization of the South, but it swept 
away almost the whole intellectual culture of the North with it. It took 
nearly a half a century,” Menand concludes, ”for the United States to de- 
velop a culture to replace it, to find a set of ideas, and a way of thinking, 
that would help people cope with the modern conditions of life.”” 

It is right that historians should turn to the history of ideas, political 
thought, and thinking about social relationships in examining the last 
years of the nineteenth century. These years saw the emergence of huge 
industrial corporations, international in scope, that changed the nature of 
capitalism and markets in the twentieth century. These years witnessed 
the rise of reform movements to check the rush of capitalist expansion 
and the social costs of economic change. We have too often neglected the 
ways in which those living through the last decades of the late nineteenth 
century responded to these developments and dealt with this complex 
world of social change. Now at the beginning of the twenty-first century, 
as we are still trying to assess the last years of the twentieth, it is under- 
standable that we turn to those years to see how both Americans and Eu- 
ropeans handled their own transition. How did late-nineteenth-century 
thinkers understand the problem of historical change? What was the role 
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of social science and social investigation in government institutions? How 
could social reformers and intellectuals respond to the old liberal fears of 
government tyranny over self-rule, individual freedom, and liberty? 
These were questions asked in the United States and abroad, questions 
that shaped the development of politics and political thought from the 
late nineteenth century until at least World War 11. For Americans, these 
were particularly pressing problems. Emerging from the devastation of 
the Civil War and the debates over the direction of the nation’s democratic 
institutions during Reconstruction, Americans faced an uneasy future in 
the late nineteenth century. 
Ln the late nineteenth century, as recent historians have shown, lies the 

development of modern social politics and the reconstruction of Ameri- 
can liberalism. Borrowing from trans-Atlantic worlds of thought and po- 
litical strategies, Americans forged a new definition of liberalism that 
came to dominate the political landscape until well after World War 11. 
Lester Ward’s work was central to this changing structure of American 
political thought and his life well demonstrates the broad connections be- 
tween reform communities in the United States and abroad. Much of this 
contribution has been neglected and needs to be recovered to understand 
the contours of late-nineteenth-century thinking about politics and soci- 
ety in the United States and in Europe as well. Ward’s thinking combined 
homegrown notions of democratic politics, producerism, egalitarianism, 
and moral economy gained from his own education and experience with 
a vision of a “positive science” of society inherited from his scientific 
work and his study of the philosophy of Auguste Comte, John Stuart Mill, 
and Herbert Spencer. His ”positive science” of society emphasized the ne- 
cessity of a centralized national educational system and disinterested ex- 
perts as the foundation for governing the republic. 

Ward‘s life story is one of the most remarkable among American intel- 
lectuals. He was born and raised in genuine poverty and spent his whole 
life struggling for money, working in a government job dependent on of- 
ten reluctant congressional funding. He remained deeply committed to 
egalitarian social principles throughout his entire life, participating in a 
wide variety of social reforms including abolition, women’s suffrage, and 
the rights of labor unions. Ward was essentially self-educated and spent 
years learning a remarkable number of fields of study, far too many for 
any one historian to fully grasp. He was a geologist, botanist, biologist, 
paleobotanist, paleontologist, and an able critic of various theories of evo- 
lution; he was also a philosopher, social thinker, economic critic, and 
something of a historian (at least in interpreting theories of society since 
the Enlightenment). Ward mastered at least six languages in his life- 
French, German, Russian, Spanish, Latin, and Greek-and had a passing 
knowledge of others; he translated his work himself whenever possible. 
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His books are difficult to read; long and often ponderous, they can tire 
even the most devoted reader of his work. And yet they did have a pro- 
found influence over a number of important American social thinkers of 
the twentieth century, including such luminaries as Thorstein Veblen, 
John Dewey, Edward Ross, Albion Small, Richard Ely, Charlotte Perkins 
Gilman, and many others who often read them on their own or in gradu- 
ate programs in the social sciences and philosophy. 

Why, then, the general ignorance of Ward‘s life and thought? For one, he 
inhabited and worked in a lost intellectual world, the community of re- 
formers and scientists who built the government research bureaus and sci- 
entific associations of the capital city in the late nineteenth century. Ward 
and the intellectual community in late-nineteenth-century Washington, 
D.C, remained aloof from the professionalization and specialization of the 
social sciences that has been the subject of so much interest in the history 
of American intellectual life; most of them did not receive training in Ger- 
man scholarship, another important subject in late-nineteenth-century 
historiography. Few of the scientists in Washington ever worked in uni- 
versities (although they did have ties to university life); most spent their 
lives in Washington’s government scientific bureaus. 

In short, these intellectuals do not really fit well with histories of 
professionalization in social science disciplines or intellectual life of the 
modern academy. Their ”disciplinary professionalism” was limited. For 
Washington scientists and intellectuals, men such as Ward, Major John 
Wesley Powell, W J McGee, George Brown Goode, and for a time even 
Henry Adams, the most important concern of late-nineteenth-cenhry so- 
cial thought was not defining the boundaries of disciplines but in discov- 
ering ways to apply the accumulated knowledge of society to the solution 
of social problems. The shared concerns of this group focused on the pub- 
lic distribution and organization of knowledge as the most significant 
problem facing a burgeoning industrial democracy. Ward, for example, 
argued that the great problem of the last four decades of the nineteenth 
century was not the social distinction between ”progress and poverty” 
but the disparity between ignorance and intelligence: ”The great demand 
of the world,” Ward argued in one of his last public addresses, ”is knowl- 
edge. The great problem is the equalization of intelligence, to put all 
knowledge in possession of every human being. . . . I call this the princi- 
ple of intellectual egalitarianism, the principle that-no matter what class 
of society you may select from . . . the individuals from all classes . . . will 
be equal in their native capacity for knowledge.”’* Ward and many Wash- 
ington intellectuals wanted to place social science within the structure of 
government and public life itself. 

In addition to the loss of the institutional context for Ward’s life his own 
personality was often troublesome and difficult. He was thin-skinned, 



8 Introduction 

argumentative, intensely ambitious, and, by the end of his life, often felt 
ignored and slighted by other American (and European) intellectuals. He 
did not lack for confidence that his work was important in shaping polit- 
ical thought. But he could often be repetitive in much of his work, and left 
many critics wondering if he had any other ideas beyond his interest in 
social reform and education. Ward was also at pains his entire life to prove 
his knowledge of all scientific subjects because he never received the pro- 
fessional education characterizing many members of late-nineteenth- 
century American and European universities. His habit of creating 
difficult neologisms in his books, symptomatic of his effort to prove his 
knowledge to others, was particularly bothersome to many readers of 
his work. Reading some of his books is hard-going work, his prose some- 
times turgid and complicated, his penchant for synthesizing all knowl- 
edge lost on most modern readers (and some of his contemporaries). 

But, as some of his admirers have made clear, there is something very 
worthwhile in reconstructing Ward‘s intellectual universe and under- 
standing his political thinking. Ward was part of that broad ”revolt 
against formalism” so well captured by historian Morton White. It was 
above all a revolt against the fiction that society was a simple aggregate of 
autonomous individuals. Instead, social thinkers in the late nineteenth 
century increasingly turned to the rhetoric of social cohesion-a “search 
for order” defining the bonds that connected diverse members of a com- 
munity through a common and collective social experience. In this effort, 
historians have generally concentrated on the new emphasis on special- 
ization, bureaucratic efficiency, and social engineering. This tradition, 
however, was driven mainly by an understanding of corporate organiza- 
tion, what some historians have called a “corporate liberalism,” which fo- 
cused on industry as an example of perfect order and the only avenue 
available to solve the mounting social problems of the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth century: population growth, rapid economic expansion, 
labor unrest, and farmers’ rev01t.I~ Historians have had a difficult time 
placing Ward in this scheme, however, and, when they do, rarely mention 
the foundations of his thinking on the problems of social organization 
in the late nineteenth century. 

More recently, historians have begun to reexamine liberalism and polit- 
ical thought in the late nineteenth century, particularly the development 
of a state-centered new liberalism. The central question that concerned 
many late-nineteenth-century social thinkers was the relationship be- 
tween democracy and authority: was there a role for the controlling hand 
of the government in a democratic state and polity committed to the lib- 
eral values of individualism and natural rights? For Ward and the Wash- 
ington intellectuals, the answer to this question was a resounding yes. For 
them the liberal tradition did not mean upholding free market capitalism 
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and ”negative liberty,” that is to say individualism freed from govern- 
ment tyranny, as the end product of social development. They were 
deeply troubled by the problems facing the nation at the end of the Civil 
War, and they were well connected to those trans-Atlantic networks of so- 
cial thought that began to reshape the role of government in protecting 
the social polity in many quarters around the w0r1d.l~ 

Two major sets of concerns defined the development of new liberalism 
for Ward and the Washington intellectuals: the distinction between nature 
and culture and the distinction between government and the state. Ward, 
for example, argued that the fallacy of social Darwinist thinking, the ”sur- 
vival of the fittest” doctrine, was the conflation of nature and human soci- 
ety or natural evolution and social evolution. Unregulated competition 
may be the rule of animal evolution, or ”animal economics” as Ward called 
it, but it did not serve as the example for human society or ”human eco- 
nomic~.’’~~ Although social development and progress continued under the 
influence of the forces of nature-the various versions of liberal and laissez- 
faire political economy-the result had been halting, wasteful, and benefi- 
cial to only a few members of society. Social progress was dependent on the 
interference of individuals and not on a natural, infinitely progressive evo- 
lution. Government power must have a hand in social change or the dam- 
ages of rampant growth threatened to tear the nation apart. 

The distinction between government and the state was roughly similar 
to the distinction between the individual and society-a microcosm to a 
macrocosm. Government was a component part of the state just as the in- 
dividual was embedded within the larger society. The state was defined 
as the whole social order or, as historian Michael Lacey argues, summa- 
rizing the arguments of John Wesley Powell, “the combination of public 
and private agencies that made up the organizational structure of soci- 
ety.”16 The government consisted of the public system of regulations, in- 
stitutions, and bureaus, which organized and coordinated knowledge to 
direct and control the progress of the larger social order. Ward argued that 
society needed to develop a ”social intellect,” created from the work of 
public research bureaus such as the United States Geological Survey, the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Smithsonian Institution, and private scien- 
tific associations such as the National Geographic Society, the Anthropo- 
logical Society of Washington, and other similar organizations. It was this 
social intellect that Ward described in numerous essays and books in the 
late nineteenth century; it was these works that helped shape the exami- 
nation of society and politics by early-twentieth-century reformers. 

In the Washington intellectuals’ vision the line separating the public 
function of these bureaus and the private learned organizations was 
permeable. Both the newly emerging government bureaus and the pri- 
vate learned societies formed by the Washington intellectuals served as 
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the institutional network providing the knowledge necessary for the 
“social intellect” to take control of society’s development. A hoped-for 
National University, the capstone to their vision of government institu- 
tions, was to serve as a government graduate school for experts trained 
to gather and interpret the data of political, social, economic, and intel- 
lectual development. This state-centered form of social knowledge had 
advocates in many quarters in the United States and abroad. The net- 
works of intellectuals in England and Europe-in professional societies 
in Paris, London, and Berlin-that Ward joined and associated with had 
a host of similar efforts at the national coordination of knowledge. In 
particular, Ward’s relationship with the Institut International de Soci- 
ologie (IIS), an organization still in existence today, connected him to a 
network of political intellectuals interested in cross-disciplinary and in- 
ternational research on social development. 

The scientific politics that Ward and the Washington intellectual com- 
munity in general hoped might emerge from such a focus on government 
and the “social intellect” was not designed in their minds to be hostile to 
democratic participation. They never harbored fears of democracy, as 
many more commonly known genteel reformers did, and they harbored 
no pessimism about the nation’s future. They shared a common prejudice 
against party but did not believe that only those of ”proper” education 
could be the nation’s political leaders. Ward‘s educational faith was far 
more democratic than that. And though some later progressive theorists 
following in the footsteps of the Washington intellectual community cer- 
tainly rejected democracy, Ward and his colleagues did 

Instead, Ward believed that the work done in Washington might lead to 
the creation of a true ”people’s government” unfettered by the partisan- 
ship and political party corruption of post-Civil War politics. The problem 
of political life for Washington intellectuals was an old fear of monopoly 
control by “interests” above the needs of the people. Their understanding 
of the relationship between government and the state and between the in- 
dividual and society rested squarely on the republican tradition, which re- 
quired a virtuous and knowledgeable citizenry for the continued progress 
of American institutions. Only a government designed to furnish society 
with the knowledge of social and economic conditions could provide for 
the progress and health of the state. For the Washington intellectuals re- 
publican categories such as virtue, independence, fears of monopoly, and 
the need for knowledgeable citizenry could be used to analyze the social, 
intellectual, and political events of the late nineteenth century.’* 

This is not to suggest that this republican tradition resembled the version 
that has dominated the study of eighteenth-century political thought and 
the forces shaping the American Revolution. As James Kloppenberg has re- 
cently argued, the language of the republican tradition survived in only 
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limited ways into the nineteenth century and in a quite different context. It 
is Ward's understanding of the republican tradition that is of most interest 
here; the ways in which Ward showed an interlocking interest in the liberal 
faiths in freedom and self-rule and the republican faith in virtue and re- 
sponsible citizenship are evident in his work. For Ward, these interlocking 
concerns were filtered through his experience in antebellum political life 
and his education both before and after the Civil War. Ward inherited a 
producerist ethos that framed much of his understanding of the social rela- 
tionships in politics and economics in the late nineteenth century. Produc- 
erism in Ward's vision celebrated the economic contribution of productive 
work, free labor, and the producing classes-artisans, skilled labor, small 
merchants, and craftsmen-as distinct from the nonproducing classes who 
accumulated capital for their own gain. It was a rhetoric of moral economy 
and class that owed much to the experience of industrialization in the an- 
tebellum north, a language of politics set in contrast to the mainstream faith 
that America was a land with an open social system.19 

Much of the producerist language about the danger of monopoly, con- 
centrations of power, and fears of conspiracy was linked with the repub- 
lican language of the Revolutionary generation, but it was altered in the 
nineteenth century by the force of market growth, democratic expansion, 
and the mechanization of industry. Ward's later incorporation of produc- 
erist ethics into his vision of social development stripped producerism of 
its many antebellum class connotations, elevating it to a level of moral 
and scientific ideal. He added to the producerist distinction between pro- 
ductive work and nonproductive acquisitive capitalism a profound inter- 
est in egalitarian social reform led by the power of education to lessen the 
social distinctions of a growing industrial democracy. These ideas served 
as the basis for Ward's social thought and provided the basic themes in his 
publications.20 

At the heart of the new liberal vision in Ward's work was this firm belief 
in the productive value of labor. The intellectual and social legacy of Ward 
and the Washington intellectuals-in particular their emphasis on an ac- 
tivist and interventionist govemment-can be found in limited ways in 
the nation's state and private universities and professional scientific disci- 
plines, though not in the public agencies or the National University they 
envisioned. In economics, for example, it meant an increased interest in a 
democratic statism-a political economy that emphasized the state's role 
as a guiding hand to national economic growth and function. In political 
science, it meant attention to the relationship between private organiza- 
tions and the functions of a growing state bureaucracy. And in sociology, 
the discipline that most often views Ward as one of its founding fathers, it 
meant the study of the social role of intellectuals and a debate about the 
purposes of activist social science in a modern industrial democracy. 
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The work of defining the new liberalism of the twentieth century, how- 
ever, was to be more profoundly understood by a later generation of 
thinkers-among them John Dewey, Herbert Croly, Walter Lippmann, 
Thorstein Veblen, and many others-who moved far beyond Ward and 
the Washington intellectuals in their understanding of the state and its de- 
velopment. They also understood, as Kloppenberg noted in Uncertain Vic- 
t oy ,  the contingency of human experience and the lack of any clear 
objective foundation for knowledge. Ward‘s thinking was based on 
nineteenth-century categories, and that should not be surprising. Yet he 
still provided a key transitional foundation these later thinkers. Ward and 
the Washington intellectual community represent a too-often ignored 
and misunderstood transitional phase between an older republican tradi- 
tion of elite-led, disinterested public service and the twentieth-century 
creation of an administrative and regulatory state. They represent a mo- 
mentary but important provincial intellectual community in an age before 
universities and professional societies.21 

In a sense this biography is a character study tracing the fortunes of one 
individual’s life across the mid-nineteenth century to the turn of the 
twentieth century, a life framed by the end of the antebellum era and 
the middle of the Progressive generation’s efforts at social reform. In an- 
other sense, this study is a history of ideas tracing the changing defini- 
tions of science and social science in the late nineteenth century and the 
contributions of Ward to those debates. I try to pay very close attention to 
the broader problems of political thought and Ward’s connections to dif- 
ferent intellectual communities in the late nineteenth century, in particu- 
lar his long work in Gilded Age Washington.22 

Ward‘s favorite novelist was George Eliot, and he regarded as some- 
thing of a motto her remark regarding a “life apart from circumstantial 
things.” His comment fits well with the purposes of this series as well. 
Ward always wanted to escape from the circumstances of his life because 
he believed that in doing so he could be of larger service to the nation. Just 
about a year before he died Ward wrote his friend (and his first biogra- 
pher) Emily Cape and defined what he felt was essential about a life’s 
work and a life’s purpose: ”Almost everybody allows ’circumstantial 
things’ to dominate him completely. Many persons of talent never do any- 
thing because they have not the power to cut loose from the immediate 
environment. It requires discipline. It means character. . . . It is the power 
to distinguish the great from the small, the important from the trivial.”23 
In his personal life, in his science, and in his political thought Ward 
wanted to overcome his immediate environment. That struggle provides 
a critical perspective on those all-important years in American life from 
the end of the Civil War to the early twentieth century. 
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Self-Made Men, 1841-1862 

ester Frank Ward was born shortly after midnight on 18 July 1841, in L the first-floor room of a small two-family home on Joliet Avenue 
in Joliet, Illinois. He later joked to his friends that he had escaped the 
Chicago suburb just in time; the place where the house used to sit became 
a state prison in the late nineteenth century. In 1887, from the confines of 
his office in the Smithsonian Institution, the place where he wrote all 
of his books and essays, Ward fondly recalled the midwestern prairie of 
his youth. The area that came to be called America’s ”middle border” had 
a profound effect on him and his generation. Ward remembered with nos- 
talgia and longing “the Great West with its endless length and breadth of 
expanse, its interminable stretch of prairie, its rivers, and mountains, and 
plains.” But the landscape of the nation’s western frontier was not Ward’s 
only concern. He also suggested that although the “Great West“ shaped 
his imagination, playing an important role in his life and in the lives of his 
contemporaries, the expansion and growth of the nineteenth-century 
western frontier paled in comparison to the educated ”mind of which [I] 
knew nothing that eventful morning [of my birth].”’ 

The middle border experience defined Ward‘s life in unique ways. In a 
region of weak educational institutions, Ward pushed his own self- 
education. He was fundamentally an autodidact and polymath com- 
pletely convinced that knowledge and education could provide a basis for 
social and political reform; the power of the individual’s will and reason 
could overcome what he would later regard as the inertia of tradition. His 
independent education also provided him with a deep and lifelong inter- 
est in nature, natural history, and science. In addition, raised watching the 
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rough and tumble of the antebellum marketplace and the rising sectional 
consciousness that eventually led the nation into war, Ward developed a 
powerful political animosity toward privilege, monopoly, and the evils of 
financial capitalism; he also developed a basic belief in the need for equal- 
ity in American political and social life. His political and social interests 
were driven by the rise of antebellum reform movements-particularly 
abolitionism, temperance, and the common school-and the development 
of the Republican Party. 

Ward carried the experience of the antebellum prairie frontier for his en- 
tire life; it formed his personality and shaped his attitudes toward reform, 
science, economy, and the social problems of late-nineteenth-century poli- 
tics. The elements of Ward’s later social science--concern for securing the 
nation’s progress, expanding the power of national institutions, develop- 
ing a basis for a science of American politics well fitted for a rapidly 
industrializing society, protecting the victims of national growth and 
expansion-were deeply embedded in his family’s experience. 

The origin of the Ward family in North America can be traced from the 
arrival of Andrew Warde, born in Sheffield, England, in 1597. Andrew 
Warde was an early New England settler. He arrived in Massachusetts Bay 
Colony around 1630 as part of the great Puritan migration that came to the 
shores of New England in the first third of the seventeenth century seek- 
ing independence from the corrupting influence of the Anglican Church. 
By 1635 he settled in the town of Wethersfield but, troubled by the reli- 
gious theology and power of the Puritan divines of Massachusetts Bay, 
Warde left the colony as one of the original settlers in the settlement of 
New Haven, on the shores of Long Island Sound. In the early twentieth 
century, when Lester Ward visited the commemorative statue celebrating 
his famous ancestor in the town of Fairfield, Connecticut, he remarked 
to his friend Emily Cape that ”he too wanted to free humanity.”* 

Andrew Warde’s descendants encompassed many of the famous ”first” 
families of New England: the Beechers, the Welds, and many others 
prominent in the social and political history of Massachusetts could trace 
connections to his arrival. Lester Ward himself later proved to have little 
interest in his own genealogy. He was a self-made man with little connec- 
tion to his family’s past. “My mind has always been trimmed toward the 
future rather than the past,” he wrote of his family history. “Firmly con- 
vinced for most of my life that the human race is ascending rather than 
descending, I have cared little for my ancestors except in a biological 
sense. . . . Pride of ancestry is a mark of degenera~y.”~ Despite his own 
lack of interest in his early life, however, that family past did shape 
Ward‘s character, ideas, and social experience. 

A family historian traced a direct line of descent from Andrew Warde to 
Lester Ward’s father, Justus Ward, born in western New Hampshire on 8 
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October 1788: Justus Ward was an itinerant millwright, mechanic, farmer, 
and general jack-of-all-trades, far removed in status and space from the 
more illustrious Massachusetts members of the Ward family line. But Jus- 
tus Ward‘s life provides one of those unique opportunities to trace the so- 
cial processes of the early nineteenth century: the market revolution, the 
massive population movement across the continent, and the religious 
awakening that prompted the most comprehensive reform movements in 
nineteenth-century America. 

Justus Ward was a generation removed from the American Revolution, 
but he fought in his generation’s own battle for independence and na- 
tional pride in the War of 1812. He participated as a fife major in the war 
and, his son Lester recalled, served with some distinction at the Battle of 
Buffalo. He remained in upstate New York after the war, where he met Si- 
lence Loomis Rolph, the daughter of an itinerant Methodist minister. 
Silence Rolph, whose family lacked the distinguished past of the Ward 
name, was nonetheless a ”scholarly [and] refined” woman who was 
“fond of literary pursuits.” The couple married on 11 April 1816, settled 
in Rochester, New York, and became deeply involved in the religious fer- 
ment of New York‘s burned-over district. 

The flames of religious revivalism swept through this area in the 1820s 
and 1830s, especially after the arrival of the most well known of the Sec- 
ond Great Awakening’s fiery ministers, Charles Grandison Finney. The 
Second Great Awakening, begun with the camp meetings in the early 
nineteenth century and soon spreading to all denominations, changed the 
nature of American religion. It was a democratic shift in American reli- 
gious sensibility paralleling the democratization of politics in the early 
national period. Sin was no longer predestined in man but could be 
changed through individual effort and salvation. 

The Wards, especially Silence Ward, imbibed deeply in this new reli- 
gious faith. An intensely spiritual woman, Silence Ward imparted a pro- 
found faith to her older children. Silence Ward believed that all of her 
children should live a life in Christ; her few surviving letters indicate that 
this was an important part of child rearing in the Ward home. The cou- 
ple’s first child, Lorenzo Ward, was born in 1817 and later recalled his 
mother’s evangelism pushing him toward an unwanted career as a 
Methodist minister; another son, Justin Loomis Ward, did become a min- 
ister when he left the family fold. Lester Ward was to have a more 
difficult time reconciling religious faith with the realities of late- 
nineteenth-century politics and science. But as a young man, religion was 
his entry into the world of social reform and education. 

Methodism was a faith well attuned to the interests of the young family. 
Religious revivalism during the Second Great Awakening was a populist 
crusade carrying the tide of a democratic revolution in the young nation. 
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Justus and Silence Ward were neither poor and downtrodden nor rich and 
well-off. They were a family of the ”middling sort” desiring upward mo- 
bility and were attracted by the appeal of rigorous study of scripture and 
a fundamental belief in the primacy of free will over the Calvinist deter- 
minism of predestination and the burdens of original sin. Another hall- 
mark of the Ward household was a deep distrust of Roman Catholicism, a 
common prejudice in the region as many Catholics immigrated to the area 
in the mid-nineteenth century. In addition, some American Methodists 
like the Wards became closely attracted to the radical social reform move- 
ments of the 1820s and 1 8 3 0 ~ ~  particularly temperance and the rising tide 
of antislavery5 

The small family spent a few years in the Rochester area, absorbing the 
influences of religious evangelism and politics, before eventually setting 
off around the mid-l830s, like thousands of others, on a trek westward 
across the Allegheny mountains and into the Ohio Valley. Rochester was 
a town experiencing a whole host of social changes in the early national 
period: an economic revolution that changed the relationship between 
employer and employed; a religious revolution that prompted a heart- 
rending search for spiritual meaning and guidance in a rapidly changing 
social environment; and a political revolution with new issues- 
abolitionism, temperance, the rights of the working classes-sparking in- 
terest in questions of social reform. Religious revivalism swept over this 
area of western New York in wave after wave, reaching a fevered pitch in 
the 1820s and 1830s. The Wards absorbed all these influences; they left 
Rochester committed to the principles of a renewed evangelical faith in 
the perfectibility of the individual and society, social egalitarianism, and 
reform in politics and society. It was a reform faith they bequeathed to all 
their children.6 

The commitment to social reform that Justus and Silence Ward ab- 
sorbed in the 1820s and 1830s promised that America was the land of cho- 
sen people destined to carry progress to the entire world, a ”redeemer 
nation” chosen by Providence to expand freedom and realize the coming 
of the millennium. Mid-nineteenth-century Americans looked at the ex- 
pansion and growth of the republic since the Revolution with awe and 
wonder. They easily linked the country’s spatial growth in the late eigh- 
teenth and early nineteenth centuries with an emerging democratic 
culture that swept away the remaining elements of the founders’ hierar- 
chical republic. The energies released by the religious revivalism of the 
Second Great Awakening offered seemingly limitless perfectibility as a 
goal of both the democratic citizen and the American republic. When 
Alexis de Tocqueville surveyed post-Revolutionary America, he high- 
lighted the twin principles of equality and perfectibility as unique fea- 
tures of American democracy and reform. Equality and perfectibility, 
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Tocqueville noted in his chronicle of American democratic culture, De- 
mocracy in America, ”put many ideas into the human mind which would 
not have come there without it and it changes almost all the ideas that 
were there before.” In countless books, pamphlets, newspapers, and mag- 
azines, Jacksonian Americans of all political stripes and social classes 
celebrated boundless perfection as the central meaning of democratic 
government in the United States7 

What confronted pioneers like Justus Ward as they moved across the 
Old Northwest and even further was a bewildering “revolution in 
choices” offering Americans an abundant material society as well as ex- 
panding markets across the continent and the world. The economic and 
political practices of nineteenth-century Americans reflected the energy of 
expansion and growth in the post-Revolutionary period. The American 
economy experienced an unprecedented commercial boom in the first half 
of the nineteenth century-transforming wealth from its eighteenth- 
century basis in property to a new one in industry and markets. The ex- 
pansion of suffrage in the first quarter of the nineteenth century, moreover, 
opened participation in the nation’s politics far beyond what the revolu- 
tionaries had ever envisioned-at least for the republic’s white, male citi- 
zens like Justus Ward. Americans justified this expansion of privileges in 
political and economic life with what Tocqueville called “the doctrine of 
self-interest properly understood.” The principles and rhetoric of antebel- 
lum politics, for both Democrats and Whigs in the mid-nineteenth century, 
centered on concepts of both equality of condition and individual liberty 
for the nation’s citizens. Both Jacksonian Democrats and Whigs could lay 
claim to the remnants of revolutionary republicanism left over after the im- 
mense social changes of the early nineteenth century. Whatever their plat- 
forms and political constituencies, both parties could agree that self-rule 
and self-interest in America’s language of politics meant control over one’s 
individual destiny and the assurance of personal progress. Citizens, pro- 
claimed antebellum America’s prophets of success, were ”masterless,” 
boundless, and free from all constraints and limits? 

Justus Ward sought all these possibilities of freedom and economic suc- 
cess on the frontier as he took his family into Pennsylvania and Ohio, fol- 
lowing work in canal building, farming, and the artisanal trades. Lester 
Ward often recalled his father’s ”inventive genius,” which left him dis- 
contented if profits in any enterprise were not quick to come his way. It 
was a story told thousands of times during the early republic’s rumbling 
market revolution and social movements. Lured by the promises of 
success, migrants like the Wards continued traveling westward seeking 
newfound freedoms on the frontier. They were small yeoman farmers, 
craftsmen, and artisans-men and women whom Thomas Jefferson had 
celebrated as forming the backbone of an independent republican 
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citizenry, the foundation for the republic’s growth in the nineteenth cen- 
tury. They were ”producers” as the language of nineteenth-century polit- 
ical economy defined them-they toiled with their hands, and their work 
had economic value in and of itself. In time, this nascent labor theory of 
value came to define an ideology of class and politics in late-nineteenth- 
century labor and farmer political organizations. But for Justus Ward as 
he raised his family these producerist assumptions defined only the char- 
acter of individual democratic citizens rather than a political ideology. As 
free laborers Justus Ward and others like him carried with them a stern 
moral idealism and convictions of the ethical value of work as key ingre- 
dients in the citizen’s character. But these eighteenth-century assumptions 
that shaped their vision of a producerist paradise of democratic citizens 
succeeding in the antebellum frontier proved far more difficult to put in 
practice in the boom-and-bust cycles of the nineteenth century’s market 
revolution than any of them ever imagined. 

The family grew quickly. By the middle 1830s, when Justus and Silence 
Ward left the Rochester area, they had nine children in all, four boys and 
five girls. They traveled across New York and into the Ohio Valley, fol- 
lowing the paths of thousands of free laborers seeking their economic for- 
tunes on the frontier. In 1840, they arrived in Joliet, Illinois, not far 
from the shores of Lake Michigan. Justus Ward and his sons-Lorenzo 
Ward, the oldest; Justin Loomis Ward, the second oldest son; and Cyrenus 
Osborne Ward, nine years older than Lester-built the two-family home 
where the tenth and last child, whom the family called Frank, was born in 
1841. The elder Ward had come to the area to help build locks for the Illi- 
nois and Michigan Canal, work to be completed with the help of his sons. 
The family did not remain in Joliet very long after Lester Frank‘s birth, 
however. Justus Ward‘s restless energy kept him moving throughout the 
early 1840s, and his youngest son recalled that as a boy he was mostly 
”left to [my] own devices” to find entertainment while his father and 
older siblings worked in the mills and farms near their home. 

In 1842, the family moved to Cass Township in DuPage County, Illinois, 
establishing a small mill in the area. This was the place where Lester Ward 
“first came to consciousness.” The family remained in the area for about 
a decade, although Justus Ward would move around seeking to capitalize 
on the economic opportunities brought about by the canal. DuPage 
County was just becoming part of the booming hinterland around 
Chicago. Cass Township was a small rural community, not as large or as 
important as the towns of Naperville and Wheaton that would come to be 
the centers of county enterprise by the late 1840s and early 1850s. Justus 
Ward, however, moved before the county’s expansion in the 1850s; the 
eventual failure of the mill prompted him to relocate in 1852 to the Fox 
River Valley in St. Charles, Illinois, where he tried to establish another 
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mill near the small prairie village. Shortly after Justus Ward left DuPage 
County, Joseph Powell arrived. Joseph Powell was another pioneer who 
shared similar religious and class roots to the Wards in upstate New York 
and traveled a similar but much more successful path in the growing 
market economy of the young republic. Joseph Powell came to DuPage 
County to begin a major educational institution on the outskirts of 
Chicago, the Illinois Institute in the town of Wheaton. Powell’s son, John 
Wesley Powell, destined to become one of the nation’s leading scientists 
and a leader of efforts to reshape the American West in the late nineteenth 
century, was nineteen years old at the time and just starting out in a teach- 
ing career. By the 1870s, he was to become Lester Ward’s intellectual men- 
tor and closest friend; they shared a close kinship later in life based in part 
on the similarity of their backgrounds in the towns and on the farms of 
the nation’s middle border? 

But for the young Lester Ward, just eleven years old when his father left 
the county, education, science, and the frontier existed only in his dreams. 
He spent much of his time in these years in the company of his next old- 
est brother, Erastus Ward (two years older), and later in life he celebrated 
these boyhood experiences when he recalled his childhood. Hunting, fish- 
ing, and play in the mills and farms of the prairie villages of Illinois were 
“the companions [nature] so liberally provided,” for the two youngsters. 
Nature gave all they needed and wanted for personal fulfillment, Lester 
Ward recalled, and ”[we] had the skys, the streams, the fields, and forests 
for [our] tutors.”*0 

Ward received some basic education during the time he spent in the Illi- 
nois villages. The common school movement had just begun to take shape 
in midwestern states and territories in the 1830s and 1840s. Local activists 
built small schoolhouses in many communities, although common school 
advocates did not make extensive progress until the early 1860s and, in 
some areas, not until after the Civil War. Both of Ward’s parents were lit- 
erate, so it is not surprising that they pushed their children to acquire 
some basic educational skills. His mother’s Protestant faith also called for 
all her children to at least be able to read the Bible. The famous McGufq’s 
Readers, as well as other geography and history texts, in addition to the 
Bible, were the main sources of training in these rural, ungraded schools. 
The schools operated for only brief terms during the year, probably no 
more than six to twelve weeks. In any case, the constant movement of 
Ward‘s family limited the time he could devote to study in the early 1850s. 

While his youngest son tried to receive a basic education, Justus Ward 
again sought to achieve his fortune. The real promise for success and so- 
cial mobility on the frontier, he believed, lay in land ownership-in the 
propertied independence of the yeoman’s life. As a result of his service in 
the War of 1812, Justus Ward was eligible to apply for a 160-acre bounty 
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land grant on the public domain. Congress had originally limited these 
grants to lands in Illinois, Missouri, and Arkansas, but in the early 1850s 
legislators extended the ability to purchase grants into Iowa and else- 
where on the plains. Although modestly successful as a manufacturing 
entrepreneur despite his failures, Justus Ward was troubled by the boom 
and bust of economic investment and he decided, in Lester Ward's words, 
to "sell-out" and travel further out on the frontier to a 160-acre plot in the 
middle of Iowa. In 1855, he moved his family yet again and set out to es- 
tablish his prairie homestead. In a covered wagon the family crossed the 
muddy roads stretching from Lake Michigan across Illinois and settled 
nearly 250 miles away in Buchanan County, Iowa. 

Buchanan County was in the heart of the Iowa prairie-rich farming 
lands and rivers, in addition to extensive forests, greeted the first settlers 
of the region who began to arrive in the 1840s. Buchanan County had only 
been part of the U.S. territory for about twenty years when Justus Ward 
and his family arrived. The region had been home to a host of spring vil- 
lages for the Native American tribes in the upper Midwest, especially 
among the Sac and the Fox. The United States only obtained title to the re- 
gion following the war with the Sac leader, Black Hawk, in the early 
1830s, and after a series of complicated treaties, known collectively as the 
Black Hawk purchases, signed in the late 1830s. The original settlers in 
the region were much like Justus and Silence Ward: migrants from New 
England, New York, and Illinois, seeking wealth and riches in the bounty 
of prairie farming. The settlers named the county seat Independence, a re- 
flection of their "energetic toil" in taking control of the rich prairie and 
stretching the reach of American democracy further west." 

Many boosters had celebrated Iowa in the 1850s as the new "empire of 
the West." Thousands arrived in Iowa to partake of the bounties of prairie 
life, lured by the kind of promises that Nathan Howe Parker offered in his 
guide to the state, Iowu As I t  Is in 1856. Quoting from the newspaper ac- 
counts of Iowa riches, the accounts someone such as Justus Ward surely 
read, Parker portrayed an Iowa with "her limitless prairies, her mighty 
rivers, her mountains of iron, the lavish richness of her all-bountiful soil, 
that expands the soul of man, and elevates him above the cramped, and 
confined ideas of.  . . the well-worn channels and small conventionalities 
of older hum-drum communities. . . . [Here] all is new, and plastic, and 
vigorous." Buchanan County had fewer than thirty-five hundred resi- 
dents in the mid-l850s, no newspaper or churches, and only a handful of 
manufacturing establishments. It was, in short, a region ripe for the tak- 
ing-rich in valuable natural resources for the hardy pioneers.'* 

What these pioneers found, however, was much different from what 
they expected. Life on the distant reaches of the prairie was difficult and 
isolating, and farming the rich land was hard work requiring hours of of- 
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ten unrewarded toil. Though Parker and other similar boosters described 
the ability to ”break prairie” as inexpensive and relatively simple once a 
good plow was secured, the reality of farming life was far different. The 
Wards settled in an area now known as Ward‘s Corners, in Buffalo town- 
ship. No cities were close by, no towns of any size for that matter; the 
Northern Iowa Railroad (an extension of the Illinois Central lines) re- 
mained only a dream of Iowa boosters. The only way to reach the region 
was along the series of badly built rough roads winding their way west- 
ward from Illinois. Lester Ward later recalled the excitement as well as the 
harsh experience of this emigration: “Only those who have emigrated 
from comfortable homes and kindly friends, can imagine the barrenness 
of life in a new country. It was uphill business. Mr. Uustus] Ward found 
himself broken in health, with funds low, and no end of hard work in 
store before [anything] such as comfort could be ins~red.”’~ 

The pages of the Iowa state census of 1856 speak volumes about the 
county and the experience of Justus Ward in establishing his farm. Justus 
and his eldest son, Lorenzo, who lived in a home nearby, listed their oc- 
cupations as simply “ye~man.”’~ It was an honorable occupation with 
deep meaning for nineteenth-century Americans, evoking the image of 
the individual producer carrying American democracy to the barren 
West. Americans of Lester Ward’s generation eventually fashioned a po- 
litical rhetoric and a social science out of the yeoman experience. As 
adults, Ward and his contemporaries offered a vision of political economy 
that highlighted the producer’s contributions to the American democratic 
republic and the role of work and property in developing citizens in op- 
position to concentrations of economic and political power in the hands 
of a nonproducing few. 

Wards mature political ideology and social theory was part of a broad 
trend in political thinking in the late nineteenth century that remade Amer- 
ican liberalism. The yeoman experience provided one of the key threads in 
the late nineteenth century assault on both laissez-faire liberalism and the 
idea that America’s growing class divide somehow had its roots in natural 
law and the natural process of social development. Ward and his contem- 
poraries such as John Wesley Powell, Thorstein Veblen, Simon Patten, and 
Richard Ely, and even other sociologists such as Edward Ross, openly 
believed in the key aspects of the classical liberal creed-independence, free- 
dom to participate in the fruits of market growth, and the freedom to par- 
ticipate in democratic politics-but they remade these canons of eighteenth- 
and early-nineteenth-century liberalism based on the experience of 
antebellum economic growth, the devastation of the Civil War, and the 
emergence of profound class conflict in the nineteenth century. Liberty and 
independence no longer needed to fear government. Indeed, as the Civil 
War and slavery would prove, they needed government’s active protection. 
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As Ward matured in the late 1860s and 1870s, he never forgot the expe- 
rience of his father as a part of a producerist commonwealth of farmers, ar- 
tisans, and craftsmen who forged democratic communities on the western 
frontier. He later combined this producerist faith with an examination of 
nineteenth-century theories of social evolution and the consequences 
of the rise of huge industrial corporations in the late nineteenth century. 
But the origins of Ward's new liberalism in the late nineteenth century lie 
in this antebellum experience. He combined a republican faith in the capa- 
bilities of the virtuous, independent, educated citizen, and the liberal faith 
in the expansive possibilities of the free market. Late-nineteenth-century 
social theorists like Ward hoped to establish a new politics for the Ameri- 
can republic in the aftermath of the Civil War and the unprecedented in- 
dustrial growth of the Gilded Age. At the United States Geological Survey 
and the Smithsonian Institution in the late 1870s and into the twentieth 
century, the place of Ward's employment, Ward, Powell, and other Wash- 
ington intellectuals made the producerist vision a centerpiece of their 
vision for settling the American West. Their ideas came to define the polit- 
ical debates of the Washington community in the late nineteenth century.15 

For the sixty-seven-year-old Justus Ward, however, the experience of 
farming and producing on the land was not an education in political 
ideals or ideology. He did not fashion the experience into a blueprint for 
western settlement or the foundation for a new scientific government and 
politics. For the elder Ward, prairie farming was a harsh and difficult task. 
He had to spend enormous time felling timber rather than farming the 
land, and by the end of the year he had barely enough for his family to 
survive: a few bushels of wheat and corn, and a few cows and pigs for 
meat and diary products. Lorenzo Ward's nearby farm produced much 
more and helped support his father and his younger siblings during the 
years they spent in Iowa. 

For Justus Ward's youngest child, fifteen years old by the summer of 
1856, the experience proved just as difficult. Lester spent his time helping 
around the farm with the difficult work of tilling, plowing, and planting. 
Buchanan County offered little else of interest to a young man. Education 
and educational institutions, which Ward later made central to his social 
philosophy, were haphazard and disorganized in the frontier regions of 
the republic. The common school movement had made enormous strides 
in the East under the leadership of men such as Horace Mann and Henry 
Barnard and women such as Catharine Beecher. But the Midwest re- 
mained very much an untouched hinterland compared to the educational 
development in New England and the Mid-Atlantic states. 

What is known of country schooling in the antebellum years indicates that 
Ward continued to receive instruction in reading, writing, and arithmetic- 
enough at least to occupy his time in the days between planting and har- 
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vesting on the farm.16 By the 1850s, he was among the older children in the 
classroom, which required more responsibility on his part. 0. H. P. Roszell, 
one of the original settlers of Buchanan County and the first county super- 
intendent of education in 1858, recalled the schools of the area in the pioneer 
days of Buchanan before the Civil War: 

The architecture of these school buildings was of course the crudest and most 
primitive, all built of unhewn logs with board seats against the wall on three 
sides, with a continuous desk of rough basswood, this being soft, and easily 
worn smooth by friction. . . . These back seats were for the larger scholars, 
while the smaller ones were accommodated by rows of plain, backless 
benches made of oak slabs. The fourth side was devoted to the large fire- 
place, flanked on either side by the entrance door and the woodpile. The 
paraphernalia consisted of a few books furnished and selected by the school 
master from his own usually meager library and devoted to the benefit and 
advancement of all the scholars, regardless of age or mental capacity. The 
Bible was largely used for a text book for spelling and reading lessons, and 
sometimes a dictionary was added to the equipment, and always either 
birch, the hickory, or the strap or the cat-0’-nine tails was a necessary and es- 
sential adjunct.I7 

These rural schools became Ward’s first introduction to the national 
idea of common school education. The experience had  an important effect 
on his later interest in a nationalized educational system, and his faith that 
education could erase the social distinctions of a modern industrializing 
democracy. When he  reflected on the middle border’s common school 
classroom, he recalled the powerful egalitarianism it reinforced in him. 
He placed himself in the middling ranks of his town’s social structure- 
despite his family’s hardship on their prairie farm: 

I vividly recall that when myself a pupil in the public schools of my own vil- 
lage there were some boys in attendance who belonged to the lowest classes. 
They were poorly clad and their parents were day laborers living in remote, 
little frequented quarters of the town. There were also in attendance some of 
the sons of the wealthy men of place. All were placed on a common level 
in the school, and the only test of merit was ability to recite the lessons given 
out. And I remember the genuine satisfaction that it afforded me frequently 
to see the poor boys “beat“ the rich ones and ”go to the head.” And I be- 
gan to see, even at that tender age, that all was not gold that glittered.18 

This midwestern world nurtured Ward‘s development, and it pu t  an 
imprint on an entire generation of intellectuals Ward was to come in con- 
tact with after the Civil War including John Wesley Powell, Edward Ross, 
Richard Ely, Thorstein Veblen, and many others. In addition to the yeo- 
man producerist commonwealth Ward and his colleagues viewed as the 
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centerpiece of American political economy, they firmly believed that edu- 
cation was the essential means to create and sustain American democracy. 
Ely later called it the effect of the ”free air of the Mississippi Valley” on the 
social theories of late-nineteenth-century America. Practical and useful 
knowledge was the essence of middle border education, as historian 
Lewis Atherton examined almost fifty years ago; it provided citizens with 
the means to function in a rapidly changing political and social environ- 
ment. For Ward and others in the Washington intellectual community it 
was the practical and useful knowledge of science, nature, and the social 
facts of American expansion that formed the basis for good political pol- 
icy. Alexis de Tocqueville noted this American desire for the utility of 
knowledge in the antebellum era; it was characteristic of the kind 
of towns Ward and his colleagues grew up in before the Civil War. ”In 
America the purely practical side of science is cultivated admirably,” Toc- 
queville argued, ”and trouble is taken about the theoretical side immedi- 
ately adjacent to application. On this side the Americans always display a 
clear, free, original and creative turn of mind. But hardly anyone in the 
United States devotes himself to the essentially theoretical and abstract 
side of human knowledge.” The faith in the utility of knowledge and fact 
explains partially Ward‘s later interest in the social theory of John Stuart 
Mill as well as his faith in the scientific positivism of August Comte, the- 
ories that would help him write his first book in the 187Os.l9 

Despite the educational ethos Ward inherited and elaborated on in his 
social theory, however, he still yearned for an escape from the world of 
Buchanan County. Like many others of his generation, he found the mid- 
western town an example of close-knit community life and a stifling at- 
mosphere. As he noted later in life, settlers in Buchanan County had only 
recently established the first schools in the early 1850s, and, like most ar- 
eas of the Midwest, there was little state support at the time for an exten- 
sive educational enterprise. Teachers were very hard to come by, and 
there was no county superintendent of education until 1858. Less than 
half of the school-age children attended schools in Buchanan County by 
the late 1850s. Although he attended school for a short time with his 
brother Erastus, Lester Ward believed that his education was virtually 
useless, and the teacher lacked both intelligence and knowledge; the 
school itself was very far from their home. In his last major book, he of- 
fered a rare glimpse of the antebellum world of frontier Iowa and the ed- 
ucation he received in his youth: ”Roaming wildly over the boundless 
prairies of northern Iowa in the fifties. . . . Interested in every animal, bird, 
insect, and flower I saw, but not knowing what Science was, scarcely hav- 
ing ever heard of zoology, ornithology, entomology, or botany, without a 
single book on any of those subjects, and not knowing a person in the 
world who could give me the slightest information with regard to them, 
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what chance was there of my becoming a naturalist? It was twenty years 
before I found my opportunity, and then it was almost too late.”*O 

The Wards struggled in their years in Iowa; poor and without the 
means to establish a large and successful farm, Justus Ward’s hope for in- 
dependent prosperity proved impossible to achieve. For young Lester 
Ward, this experience became a part of his character. For the rest of his life 
he was to remain fearful of his lack of money and inadequate means for 
support. The way out of this world, he soon realized, was through edu- 
cation. Frontier Iowa, however, did not offer him much in the way of ed- 
ucational systems. Much like his contemporary Hamlin Garland, himself 
a product of the antebellum prairie farm, Ward came to see the towns of 
his youth in a largely negative character. It was Garland who best de- 
scribed what many men and women felt and saw in villages of their 
youth: 

The main-traveled road in the West (as everywhere) is hot and dusty in sum- 
mer, and desolate and dreary with mud in fall and spring, and in winter the 
winds sweep the snow across it; but it does sometimes cross a rich meadow 
where the songs of the larks and bobolinks and blackbirds are tangled. Fol- 
low it far enough, it may lead past a bend in the river where the water laughs 
eternally over its shallows. Mainly it is long and wearyful and has a dull lit- 
tle town at one end, and a home of toil at the other. Like the main-traveled 
road of life, it is traversed by many classes of people, but the poor and weary 
predominate?l 

In the Ward family’s second winter in Iowa, on 3 January 1857, Justus 
Ward died, leaving a farm without food and his family in “dire circum- 
stances.” The death of his father was important marker in Lester Ward‘s 
transition from boyhood to manhood. Toil, struggle, independence, and 
determination, he knew, were signs of a strong male character even 
though he was not quite sixteen years old; the excitement of boyhood 
travel and freedom was now supposed to give way to the responsibilities 
of manhood.22 Lester and Erastus Ward remained at the farm in Iowa with 
their mother for the remainder of the winter of 1857. Most of the large 
family was now gone-the older sons obtained farms of their own for 
their families, or left the region entirely for work, education, and travel. 
The older daughters all married and moved to homesteads with their hus- 
bands, some in Iowa and others in Illinois. Justus Ward left the farm land 
to his oldest son, Lorenzo, and his two youngest sons decided to leave 
Iowa with their mother in the spring of that year and return to St. Charles, 
Illinois, where their older sister Orpha now lived. Ward’s brother, Justin 
Loomis Ward, a Methodist minister, and his family also lived nearby. 

In a sense, the return to family in St. Charles freed both young men 
from the responsibilities of independent manhood although Lester Ward 



26 SelfMade Men 

later recalled that he and his brother were determined to receive an edu- 
cation and establish themselves apart from their family. He felt deprived 
by his father’s constant movement and his own inability to obtain a solid 
education on the ”barren” prairie. If nature served as his comforting tu- 
tor, he was still left without formal schooling to fulfill a growing desire for 
escape and independen~e.~~ 

In St. Charles, Ward worked as a farm hand and mill worker to earn the 
money to begin his serious education. He and his brother, he recalled, 
held “bachelor’s hall” living alone in St. Charles while their mother re- 
mained on a nearby farm with their older sister. The young brothers kept 
to themselves and resolutely sought success in spite of the hardships they 
faced; their bachelor’s home was a place of constant work and restless 
ambition: ”In [our] zeal for knowledge [we] made many sacrifices and en- 
dured persistent hardships,” Ward later recalled. “But never did young 
men study harder. . . or make more rapid strides up the royal highway of 
knowledge than [we] did.”24 

In his spare time Ward composed sentimental stories, most of which 
concerned yearnings for escape, adventure, and success. The stories are 
not literary successes, but they demonstrate Ward‘s thorough involve- 
ment with the male culture and sentimental society surrounding him. 
One of the tales concerned a young man’s close relationship to his mother 
and his difficulty pleasing his hard-driving father, a hero of the War of 
1812. The older brothers in the story scheme to steal the family farm from 
their mother after the father’s death, leaving the youngest son and his 
mother with no means of support. The older children force them to leave 
for the city of Chicago, but they later discover that the brothers have lost 
the farm because of the dependence on ”demon rum” (a common refrain 
of temperance advocates throughout the nineteenth century). The thinly 
veiled autobiographical content of the stories, and the lashing-out at his 
older siblings, were the products of an immature imagination, but Ward’s 
struggle for self-expression was real enough. Independence was appar- 
ently a difficult proposition for a young man without money and lacking 
an education that might offer him advancement. Other stories Ward wrote 
dealt with murders, the thrills of western exploration, and tales of great 
adventure-characteristic themes in the popular melodrama of the mid- 
dle of the nineteenth century. Ward did manage to publish one of the sto- 
ries with the title ”The Spaniard’s Revenge” in the St. CharIes Argus, 
around March 1858.25 

At the same time, Ward also began to absorb the reform energies 
sweeping across the midwestern prairie in the 1850s and to express a set 
of coherent political ideals for the first time in his young life. Although 
Illinois and Iowa were not necessarily hotbeds of political reform in the 
1850s, Ward (and his parents) leaned toward the more radical factions in 
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the region. His parents were strong Free-Soilers, dedicated to ending the 
expansion of slavery into the territories of the upper Midwest and West. 
Ward often spoke of his repulsion in childhood when he saw a picture in 
a geography book of a Georgia slave gang being beaten by an overseer. He 
began to read widely in the antislavery literature of the 1850s. Novels 
such as Uncle Torn‘s Cabin and published slave narratives like those by 
Solomon Northrop and Frederick Douglass reinforced these images and, 
Ward recalled, he ”swore eternal enmity to slavery” by the mid-1850s. Ha- 
tred for the South’s peculiar institution of bondage, he said later, ”was an 
integral part of [my] constitution.”26 

The broad appeal of Whig political culture also shaped Ward’s early po- 
litical consciousness. American Whiggery emphasized many ideals ap- 
pealing to an ambitious young man on the make: self-culture, striving, 
free labor, character building, and education. By the mid-1850s the sur- 
viving remnants of the party had been reassembled in the Republican 
Party, which in some ways offered a more democratized and a more rad- 
ical vision of social change. For an Illinoisan like Ward, Abraham Lincoln 
offered the best example of a Whig turned Republican. Lincoln remained 
a hero to the young man, the subject of at least three school essays Ward 
wrote in the early 1860s. It was in the political culture of the Whig/ 
Republican Party that he discovered the reform principles of antebellum 
politics that later informed his mature social theory: character building 
through strenuous effort at self-improvement, a firm belief in the primacy 
and honor of the producer’s life and labor, a faith in the continued 
progress of American democratic institutions, and a fundamental belief in 
the power of education to uplift and improve both the individual and so- 
ciety. 

At the end of his life, Ward explained what the political culture of the 
1850s meant to him as a young man: “In general it may be said that 
the Whig or Republican party has constituted the party of innovation, 
while the Democratic party has been the party of conservation.” When he 
was a young man, he concluded, “The Republican was the progressive 
party and the Democratic party the conservative party.”27 It was Whigs 
who called for the state establishment of common school education in the 
antebellum republic. It was Whigs who appealed to Americans who be- 
lieved that the small producers-craftsmen, artisans, farmers-ould suc- 
ceed in the market as long as they had the freedom to participate in 
economic growth as “self-made men,” a theme Ward would frequently 
draw on as a young man. And it was Whigs who supported an expand- 
ing arm of government, in the form of internal improvements, laws regu- 
lating market practices, and the general establishment of what historian 
William Novak has called the “well-regulated governance” of the ante- 
bellum republic. The Democratic Party, for Ward as a young man and as 
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an adult, was the party of slavery, of tradition, of a backward sense of so- 
cial development. It was, in fact, the emergence of the antislavery Repub- 
lican Party that drew the young Ward into politics. Ward’s participation 
and knowledge of Republican Party politics drove home the point that 
there were enemies to the republic-most especially the slave power- 
who might destroy the American commonwealth of producers.28 

Ward and his brother Erastus followed closely John Fremont’s Republi- 
can campaign for president in 1856, and after the party’s defeat they sank 
“in a state of despairing apathy as to the country.” The Republican Party’s 
reform platform appealed to a young man struggling for individual au- 
tonomy and the rights of citizenship in a democratic culture; the party’s 
cry of ”free soil, free labor, free men” was well suited to an ambitious in- 
dividual and the image of him as a struggling citizen. For Lester Ward, 
”free labor” offered the promise of advancement and the possibility of 
success. Slavery was a threat to the promise of freedom that an expansive 
democratic culture supposedly offered. Ward’s adolescent interest in 
Whig/Republican politics was not to last his entire life. After the Civil 
War, like a number of men and women in his generation, Ward tired of 
politics itself; after voting for Lincoln in 1864 and Grant in 1868, for ex- 
ample, he did not vote again until 1912. Moreover, Ward concluded that 
just as slavery had threatened the producerist commonwealth, so too did 
the growth of class distinctions and the pervasive power of American in- 
dustry over labor. Ward’s faith in reform always remained strong despite 
his lack of formal political participation. His experience with antebellum 
political culture helped frame his understanding of the effort to remake 
American liberalism in the late nineteenth century.29 

In the spring of 1858, Ward‘s older brother, Cyrenus Osborne Ward, 
wrote his two younger brothers and asked them to come East. Cyrenus 
Ward, born in upstate New York in 1832, had moved to Bradford County, 
Pennsylvania, and established a wagon-hub factory outside the town of 
Wysox. Cyrenus had left the family’s home in the early 1850s and spent 
the decade as an artisan and traveling musician (he was an accomplished 
violin player) in the Old Northwest, briefly attending Oberlin College, a 
hotbed of political reform and agitation in the middle of the nineteenth 
century. Except for his brief stay in college, Cyrenus Ward was also largely 
self-educated, reading widely in the reform literature of the 1850s espe- 
cially on abolition, labor and working-class reform, and temperance. He 
also closely observed the growing contest between the North and South 
in Congress. While in Ohio he met a young woman from Bradford 
County, Stella Owen, and after they married the couple eventually moved 
to the area in the hopes that Cyrenus Ward could set up his own artisan 
shop. Like his younger brother, Cyrenus had inherited from his parents 
the same deep faith in the producerist commonwealth. By the 1870s and 
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1880s, however, he believed that there was no hope for any social progress 
within the framework of market capitalism. Cyrenus Ward, unlike Lester, 
would instead move toward communism and the establishment of a so- 
cialist republic here in the United States.30 

When Cyrenus Ward arrived in Bradford County, however, these changes 
in his ideas still lay in the future. This section of northeastern Pennsylvania 
was a rapidly industrializing region in the mid-nineteenth century. It was 
home to a large number of small manufacturing establishments-tanneries, 
shoe factories, and furniture companies-built on the banks of the Susque- 
hanna River, which runs through the entire county. The county boasted a 
strong antislavery and free-soil political heritage; it was home to a branch of 
the abolitionist Liberty Party in the 1840s and a strong laborers' party 
into the 1850s. By the late 1850s the county was most proud of its famous res- 
ident, Representative David Wilmot, who still maintained a law office in the 
town of Towanda, and later served as a senator before his death in 1861. 
Wilmot was a legendary political figure in the county, frequently celebrated 
for bolting the Democratic Party in the mid-1850s and for his role in the es- 
tablishment of Pennsylvania's Republican Party. The county was a comfort- 
able home for those interested in reform, such as Cyrenus Ward and his 
younger brothers. 

Lester and Erastus Ward jumped at the chance to abandon their diffi- 
cult life in St. Charles, lured by their hopes for profit in their brother's fac- 
tory. The hard trip east to Pennsylvania took about one month. They 
arrived in late summer 1858 somewhat surprised to learn that their 
brother's confident reports of the success of the factory were not quite 
true. For two years they tried to make the factory profitable, but Ward 
generally had to accept payment in wagon wheels rather than specie. 
Erastus, discouraged by his own failure to make the factory succeed, de- 
cided to leave Bradford County in the fall of 1861 and eventually gained 
admission to the University of Michigan.31 

Two years after their arrival in northeastern Pennsylvania, Lester Ward 
began keeping a diary to record the progress of his life, a practice that he 
maintained until shortly before his death. He chose 4 July 1860 to begin 
writing and thus signify his own coming of age: "I am just struck with an 
idea which excites me," he wrote in the diary's opening entry? The diary, 
however, is not a deeply reflective document. It often reads instead like a 
laborious record of the emerging of intellect and the awakening of sexual 
passion. He recorded the daily successes and failures of his education: 
scattered readings in the classics and in science; classes in the local com- 
mon schools and academies; practicing languages, penmanship, and writ- 
ing. Ward's diary also reveals the building and testing of his character, 
and the constant measuring of his autonomy and independence. He often 
remarked on the daily grind in the mill, family turmoil due to the difficult 
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existence, and the variety of farm and factory jobs he held in the Bradford 
County area. He consistently doubted whether any of the experience he 
recorded was worthwhile. For days he left the journal bare-having noth- 
ing of personal import to record. In a typical entry explaining the in- 
significance of his diary, Ward wrote on 28 May 1861 that he "commenced 
the last page of my first journal. I should like to know if anything of im- 
portance to the world is set down in it. I think not."33 At one point he 
railed against what he felt were the injustices of his position: "I am deter- 
mined not to stay here any longer. I have great plans and ideas for the fu- 
ture, great ambitions. But I suppose they will all vanish for lack of 
money."34 Ward was so intent on self-improvement and character build- 
ing that he even recorded diary entries in French to practice the language 
and improve his command of it. 

The diary, even if it is not a reflective document, does reveal much 
about Ward's thinking about his own character. He was obsessively 
driven to measure his progress-in his work, in his education, and in his 
personal relationships-against the progress of others. It was a trait he 
was to keep for his entire life and it supported his belief that the struggle 
to succeed measured a man's independence. He was also not modest 
about his achievements. Ward maintained few close friendships during 
his life in part because many people felt him to be too proud. Later in his 
life, particularly in his last publication, his immodesty translated into a 
sense that he had been slighted by the American public and intellectuals 
in social science generally. 

The most noticeable aspect of Ward's early diary is the record of his 
struggle to achieve a proper education. Bradford County offered more op- 
portunity than frontier Illinois and Iowa for an ambitious young man, and 
Ward later wrote that he felt he had moved from the "backwards" west- 
ern United States to the more established and enlightened East. "I was 
hampered by poverty and adversity," he recalled near the end of his life, 
"by the necessity of earning a living, by being born in a backward region, 
and having to find my way to a more enlightened The nineteen- 
year-old Ward was a gangly six-foot-tall handsome boy when he began 
writing his diary in 1860. He had an adolescent enthusiasm as well as a 
tendency toward wild swings of emotional excess, especially when it 
came to his sexual experience. Life seemed to him a constant struggle. The 
failure of the factory meant Ward had to travel to farms and mills in 
the region to find work, often boarding with local families if it meant a 
day's pay and some food. By the fall of 1860, however, he was fortunate 
enough to obtain a teaching position in a local common school in 
Towanda, which offered him about six dollars a month plus board. He 
lived mostly with Cyrenus's growing family in a home shared with the 
Owen family as well. Ward was especially close to William Owen, Stella's 
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younger brother. Whenever he could Ward tried to escape the confines of 
this crowded house, traveling with friends in the region, or staying at the 
homes of the parents of his pupils. 

Although common school teaching offered him a little money, he still 
lacked an adequate education of his own. He had only briefly attended 
common schools himself, and his ability to read and write was the most 
important factor in getting him the teaching position in the first place. In 
the fall of 1861 Ward managed to persuade the leaders of the Susque- 
hanna Collegiate Institute in Towanda to admit him as a student despite 
his lack of funds for the tuition payments. The institute first opened its 
doors in 1854, with the support of the local Presbyterian Church, as a 
place for classical studies and training of common school teachers for 
Bradford County’s elementary schools. It was in this institution that Ward 
first achieved his “long cherished dream of uninterrupted study” and 
recognized the power of universal education for national improvement. 
Ward later recalled that ”perhaps the most vivid impression that my early 
experience left on my mind was that of the difference between the edu- 
cated and uneducated person. I had much to do with the uneducated, and 
I could not believe that the chasm between these and the educated people 
was due to any great extent to their inherent nature.”36 The collegiate in- 
stitute offered Ward his first real chance at serious institutional education, 
and, although his time there was short-lived (one term in 1861 and two 
terms in 1862), he cherished the experience since he was not able to attend 
another educational institution for seven years. 

The educational regimen of nineteenth-century Americans fit well with 
Ward’s professed goal of improving himself and his station in life, and it 
had close connections to the Whig political culture that shaped his earli- 
est political ideals. Ward spent much of his time in school composing es- 
says on education and the common school creed, explaining the need to 
expand and improve the common school system in essays such as ”The 
Popular Idea of the Requisite Qualifications for a Teacher of the Common 
Schools,” and many others. Self-improvement in men and in society, he 
suggested, demanded education. 

The cry for self-improvement and education, or self-culture as it was 
called in antebellum America, was a common refrain. Americans from 
Lincoln to Mann to Ralph Waldo Emerson all called for a national crusade 
of self-improvement. In an essay entitled ”Aspiration,” Ward asserted the 
importance of building civilization and American institutions on the ba- 
sis of a national school system: ”the great work after all devolves upon 
ourselves individually,” he wrote. “We are the ones who are expected to 
bring about this reform. There is far more mental capacity among men 
than is generally supposed, but the great difficulty lies in there being such 
a vast amount lying latent and undeveloped. There is a great deficiency in 
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the one grand moving power, the will.”37 Discipline, determination, and 
education were the only means available to build the character of demo- 
cratic citizens. 

It was in America, Ward believed, where self-improvement and demo- 
cratic character best cultivated. In June 1862, the twenty-year-old Ward 
penned a brief school essay entitled “Self-Made Men” in which he argued 
that, although the Civil War was destroying the nation’s landscape and in- 
stitutions, America should not forget the glory of its republican founders. 
These self-made men, these self-made revolutionaries, he wrote, should 
provide examples of hope and courage for all men of humble back- 
grounds. He cited the rise of hundreds of Americans to positions of suc- 
cess and importance in the world as evidence that men can become more 
and more ”self made,” that even the poor man had the ability to rise in the 
world. Witness, as an example, the election of a man as humble as Lincoln 
as president of the United States. Like many other Americans born in the 
1840s, and like most of those drawn to Whig/Republican political culture, 
Ward found in Lincoln a genuine American hero. ”The glorious day is ap- 
proaching,” he concluded, ”when the world will be a vast theater of in- 
telligence, not among the rich alone, but throughout the humbler walks of 
life. Self-made men in our day are the greatest in the world. The greatest 
men in America (and to say in America is to say in the world) are men 
who have risen from humble circumstances and humble blood.” For 
Ward, the self-made man was the defining characteristic of mid- 
nineteenth-century progress, proof of the success of democratic institu- 
tions in the United States.38 

Ward’s call to be self-made was closely linked to the growth of democ- 
racy and ideals of perfectibility in antebellum American reform. The ideal 
of the self-made man became a defining characteristic in the political and 
economic rhetoric of the antebellum republic. The ideal itself had a long 
history in the American imagination-dating at least as far back as Ben- 
jamin Franklin’s celebration of himself-but it had become an American 
conceit by the Jacksonian era and after. The self-made man truly became 
a national cultural hero in the 1830s and 1840s; he entered national polit- 
ical rhetoric, for example, with the famous “Log Cabin” campaign in 
1840.39 By the middle of the century, Lincoln emerged as the classic ex- 
ample of an American self-made man, to be constantly cast and recast in 
the mold of self-made success. Lincoln was the “rail splitter” struggling 
against odds and rising up from poverty to worldly success and power. 
When America’s mid-nineteenth-century prophets of success and democ- 
racy spoke of the self-made republic, young men like Ward listened at- 
tentively.4O 

Ward’s vision of self-made men found a powerful political expression 
in the free labor ideology of the young Republican Party. Free labor pro- 
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vided the link between Ward’s interest in the independence and freedom 
of the individual producer and the faith that education could provide the 
central means for social mobility in the expanding market economy. In his 
producerism, Ward saw a reconciliation of growth, progress, and freedom 
without the fears of a society fractured by class. In adopting this faith of 
Republican Party politics in the late 1850s and 1860s, Lester Ward moved 
in a profoundly different direction than his older brother Cyrenus. 
Cyrenus Ward was to find free labor an empty promise by the end of the 
Civil War, and he gravitated to socialism and communism as collectivist 
solutions to the problems of social growth in the Iiineteenth century. But 
Lester Ward always retained his faith in the basic promises of civic equal- 
ity and independence in the free labor rhetoric of antebellum American 
politics. 

In addition to the creed of common school education and his faith in the 
freedom to become a self-made man, which he learned as a student and 
expressed in his essays, Ward‘s teaching and his participation in the Brad- 
ford County Teacher’s Association also reinforced the necessity for edu- 
cation in a democracy. The Teacher’s Association, established by the 
Susquehanna Collegiate Institute in the mid-l850s, was the main force be- 
hind the establishment and organization of the county’s common schools. 
It set the regulations for teacher preparation, considered the role of grades 
in classrooms, set meeting times, and acted as a lobbying organization for 
educational issues in county government. As a teacher, Ward demanded 
strict discipline and duty in his classroom. He was a traditional teacher 
initially, insisting on use of the lash in school, not an uncommon practice 
in the mid-nineteenth century. It was an experiment that nearly caused 
him to lose his classroom at one point. “The rod is an utterly indispensa- 
ble concomitant with good order in school,” he wrote, ”[it] is the main in- 
strument in moulding that mind to obedience to the laws of humanity 
and reason. It should often be resorted 

That Ward was interested in the discipline of the rod is not all that sur- 
prising, given his own obsession with driving himself to succeed. The 
more Ward taught, however, the more liberal his temperament became 
with his students. Despite his harshness, teaching itself provided an im- 
portant means for Ward’s own recognition of the purposes of education: 
“A week has passed and all my expectations are well realized,” he wrote 
in one diary entry, ”I am satisfied with everything. . . . They [his students] 
regard me with respect and I commence to believe that I am actually a 

By the end of his life, when he finally settled on teaching as his 
career, he looked back on these early years as his first experience of the in- 
fluence teaching can have. 

The central course of instruction in the advanced schools Ward at- 
tended while he lived and taught in Towanda was moral philosophy. 
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Mid-nineteenth-century moral philosophy existed as a kind of halfway 
house between theology and secular science. It was also closely connected 
to Whig political rhetoric in the antebellum era-infusing the language of 
American politics with moralistic absolutes regarding basic moral right 
and wrong, in particular about slavery. The moral philosophers’ goal was 
to identify the ”natural history” of the mind; the most important subject 
of interest was in the study of the character of democratic citizens. It was 
an intellectual tradition that had gained much of its force from the spirit 
of the Second Great Awakening. Moral philosophers-especially such 
leading thinkers as Francis Wayland and Noah Porter-built on an evan- 
gelical tradition that had replaced the harsh rules of Calvinism with a 
faith in the individual’s responsibility for sin and the personal discipline 
needed to overcome it. These philosophers emphasized the hierarchical 
structure of the mind divided between key intellectual ”faculties”: reason, 
passion, and will. In this way, the emphasis on personal discipline in the 
moral philosophy of antebellum America, as historian D. H. Meyer has ar- 
gued, sought to create “an ethical frame of mind that would direct a new 
nation seeking a moral, as well as a political identity in a changing 

The philosophy and political theory of the antebellum moral philoso- 
phers had broad connections to Enlightenment rationalism and the 
eighteenth-century desire among intellectuals to rid the world of theo- 
logical domination. But moral philosophers were no less concerned with 
the nineteenth-century Romantics who rebelled against Enlightenment 
rationalism. Their obsession with teasing out these connections was the 
focus of their work in explaining society. The human mind, moral 
philosophers argued, was divided between passions and reason, and the 
role of education, self-training, and discipline was to maintain the right 
balance of character to avoid the extremes of passionate self-interest or 
obsessive rationalism. Instruction in mid-nineteenth-century moral phi- 
losophy courses focused on the ways the citizen could translate the the- 
ories of the mind into actual social and political behavior. It was a 
philosophy well fitted to the free labor ideology, which dealt with the 
reconciliation of autonomy and the responsibilities of citizenship in 
the republic. The relationship between reason, passion, and self-interest 
was to become one of Ward‘s main concerns in his later social philoso- 
phy, but as a young man it also served as the basis for many of his in- 
quiries into personal character. 

Throughout his life, Ward remained in this halfway house of science 
and religion; the connections between Enlightenment rationalism and Ro- 
mantic feelings were always in his work. He never fully accepted a com- 
plete scientific rationalism and naturalism as did many of his scientific 
colleagues. Although he was to develop a deep anticlericalism, common 
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to a number of American scientists, and was very much antagonistic to re- 
ligious orthodoxy in all of its forms, Ward still believed that it was possi- 
ble to contemplate the cosmic beauty of nature’s creation; feelings still 
played a central role in his later social theory. Religious faith fit some- 
where into that scheme though it would be years before he determined 
exactly how it fit. 

Religion and religious faith were difficult for him to fully explain. His 
youthful religious faith caused him great emotional pain as a student. 
He spent hours with teachers and friends discussing the role of faith in an 
individual’s life. By the middle of the nineteenth century the evangelical 
energy that had earlier prompted waves of religious revivalism across the 
nation had dissipated. But for many men and women, like Ward and his 
friends, whose parents had participated in and accepted this evangelism, 
the lack of a conversion experience created profound psychological un- 
rest; a ”quiet erosion” of inherited belief characterized the religious expe- 
rience of many children of the Second Great A~akening.4~ Ward never 
seems to have had the piety and faith of his evangelical mother. He 
doubted the efficacy of religion alone to lead and direct the search for 
identity in a rapidly changing world; despite his mother’s evangelism, 
Ward never really experienced a deep religious conversion. In one entry 
in his diary he recorded his experience going to church and talking to the 
local professors about religion: “Prof. O.S. came into my room last night 
and talked a long time with me concerning my duty to God. He suppli- 
cated, he admonished and he prayed. . . . My heart was very heavy, and 
when I sat down in church I could not suppress the tears. I wept and 0 
how my heart felt it. I came home and fried to pray but I did not know how. 
1 cannot say why, but I did not know  OW."^^ Instead, Ward found in moral 
philosophy a temporary antidote for his religious anguish. The integra- 
tion of science and theology offered a comfortable ground between nature 
and belief. It was a problem Ward wrestled with for his entire career. 

In examining nature, Ward argued in his school essays, the instruction of 
moral philosophy found “a symetry [sic], a consistency and a perfection 
upon which man may as securely rely as upon the succession of day and 
night.” A supreme power still set down universal laws in this moral vision, 
but they were laid before man to discover. Moral philosophy denied super- 
stition and mocked belief in the supernatural miracles of an unknowable 
God: “Now for pity’s sake,” Ward wrote, ”if you take pride in the ad- 
vancement of man, if you do not wish to have a sect of disgusting spiritu- 
alists spring up and monopolize the world, if you do not wish to sink 
supinely and stupidly back into the shades of superstition and the 
disgusting putrescence of witch and wizardism, beware of inhaling the de- 
generating beliefs in superstition and miracles.”46 If the piety and faith of 
his parents’ generation had faded by the middle of the century, a discovery 
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many men and women made in the 1850s and 1860s, it was still possible, 
Ward argued, to hold the belief that ”true morality can exist without vital 
piety but regarding the Christian religion in its purity as the great civilizer 
of the heart.”47 Ward was never comfortable drawing a bold line between 
science and religion. Eventually, he concluded that religious faith was an es- 
sential part of the evolutionary history of the human mind. 

These central precepts of an integrated and scientific natural religion, 
Ward insisted, were the pillars of a free labor society and democratic gov- 
ernment. Moral philosophy offered a way out of religious uncertainty, 
and the chance to escape the limiting forces of everyday experience and 
provincialism through what he called ”that wonderful faculty called rea- 
son.” Most important, moral philosophers argued, this vision of religion, 
natural science, and faculty psychology provided the proper character for 
the democratic citizen and the self-made man. The wonders of science 
and naturalistic ethics allowed for the freedom of the individual and for 
self-control: ”By this [man] is able to comprehend the truth of nature,” 
Ward wrote in one of his school essays, ”and by this he is compelled to ad- 
mire the sublime, investigate the unknown, and wonder at the mar- 
velous.’’ A searching human curiosity, Ward concluded, provided the 
discipline needed to resolve the uncomfortable fragmentation of religious 
faith in nineteenth-century culture: “We may thus possibly suppose that 
nobody is stationary, that sun around center and center about sun all is in 
motion till we arrive at the Grand Tribunal itself. How useless it is then 
for man to attempt to calculate onward to the end of time or break its com- 
mencement. All the theories in time prove mere conjecture and all will one 
day be obliged to acknowledge their inadequacy . . . and will willingly 
submit the question to the ruler of eternity.”48 

For Ward, this search for integration was what made nineteenth- 
century America-and democratic self-government-so far advanced 
over all other civilizations in the world. ”Never before, and nowhere else 
was the cause of universal civilization advanced, or the interest of Chris- 
tianity promoted, as they have been for the last three quarters of a century 
on the free soil, and under the free institutions of America.’r49 Ward cele- 
brated American nationalism as a product of freedom. And, like many 
northern Republicans, this meant that the South and slavery posed spe- 
cial dangers to the republic’s progress. 

Ward used his diary as the place to test and measure his character and 
to record the ways in which he learned to control passion and under- 
stand reason, the central objects of moral philosophy’s psychology. In 
addition to his education, the other great subject of his diary is the pas- 
sionate courtship of his beloved ”girl.” The awakening of passion and 
feeling occurred simultaneously with Ward’s search for intellectual 
growth and development, and his description of this relationship re- 
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mains the closest thing to a conversion narrative in the early years of his 
life. Ward’s heart awakened during the course of his relationship 
with the ”girl.” In the last twenty years, historians have gone far in re- 
covering the sexuality of Victorian Americans from a simple view of pu- 
ritanical humility. Mid-nineteenth-century Americans have often been 
portrayed as prudes, hypocrites, fearful of any form of sexual love and 
sexual desires. But as historians such as Karen Lystra, John D’Emilio, 
and Estelle Freedman have noted, Americans actually celebrated sexual 
passion in the mid-nineteenth century although not in the public way 
twenty-first-century Americans might recognize. There was far more 
complexity in the private lives and sex roles of Victorians than has com- 
monly been ~ n d e r s t o o d . ~ ~  

Ward‘s diary is one of the most explicit records by a man of a romantic 
relationship in the mid-nineteenth century. He frequently celebrated pas- 
sion and feeling, as he would in his later social theory, and romantic love 
to him was part of his emergence into manhood and masculinity. Histo- 
rian Peter Gay has argued that Ward‘s entire sociological work was “a cel- 
ebration, a poignant, glowing portrait of the paradise Lester Ward had 
shared with his wife.” This is somewhat overstated but it is surely true 
that expressions of passion and feeling were parts of Ward‘s character. 
And he made feeling, for both men and women, common parts of the an- 
alytical tools for social analysis.5l Throughout the diary he recorded both 
success and failure in his courtship. At times he was blissful about the re- 
lationship, but he also occasionally recognized his inability to control pas- 
sion as a sign of physical weakness. ”Sweet girl how I Love You,” he 
wrote in one entry. He then confessed, however, that he was “determined 
not to go see her without an excuse.”52 

Ward first met Elizabeth Carolyn Vought, the ”girl” of his diary, in July 
1860. “Lizzie” Vought was born on 4 March 1842, and was working as a 
school teacher in the local common schools when she and Ward met. Her 
family had a long history as pioneers in Bradford County, and her father 
currently worked as a craftsman and shoemaker in the town of Towanda. 
The courting began with letters and chance meetings in town but gradu- 
ally escalated into a closer and more intimate relationship. Ward wrote the 
following entry in his diary in September 1860, a few months after he met 
Lizzie Vought: “We had considerable difficulty with the lamp which fi- 
nally went out at the critical moment when it started to rain. Taking her 
by the hand I attempted to find the door but in the shadows we stumbled 
over a shoemaker’s bench, and embracing her I sat down with her on the 
bench, where we remained about an hour, embracing, caressing, hugging 
and kissing. 0 Bliss! 0 Love! 0 Passion, pure, sweet, and profound! What 
more do I want than He often dreamt of her and, at one point, 
recorded fearfully that in his dreams Lizzie married another: “What a 
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sensation of horror and despair it produced in me! That assures me that I 
truly love her.”54 A few months later Ward described his experience at 
meeting his rival suitor for Lizzie’s affection, a young man named Peter. 
In a fit of anxiety, Ward exclaimed, “Was she going to stray from me? Ac- 
tually I was afraid of it. I told her that I was never going to see her again, 
if she did not wish it.”55 

Despite these expressions of doubt and fear about love, Lizzie Vought 
and Lester Ward grew even closer in the winter of 1860-61. In a revealing 
entry Ward described the following scene shortly before his confrontation 
with the rival suitor: ”I unfastened my shirt and put her tender little hand 
on my bare breast, and there we counted the beatings of our hearts like 
the whispering of angels. She gave me her heart and her body, asking 
nothing more in exchange than my own. But with what tenderness and 
humility she said, ’I’m afraid I am doing something I shouldn’t in putting 
my hands on your bare breast.’ As we lay in this position . . . the old man 
[Elizabeth‘s father] got up, but I escaped the workshop.” Lizzie’s concern 
about touching reveals much about mid-nineteenth-century norms of sex- 
ual expression. Ward also expressed his own hesitation about how far 
their relationship was to go: “I kissed her on her soft breasts, and took too 
many liberties with her sweet person,” Ward wrote in February 1861, 
“and we are going to stop. It is a very fascinating practice and fills us with 
very sweet, tender, and familiar  sentiment^."^^ Lizzie Vought and Lester 
Ward never did stop. Within a month Ward recorded that the two spent 
the night together in a workshop and held each other all night: “We have 
never acted in such a way before. All that we did I shall not tell here, but 
it was all very sweet and loving and nothing infamous.”57 

Passion and education went hand in hand in Ward‘s mind in the early 
1860s. He had great hopes for himself dreams that Lizzie might marry 
him, dreams that he might start a family, and dreams that he could con- 
tinue his serious education. His greatest desire was to obtain a college de- 
gree at Lafayette College in Easton, Pennsylvania, and study law, where 
many of the teachers at the Institute had themselves gone. He had no 
money, however, and little opportunity to save any as a student and la- 
borer. If he could only borrow $175, he argued, he might be able to escape 
with Lizzie: ”If I should receive $175 and my girl the same amount, what 
a fine world this would be then. She could obtain an education, and I 
could soon establish myself in some business which would earn me 
enough to put me through college and her also, and I could study law and 
set up an office, and then I could marry her, my sweet girl, and what a 
sweet life.” But, he finally concluded, he should banish such thoughts: 
”This is all air castles,” he wrote, ”they will fall soon enough.”58 

In one of the most interesting scenes of their courtship, Ward left Lizzie 
alone with Frederick Hollick‘s guide to marriage and childbirth, which he 
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found “interesting and instructive.” Hollick‘s guides were among the 
most popular conduct manuals in the nineteenth century, going through 
nearly three hundred editions by the 1860s and 1870s. In the spring of 
1861 he went for a walk in the woods with Lizzie and claimed to have for- 
gotten that he had brought the book with him. “While we were sitting 
there she asked me to read her a little from the book. I tried, but failed en- 
tirely. I could not either give it nor read it to her.” At this point Ward de- 
cided to go off on his own into the woods and left the book with Lizzie. 
”How much she read I do not know, but she liked it. After that we became 
more familiar. She told me that she was ignorant like myself, and she 
wished to have the book, but had not the place to hide it.”59 

Ward often commented on his hopes of marrying Lizzie. The two often 
dreamt of married life, which seemed the height of blissful, pure, and in- 
dependent sexual enjoyment. Most of their relationship took place clan- 
destinely: in small rooms around their homes, in the shops where Lizzie’s 
father worked, or out on walks. “Sweet girl, how I want so to call you my 
wife,” Ward wrote in one entry. “To be enfolded against your bosom and 
kiss the sweetness there. . . . Sweet spouse, kiss me, embrace me.”60 Lizzie 
Vought’s parents expressed some concern regarding the nature of her re- 
lationship to Ward. At one point Ward recorded the protests of Lizzie’s 
mother: “I accompanied the girl home, and she insisted on my staying 
there . . . she came into [the] room to give me my socks and to kiss me a 
little, and her mother found her there and she said several things con- 
cerning us which made me very angry and I got up and soon left the 
house.”61 

The frankness of Ward‘s diary has provided historians with a unique 
opportunity to examine male passion and sexual experience in Victorian 
America. Ward’s biographers, however, have tended to ignore his ex- 
pression of passion and emotion in his relationship with Lizzie Vought. 
Ward might have wanted it this way. He rarely mentioned Lizzie at all by 
the end of his life, and when he did, he wrote that they “studied together 
instead of courting.” Despite the reciprocal nature of their sexual experi- 
ence, Ward concluded in 1887 that ”through the three years of his strug- 
gles . . . in climbing the hill of science it was her joy to strew [my] path 
with roses.”62 Ward‘s emotional expression, however, played an impor- 
tant role in shaping his character and his intellect in the years before the 
Civil War. Ward’s public persona expressed here was not uncommon 
among nineteenth-century men and women. Although in the past, mid- 
nineteenth-century Americans have been inaccurately portrayed as 
prudish and puritanical, it is nonetheless true that public expressions of 
sexual love and passion were not common. As Karen Lystra has argued, 
the public character of men was supposed to demonstrate self-control 
and lack emotional expression. This was not necessarily true for private 
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expressions, and Ward’s diary reflected this dichotomy at the heart of 
nineteenth-century concepts of romantic love.63 

As he neared his twenty-first birthday in the summer of 1862, the tra- 
ditional age of majority in nineteenth-century America, Ward was still 
very much a young boy. He had yet to receive an education that he be- 
lieved would make him fit for independent manhood, and this deficiency 
made marriage to Lizzie an impossibility. Still, he was in large measure 
self-made. By strenuous effort, struggle, and determination, he had car- 
ried himself beyond the limits of his footloose youth in the Midwest to a 
somewhat secure position in the industrializing Northeast. Although 
Ward frequently noted his fears in his diary, he still believed that personal 
success must surely lay in the near future. This tenacity was one of Ward’s 
most remarkable traits and became a characteristic of his entire intellec- 
tual career. But before his success could be achieved, however, Ward‘s 
commitment to his Republican cultural and political ideals would be 
tested. By the early 1860s, it was no longer enough to uphold free labor 
and the producerist commonwealth as the best examples of social organ- 
ization and government on earth. They now needed to be defended in 
battle and bloodshed. 
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An Equal Chance in the 
Race of Life, 1861-1870 

ester Ward’s common school education and his courtship of his L beloved Lizzie were not the only experiences he recorded in his pri- 
vate journal. He was also well aware of the nation’s drift toward war in 
1861 and remained a firm supporter of the Republican Party and his hero, 
Abraham Lincoln. The essays he composed while in school reveal Ward’s 
deep engagement with the political issues of the early 1860s. And yet he 
remained deeply reluctant to join the war effort following the firing on 
Fort Sumter, perhaps because of his age or his desperate desire to pursue 
a college education. On 24 April 1861, he recorded his thoughts about the 
impending conflict: ”How can I go and leave my sweet darling? It is for 
her that I am staying. If I could only go and see her this very night, she 
would kiss me and say, ’Don’t go darling.’ I cannot go yet.”’ He was still 
very much a boy when the conflict first began, not yet twenty years old. 
In the early days of the war, courtship and education engaged him more 
than the prospect of battle. 

Eventually, Ward did join the Union Army and fought to defend the 
principles of free labor and independence that he held so dear as a young 
man. Ward‘s experiences during the Civil War and Reconstruction 
changed him. Before the conflict he was obsessively self-interested, but he 
returned from battle tempered, more mature, and much more concerned 
with issues beyond his own success. The essays he wrote for the winter 
and spring terms at the Susquehanna Collegiate Institute reveal Ward’s 
growing concern over the course of national events. Shortly after the Bal- 
timore riots, when residents of the city fired upon Union troops, Ward 
wrote an essay in which he excoriated the Southern ”codfish aristocracy” 
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and declared that ”war was inevitable and let it come. . . these rebels must 
be put down.” He denounced Southern aristocratic character and slavery; 
he was horrified by those who rebelled against ”the laws of country[,] of 
humanity[,] of God.” He advocated enforcement of constitutional law and 
a crushing of the spirit of rebellion in the republic.2 The early days of the 
war in 1861 and 1862, he felt, proved the brutal character of a slave- 
owning society. Their treatment of prisoners, of fugitive slaves, and their 
behavior in battle, “serve to illustrate the character of rebels and 
their cause.” “Such is the degrading influence of slavery,” Ward con- 
cluded. ”Educated to dominance their human feelings are perverted and 
a brutish barbarism takes their place. They know no sympathy[,] they 
possess no feeling[,] but their entire ambition is wrapped up in their de- 
sire to lord it over their  inferior^."^ 

Slavery was the nation’s ”great curse,” he argued, a blot on the liberty 
and freedom bequeathed by the founders’ republican revolution. Here was 
the great enemy of free labor, a ”slave power” bent on national dominance: 

When shall we abolish slavery? I answer Now! . . . Better the nation should 
be drenched in bloodshed for freedom, than that glorious stars and stripes, 
boasted ensign of the free, should listlessly wave in mocking hypocrisy for- 
ever over millions of bondsmen. Other nations of the globe have abolished 
the institution--crushed the rebellious and infectious spirit that slavery 
causes. [Blut the great nation which boasts of freedom more than any other 
on the globe whose institutions, life, soul, and essence are pretended to be in- 
fused and cemented with the spirit of liberty, is still a disgraceful hypocrite, 
boasting of freedom while she nourishes slavery4 

For many Northerners, especially young radicals like Ward, the ener- 
gizing force of war could redeem the nation and serve as a test of male, 
and by extension national, character; war was to pay for a half century of 
national ignorance and evasion in defining the meaning of nationality, cit- 
izenship, and freedom. Although Ward was not a millennia1 thinker he 
did view war as a necessity to destroy the South and slavery’s threat to 
the promises of free labor and individual success. 

His charge of hypocrisy included the traitorous “Copperhead” faction 
that he felt threatened the liberty of Northerners. Antiwar sentiment was 
fairly high in Pennsylvania in 1862, and fears of Northern conspiracies to 
appease the South were intense in the state. Ward considered the Cop- 
perheads a dangerous enemy of liberty; advocates of a negotiated peace 
with the rebellious South, he declared, destroyed equality and the pre- 
cious gifts of the American revolutionary past. ”If there ever was a faction, 
utterly devoid of principle, wantonly base and malicious, totally recreant 
to all the duties which man’s maker has enjoined upon him . . . it is the 
Copperhead faction now howling about our ears.”5 
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Throughout 1861 and early 1862 Ward struggled with whether or not to 
go to war. His siblings did as well. Cyrenus struggled with the responsi- 
bilities of caring for a wife and his two young children, while Erastus, like 
Lester, wanted to get a college education. Rast, as Lester Ward always 
called him, had been in Ann Arbor, Michigan, since the fall of 1861, and 
by the spring of 1862 had started to prepare himself to enter the Univer- 
sity of Michigan. Like Lester Ward, Erastus was driven to self-education, 
and, he wrote his brothers, with the preparation that he had undertaken 
he “can enter the University just as well as though I attended school all 
the time.”6 

Like his older brothers, Ward did not want to go to war. Despite his po- 
litical interests in the Union and an abolitionist hatred for slavery, he was 
still obsessed by his education, his common school teaching, and his 
growing relationship with Lizzie. He did follow the news of the Union 
Army’s war efforts, recording the failures and successes of the northern 
armies in battle. In March 1862, Ward wrote that “the President is begin- 
ning to prove a man. There are many victories for us, and thousands for 
our enemies. The war cannot continue long in this way.“7 Throughout that 
spring his diary entries reported the news of the war but none of this 
seemed to move him very much to actually join. 

But in the summer of 1862, Ward recorded the great change in the for- 
tunes of war that caused his own conversion. On 22 July 1862, just days 
after Lincoln signed the Second Confiscation Act and called for a state 
militia draft of men eighteen to forty-five years of age, Ward noted there 
had been ”a great revolution in the conduct of war and of public senti- 
ment. They will arm the Negroes, I think.”* The prospect of being drafted, 
together with his approval of the employment of African Americans in the 
war, impelled Ward to finally join the conflict himself. He and Lizzie had 
grown closer during the year, and on 13 August 1862, a few weeks after 
his twenty-first birthday, Ward wrote that ”I must now go to bed with my 
wife.” He had married and joined the Union Army. ”What? I, married? 
True enough. My heart’s darling whom I have loved so long, so con- 
stantly, so frantically, is mine! . . . How sweet it is to sleep with her.” Their 
honeymoon lasted only five days. Ward left for army camp on 18 August 
1862 as a private of Company I, 141st Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteers: 
”I must leave the sweetness of her company for the difficulties and fa- 
tigues of military camp.” He linked marriage and war as aspects of his 
final arrival at manhood and autonomy, but it was, he confessed, a ”terri- 
ble ~hange.”~ 

Lincoln’s call in July 1862 for three hundred thousand more troops 
prompted the formation of the 141st Regiment composed entirely of men 
from Bradford County. By then it was clear that the war was not going to 
be a short one and that the original requisition of seventy-five thousand 
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troops simply could not meet what had rapidly become a massive war ef- 
fort. Ward’s surviving war letters discuss some of the typical complaints 
of camp life in the Union Army. Drudgery, boredom, forced marching, 
and generally poor living conditions are some of the complaints he re- 
ported back home in the town newspaper. But they also reflect a cama- 
raderie and love of excitement and adventure that characterized the 
experience of many Civil War soldiers.10 

The 141st left Bradford County in late August 1862 and headed to 
Camp Curtin near Harrisburg, one of the worst training camps in the 
state. John D. Bloodgood, Ward’s sergeant in Company I, recalled after 
the war that he had “no pleasant memories of my stay in Camp Curtin, 
and I have never heard any soldier who was there speak well of it.”” The 
Union and Confederate Armies were engaged in a savage and brutal 
struggle by the summer of 1862. Soldiers had learned by then that this 
war was not going to be easy. By the time Ward joined the fight, the Union 
Army was poised for some of its most brutal campaigns through Mary- 
land to Fredericksburg and in the Wilderness Campaign before culminat- 
ing in the enormous battle at Gettysburg. In late August 1862 Ward wrote 
his brother Erastus from Camp Curtin. “I’ve ’gone to be a soldier,”’ he be- 
gan, warning his brother against the hardships of military life. ”I expect 
that you have gone to work but I shall write to Ann Arbor. I am afraid that 
you would not stand military life, living in tents above the ground as big 
as our old wagon cover. . . hitched to the ground.” Ward’s friend, Edward 
Owen (Cyrenus’s brother-in-law) joined with Ward and the two were liv- 
ing in the same tent. Ward struggled to maintain his studies, telling his 
older brother that he still studied his Greek prose. His intense desire for 
education and improvement had not abated as he lived the life of the 
army private. ”I shall study as much as possible while I am in the army,” 
he promised his brother, “but you have no idea how awful suffocating dry 
it is here in this barren dry dusty crowded carnp.”l2 

In his letters, Ward revealed more of why he joined, wondering what 
people in his brother’s new home state thought of the conflict. Ward be- 
lieved that Lincoln and the Union had to go further to abolish slavery in 
the South. “I keep up good spirits but I must confess I cannot see 
through the great national difficulty. It is my opinion that the south can- 
not be subjugated by mere military force. We must adopt a policy that 
will take from under them that great bulwark slavery first. You see con- 
scriptions does not affect the laborers of the south. Negroes do all the 
work.”I3 Unbeknownst to Ward at the time, this is exactly what Lincoln 
was planning to do as he prepared the preliminary Emancipation 
Proclamation in September 1862. 

For the first month, Ward’s military service was a period of intense ex- 
citement, a common experience for the new Civil War soldier. By late Sep- 
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tember 1862, after just a few weeks of training, the 141st Pennsylvania had 
made its way down to Virginia to the nation’s capital to assist in the pro- 
tection of the city during the Second Battle of Bull Run. He wrote Erastus, 
who had just joined the conflict as a private in the 6th Michigan Cavalry 
Regiment under the command of Captain J. H. Kidd, “Indeed, the brief 
period of a month and a half had been to me the most eventful of my life.” 
He drilled constantly, more than six hours per day, but he was sur- 
rounded by friends and comrades that he knew from home. He had, he 
said, joined ”my country to serve in its hour of peril. . . . I have made the 
sacrifice and been conscientious.”14 

It was the first time Ward saw Washington but he had little time to con- 
template the city. His brother Erastus was in the area as well, and Ward 
asked if he had any opportunity to see the city. Erastus had the good for- 
tune to spend time seeing the sights of Washington, and he marveled in 
particular at the wonders of the Smithsonian Institution’s exhibit halls 
and its treasures from around the world. It made the younger Ward 
somewhat jealous (although within a few years Lester Ward was to make 
the Smithsonian his permanent intellectual home). The two also spoke 
about the moves Lincoln made to put slavery at the forefront of the strug- 
gle against the Confederacy. The two heartily welcomed Lincoln’s moves 
toward emancipation. In a letter written to Cyrenus Ward, Erastus re- 
flected on the brothers’ continuing discussions about the purposes of 
war. As for “Old Abe’s proclamation,” he concluded, “Three cheers for 
Linc~ln.’”~ 

The 141st Pennsylvania remained in the Washington, D.C., area during 
most of General George McClellan’s Maryland campaign, and Ward often 
complained about the drudgery and the loss of confidence among sol- 
diers who feared that they might never move against the South. Writing 
from a camp in White’s Ford, Maryland, on 17 October 1862, Ward ad- 
mitted to his friend W. H. Thompson, editor of the Bradford Argus, that the 
men of the 141st Pennsylvania expressed ”murmurs of dissatisfaction” re- 
garding “the idea of our entire forces lying apparently idle.”I6 

For many months in late 1862, the defensive maneuvers of Confederate 
General Robert E. Lee pushed McClellan steadily away from the city of 
Richmond. McClellan’s inaction created continuing dissatisfaction with 
his leadership among the troops under his immediate command- 
especially since he had failed to smash Lee’s army after the Battle of An- 
tietam in mid-September 1862. Ward reported on the forced marches and 
seemingly useless movement of the Union Army in the fall, and his dim- 
ming hopes of returning to the comforts of home life. ”When we arrived 
[at Edward’s Ferry] we were in poor condition to capture rebs. I could 
have neither run nor fought. . . . Possibly three years experience in the mil- 
itary service of Uncle Sam will, along the many greater hardships 



46 An Equal Chance in the Race of Life 

recorded in their history, obliterate from our memories the history of that 
march, but if so, all the more necessity for recording it.”17 

Ward was to soon lament the comforts and the drudgery of those first 
few months in the army. By the time his unit moved it was to participate in 
one of the deadliest campaigns of the war. After McClellan’s departure and 
replacement by General Ambrose Burnside, the Union Army finally moved 
against Lee’s forces but with tragic results. The company’s first ”baptism by 
fire” was in the Union’s disastrous Fredericksburg campaign on 13 Decem- 
ber 1862. Ward’s regimental colonel, a leading member of Bradford County 
society, Henry J. Madill, wrote after the battle of the difficulties of his fresh 
young recruits: “It was a terrible ordeal through which to pass new troops 
who had never been under fire; but they passed it nobly, gallantly, not a 
man hesitated or faltered, but closed up and pushed on.” Ward’s regiment 
was part of Joseph ”Fighting Joe” Hooker’s Center Grand Division. They 
stormed the well-fortified Confederate lines at Marye’s Heights near the 
sunken road just over the Rappahannock River near Fredericksburg. 
Marye’s Heights was hell-by the time Ward‘s regiment became involved 
there were already thousands of dead Union soldiers lying on the fields. 
Hooker was furious that his men were to be thrown into the useless task of 
trying to take the hill from the Confederates. He protested to Burnside but 
to no avail. After a few hours of trying, his men were easily beaten back. 
The evening after the battle the survivors listened to the screams of the 
wounded on the field before finally being allowed to remove them.Is 

Ward’s baptism was traumatic. For months he had been basically idle, 
and though he could complain of boredom he was at the very least in rel- 
atively safety. Fredericksburg was an horrendous battle. Burnside was 
crushed by the death and destruction of his forces. Erastus Ward, who had 
not yet seen any battles since his unit was in service protecting Washing- 
ton, feared for his brother’s survival since the fight was so brutal for the 
Union forces. Lester Ward wrote his brother in late December assuring him 
that he survived the battle unscathed and describing how he laid on the 
battlefield only a short distance from the rebel lines: ”Rast, I have wit- 
nessed the smoke and confusion of a great battle. I have listened to the 
thunder of its cannon the roar of its musketry the whistling of its bullets 
the screeching and howling of its death dealing . . . and the yells shrieks 
and groans of the wounded and dying. I have beheld acres strewn with the 
dead and wounded victims of horrible war. I have stood face to face and 
conversed with warriors arrayed in deadly hostility against me and my 
country.” But, Ward told his brother, he was not fearful or frightened. In- 
stead, he wondered what Washington thought of the war and its progress: 
”I felt not through the entire ordeal a pang of fear,” he concluded. ”It was 
a great battle and I suppose nothing gained; much lost. What do people 
think of it? What is the tale in Washington about the war?”19 
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Ward’s regiment spent two more days on the field before Burnside or- 
dered a retreat back across the Rappahannock River. They were then sub- 
ject to the famous “Mud March in mid-January 1863 as Burnside tried to 
move on Richmond. Heavy rains helped to thaw the ground and trap the 
Union Army in muddy fields; the Confederates watched the comedy from 
the other side of the Rappahannock holding signs mocking the Union 
Army. Morale was nearly destroyed and Burnside was soon replaced by 
Hooker as the commander of the Army of the Potomac. 

The unit spent the rest of the winter in camp. These winter months af- 
ter Fredericksburg were probably the best times for the soldiers since they 
left Bradford County in the summer. The Union Army finally paid them 
in February, and they had the opportunity to set up a semipermanent 
camp with log huts, cook their own meals, and rest before the start of the 
spring campaign. Hooker even had new clothes for his troops. But 
the marching and the battles had taken their toll. In Ward’s company, 
originally one thousand men strong, fewer than five hundred men re- 
mained by the spring of 1863. 

Ward‘s next surviving letters record his experience following the Battle 
of Chancellorsville in May 1863 under the command of the beloved 
Hooker. Hooker helped restore morale among the troops of the Army of 
the Potomac, and the time they spent in camp renewed the strength of the 
army, still far superior in numbers to the Confederates. Hooker wanted to 
crush Lee’s forces once and for all, and at the end of April 1863 his units 
began maneuvers to draw Lee out of his strongly fortified positions in 
Virginia and Maryland. 

Ward‘s unit was in Hooker’s Third Corps under the command of the no- 
torious Union General Dan Sickles. Hooker put his infantry units near the 
town of Chancellorsville located near an area of dense woods called 
the Wilderness. The battle began there on 1 May 1863. Chancellorsville was 
a savage battle, and the 141st suffered particularly severely: of the 417 men 
who entered battle, over 220 were killed or wounded. It was the worst toll 
in Sickles’s entire Third Corps. Ward was badly wounded himself as he ap- 
proached the ”savage hordes” of Confederate General Stonewall Jackson: 
”Into this dense mass of gray backed humanity (?) I poured round after 
round. I was chuckling over this grand opportunity offered me for thin- 
ning out the enemies of human liberty, when a silent messenger came, and 
entering the upper part of my right knee . . . [brought] me to the ground.” 
When he fell, he reported, the color bearer died near him, ”and the ’ample 
folds’ of the glorious old flag fell gracefully over me, completely en- 
shrouding me.”*O 

Ward was shot again as he attempted to continue to fight, and the Con- 
federate Army eventually took him prisoner after he spent three hours on 
the battlefield. Ward‘s friend, Charles Canfield of Company D, recalled 
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the experience of lying on the field waiting for the Confederate Army to 
arrive: “Some of our Doctors were with us, but they had no medicines or 
instruments. We had nothing to eat. I found my friend, L. F. Ward . . . as 
helpless as myself. We were not only wounded but prisoners.’’ After the 
Confederates took them back to their camp they were lodged near 
Guiney’s Station, not far from where the Confederates brought the badly 
injured General Stonewall Jackson. According to one account, the Union 
soldiers knew that Jackson had died there. On 6 May 1863, three days af- 
ter their capture, Canfield recorded that their condition was terrible and 
”there is very little prospect of our being removed. . . . Our wounds are 
not dressed, and we have hardly anything to eat. Rebel transportation is 
very limited and our men cannot get through the lines.”21 

They were finally taken behind Union lines on 14 May. Ward‘s Sergeant 
John Bloodgood recalled the fitness of the men who returned from the 
Confederate prisons, devastated by the conditions under which they were 
held: ”Our ambulance train visited the battlefield on the 13th and brought 
over all the survivors. They were a woebegone looking lot of men- 
haggard, dirty, smoke be-grimed. They had been robbed of their blankets 
and much of their clothing by their captors, their wounds were un- 
dressed. They had lain without care or shelter, exposed to sunshine and 
rain . . . with only the coarsest food scantily supplied. . . . The intense joy 
felt by the survivors on reaching our lines can better be imagined than de- 
scribed.”22 

Lester Ward wrote Erastus as soon as he was able to reassure him of his 
safety. He said that he had ”enjoyed the blessed privilege of sojourning 
the brief period of 11 days among the denomination of Gray Backs. We 
wounded prisoners had a delightful time in Dixie.” He had fought nearly 
to the death in the horrible campaign and informed his brother of the 
gruesome job of killing. He was comfortably back in the North, he told 
him, ”resting under the grim satisfaction that as an offset against all the 
trouble they made me not less than a round dozen were invited at my in- 
stance to take supper with Pluto.”23 

Ward’s celebration of his role in killing the enemies of liberty in war 
was not unique by the summer of 1863. Erastus was somewhat jealous of 
his brother’s participation since for most of the war he had remained out- 
side much of the fighting guarding Washington. He wished he could see 
more. ”Frank has seen more of it [the fighting in battle] and heard its mu- 
sic,” Erastus wrote in late May 1863.24 Erastus would soon get his chance. 
Although Chancellorsville was a loss for Hooker’s troops, they had at 
least done terrible damage to Lee’s forces. This was to be the high tide of 
the Confederacy. Erastus’s 6th Michigan Cavalry would perform key ac- 
tions in the next two years in the bruising battles at Gettysburg, Peters- 
burg, and into the last months of the war. Lee’s forces would suffer a 
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devastating blow at Gettysburg, and the Union Army would grow 
stronger and stronger throughout the last few months of 1863 and 1864. 

As the war grinded on, the regiment’s doctor sent Ward to the Fairfax 
Seminary Hospital for the care of his badly damaged legs. By June he had 
recovered enough to post a letter to his town newspaper describing his 
company’s recent experiences in battle. For the benefit of his readers in 
Towanda, Ward provided a detailed description of the Confederates who 
held him. He was especially critical of Southern officers who, he argued, 
fought a war for slaves on the backs of lower-class men. One officer at- 
tempted to engage the Union troops in an argument over the propriety of 
fighting the war: “He was met by a Yankee argument . . . that came near 
staggering him. . . . He stayed long enough to discover that all the school- 
houses in the great free North were not built in vain. . . . The Union 
Army,” Ward concluded, ”is an invincible host, from the intelligence and 
patriotic zeal of its soldiery, as well as its officers. They are all ready to 
carry on the war against treason and rebellion, without regard to time, till 
they yield to unconditional ~urrender .”~~ 

Lizzie Ward worked hard to have her husband returned home follow- 
ing the injuries he had sustained at Chancellorsville. Most Civil War 
soldiers suffered severely from infection during their stays in the field 
hospitals, and she feared that if he was not properly cared for, her hus- 
band might die. She wrote his commanding officer demanding that he be 
returned home soon, and insisting that his battlefield honors deserved at 
least a short furlough to quicken his recovery. Lizzie enlisted the support 
of a friend, George Watkins, who had recently returned to Towanda after 
suffering his own injuries in battle, to write the hospital: “I am well ac- 
quainted with Ward and take a pleasure in bearing testimony to his uni- 
form good conduct as a soldier and gentleman. At Chancellorsville he 
behaved with great gallantry and lay with me for some time a wounded 
prisoner.”26 The constant requests eventually succeeded, and Ward’s re- 
turn home in August 1863 was a blissful though far too short-lived expe- 
rience. He spent only a few months in Towanda, as he said, “in the land 
of civilization and in the house of my sweet s p o u ~ e . ~ ’ ~ ~  

Ward was able to recover at home and began to reflect a little on his ex- 
perience. Despite the infections that set in on his wounded legs, Ward 
was thrilled to be back among the comforts of home and family. He was 
able to return to the diary that he had kept (an item he did not bring with 
him to war). He returned to his studies as much as possible, including 
work on mastering French and German, and he returned to writing-a 
few articles even appeared in the local newspaper. It was also the first 
time that he was able to live with his wife since he had left for war so 
soon after their marriage. “I feel about the same as I did before I left the 
hospital,” he wrote on 21 August 1863. ”I am marvelously happy with 
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my darling wife. What a sweet life.” But he worried for his future, know- 
ing that he would have to return to the war. “When will it have to end 
perhaps forever.1128 

Ward followed the news of the war closely, and he also kept abreast of 
the political machinations in the Republican Party. He listened to 
speeches by Horace Greeley as well as by local politicians. For the first 
time in his life he was able to vote, and he supported the Republican can- 
didates for governor as well as other local offices. Describing the local 
elections he concluded that the vote ”brought very grave events into the 
light. Pennsylvania and Ohio have announced to the world that the rebels 
must be conquered and the laws sustained. Tuesday was the day of the 
great election. I was all day at the voting-place, and voted for the first time 
in my life. There was a great deal of noise and drunkenness there all day, 
on the part of the Democrats, who finished with a great melee in which 
several faces were m~t i l a t ed . ”~~  

By early November 1863, however, Ward had to return to his unit. He 
recorded his fears in his diary, not wanting to return to the danger of the 
battlefield under the constant threat of death. The bravado he had ex- 
pressed in his letter to Erastus after his capture vanished while he was at 
home. It no longer suited the life he wanted to lead. “The dreaded day has 
finally come,” he wrote on 6 November. “I write with trembling hand. I 
have just enjoyed a sweet, glorious, sublime season with my darling, my 
beautiful, the life of my heart, my existence. Without her I should not wish 
to live longer. I am going to leave this morning all that makes me happy, 
the woman for whom I live.”30 

Ward wanted more out of his life than the war could give him. There 
was not enough in that experience to satisfy his desires for improvement 
and success. What is also evident in these expressions is how deeply he 
felt that there was a higher faith that might protect him. Ward‘s religious- 
ness has always troubled historians, who want to see in him a thorough- 
going rationalist and scientist. But even in his staunch anticlericalism 
developed after the war, Ward still saw religion as satisfying a deep hu- 
man emotional need. And it served him here as well. ”What will become 
of me?” he wondered. ”Let time tell. I shall aim at my duty, and let God 
care for the rest. . . . We slept sweetly in one another’s arms, and our eyes 
often filled with tears. We were very sad this morning, and we weep a 
good deal. . . . May Heaven protect us and permit us soon to be reunited 
in the heart of our eternal love which will never die. Fare~ell!!!”~~ 

Ward returned to the Fairfax Seminary Hospital to complete his final re- 
covery (still occasionally in a wheelchair from his wounds). Fortunately 
for him, he was offered the option to help in the hospital as a teacher and 
tutor for the wounded men, and he was given a transfer to the Invalid 
Corps. The Invalid Corps performed clerical and guard duties for the 
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Union Army in and around the Washington area. The Union command 
organized the corps into two main regiments: one battalion reserved for 
guard duty and other light military tasks; and a second battalion of men 
too severely injured for guard duty who worked as clerks and nurses in 
the hospitals. The Union command reorganized the Invalid Corps 
in March 1864 into the Veterans Reserve Corps because of complaints by 
soldiers that their sky-blue uniforms and their identification initials, 
which matched the Union Army’s inventory category ”Inspected- 
Condemned,” branded them as unworthy soldiers. This did not worry 
Ward much and he was happy to be in the corps. 

Ward‘s injuries initially placed him in the second battalion of the corps. 
He spent the next year as a clerk in the Fairfax Hospital and watched the 
events of the war and the politics of Washington. He spent his time study- 
ing and practicing languages, and when he could he visited the city itself. 
The Union Army allowed Lizzie to stay with him while he worked for the 
Veterans Corps. She arrived in February 1864 and worked as a nurse in 
the Union hospitals; the young couple slowly began a difficult but hope- 
ful return to the comforts of home life. Lizzie became pregnant in March 
1864 but decided not to keep the child. Homeopathic abortion remedies 
were common in the nineteenth century, and it is likely that Lizzie Ward 
was familiar with the methods or at least familiar with whom to approach 
to secure a way to stop a pregnancy. As many historians have noted, by 
the mid-nineteenth century abortion was a fairly common practice 
among middle-class married women. It was a successful way to control 
fertility and to limit family size. It is not exactly clear what kind of abor- 
tion remedy Lizzie Ward used to stop her pregnancy. But given the fam- 
ily’s situation it was not surprising that she decided it was not time to 
begin raising children.32 

The young couple also apparently reached the decision together. The 
prospect of impending fatherhood without a permanent home or career 
did not appeal to Lester Ward, who has provided the only record we 
have of the abortion: ”I have the most evident proofs of another strange 
cause of my wife’s illness, and for which I am grateful that it was not 
worse,” he wrote. “The truth is that she was going to have a child, but she 
took an effective remedy which she secured from Mrs. Gee. It did its work 
and she is out of danger. . . . The proof,” Ward noted, ”is the milk.”33 Lizzie 
Ward must have been a few months along in her pregnancy since lactation 
began (presumably she became pregnant when Ward returned to Towanda 
in the fall). Within a few months the couple was apparently trying to find 
ways to avoid another unwanted pregnancy. Lester Ward recorded in one 
diary entry that he went to see a doctor for assistance: “Wednesday 
evening I went to see Dr. M concerning secret affairs between me and my 
wife. He gave me useful instruction which I plan to put into practice.” 
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Together, the two hoped that they could plan their family rather than have 
it forced upon them by circumstance.34 

During the summer of 1864 Ward was transferred to the first battalion 
and performed more guard duty. He received a promotion to corporal and 
was still able to spend time in Washington and with his wife; he was even 
able to visit the Smithsonian Institution for the first time. Ward was able to 
watch as the two armies marched once again into the Wilderness where 
Ward was injured. He was particularly pleased to see the regiments of 
African American men march through Washington. ”For a whole week the 
grand armies of Grant and Lee fought almost without stopping,” Ward 
noted on May 12, “and they are still fighting. No one can say yet whose is 
victory. May it be the brave Union army! May this blow be the death of the 
rebellion. That is the ardent prayer of us all.”35 

Ward finally received his discharge from the Union Army in late No- 
vember 1864, and he and Lizzie decided to move permanently to Wash- 
ington in early 1865, the city in which he would live for the next forty 
years. Ward‘s biographers generally have not discussed his war experi- 
ence, in part because he wanted it entirely forgotten. In his recollections, 
written years after the conflict, Ward discounted the shaping experience of 
war in his arrival at manhood. Although he participated in the costly bat- 
tles of Fredericksburg and Chancellorsville and experienced the hardships 
of camp life, he wanted the experience left entirely in the past. In his un- 
published autobiography his humorless and frankly elitist description of 
the war effort tells a story much different from his surviving letters and the 
essays that he wrote in the late 1860s: ”[I] sought no honors, wanted none, 
received none . . . did [my] duty faithfully, fought bravely, and bore [my] 
hardships manfully. Thrown together with inferior men [I] never allowed 
[my] culture to excite either the envy or the contempt of even such. . . al- 
though such companionship [I] counted among the severest of hard- 
s h i p ~ . ” ~ ~  Ward always displayed little interest in his own past and never 
was one for easy nostalgia about American life in the war. He wanted his 
life to be remembered for his ideas alone; historians should turn to ideol- 
ogy if they were to understand the events of the mid- to late nineteenth 
century. This was a conscious decision on Ward‘s part, a desire to shape his 
past and how he would be remembered. 

But the shape of his personality and the origins of Ward‘s later political 
ideas reflected his wartime participation no matter how much he later 
wished to have the experience forgotten. Ward did not assimilate the ex- 
perience of war into many of the more common methods of coming to 
grips with the experience. He rarely mentioned the war later in his life, 
participated in no reunions, and generally did not keep contact with the 
men in his regiment. Charles Canfield was the only member of the 141st 
who tried to contact Ward after the war. He did not maintain a ”soldier’s 
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fa i th  the way his contemporary Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., did- 
reconceptualizing the experience of combat for a late-nineteenth-century 
audience and leaving the causes and horror of the conflicts as elements of 
the past. Out of Ward’s experience in the 1860s, however, emerged a num- 
ber of key experiences that shaped his later work in social theory and po- 
litical ideology in the Gilded Age: a deep faith in the promises of equality 
and democracy that the war had supposedly secured; a belief that the na- 
tion stood above region, section, and all other parochial institutions; and, 
finally, Ward was convinced that the nation needed to seek a new basis for 
a just and liberal politics outside religion, which had defined so much of 
the antebellum reform impulse.37 

Ward’s assimilation of his wartime experience began before the conflict 
had even ended. The early months of 1865 were a period of deep intro- 
spection and expectation for Ward, as he tried to come to grips with his 
experience in the army. He posted a letter to a Washington newspaper, the 
Daily National Republican, in April 1865. Above the signature, ”One Who 
Has Bled to Punish Traitors,” he expressed his anger at the talk of an easy 
peace for the South. “Are they any more pardonable after stern necessity 
compels them to submit than when the tide of success was bearing them 
on in their career of crime? No! They are not repentant! Let the nation deal 
out . . . punishment to the guilty leaders, not in wrath nor in vengeance, 
but in justice, in honor, in wisdom, pardoning only the deluded victims of 
ignorance and slavery.”38 Lincoln’s death two days after Ward wrote the 
letter was a crushing blow. He recorded in his diary that the nation 
mourned this “idol of the people and the saviour of our Republic . . . 
snatched from us as if in a horrible dream, from which one soon hopes to 
awake.”39 When the death sentences for the conspirators in Lincoln’s as- 
sassination were carried out, Ward reveled in the triumph of the govern- 
ment. 

And, even more devastating, he found out in early May that his brother 
Erastus was badly injured. Although Erastus had not seen much battle 
during most of his time in the first months after he joined, this soon 
changed. His regiment was heavily involved at Gettysburg and through- 
out the campaigns in 1864 and early 1865 to crush Lee’s forces. He was in- 
jured at the Battle of Five Forks on 1 April, but Ward did not receive the 
news until about three weeks later. He was too late to see him. ”[Tlhis 
Christian, this martyr,” he recorded, died in the cause of freedom. ”I took 
his Bible . . . and left the scene of my first grief, stopping to let fall on his 
new-made grave a tear of profound fraternal sadness. . . . Can I ever rec- 
oncile myself to this great loss,” he wondered. ”But his death is an inex- 
orable fact. I must sustain it with patience and profit by it.”40 

In his search for meaning in his brother’s death as well as his partici- 
pation in fighting for the cause of abolition and union, Ward felt that he 
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and his brother had performed an important duty to the country in es- 
tablishing the principles of equality, freedom, and nation as paramount in 
the American democratic experiment. When he watched the Grand Re- 
view of the Union Army in late May 1865, for example, he saw national 
glory: ”0 our country, the glory of Rome is abased to nothing near her! 
Renewed by the war, cemented with blood, may she march through the 
ages of the future in a majesty unequaled among the nations of 
the earth.”41 In an essay written soon after the war he went even further 
and defined what was distinct about the national struggle against the 
slave power and the forces threatening the nation’s promises of equality 
and independence in a free labor republic: 

The American idea is no morbid appetite for martial glory, no grasping 
scheme of territorial aggrandizement, no selfish desire for power and pomp 
and wealth and splendor. Its foundations are truth, justice, honor, and Chris- 
tianity. It means liberty for all, justice for all, protection for all, education for 
all. It is freedom of thought, freedom of speech, freedom of press, and free- 
dom of worship. It gives every man of whatever nation or race an asylum 
and a citizenship. It grants to all men without distinction of race, color, or 
condition an equal chance in the race of life. 

Ward’s final phrase was a powerful one in the nineteenth century. Lincoln 
used a similar phrase at least twice in his speeches, most famously in his 
message before the Congress in 1861 declaring the war was a “people’s 
contest” offering “a struggle for maintaining in the world that form and 
substance of government whose leading object is to elevate the condition 
of men-to lift artificial weights from all shoulders; to clear the paths of 
laudable pursuit for all; to afford all an unfettered start and a fair chance 
in the race of life.”42 

For Ward equality was the great promise of the nation, and it would 
need to be secured in the peace afterward. In Ward‘s eyes, the war had 
saved all the elements of a self-made democratic society. ”True culture 
and manhood” had emerged triumphant from the struggle in a grand 
moral cause. Emancipation, he declared, expanded the reach of demo- 
cratic culture in America and ”kindled the flame of hope in the breasts of 
the poor and the oppressed.” A self-made democracy, triumphant in the 
battle against Southern aristocracy, destroyed the last barriers to a truly 
egalitarian society. The problem was how this would be maintained in the 
peace after the war and how it could be secured without falling into 
bloodshed once again.43 

Ward had more immediate concerns, however, than the successful 
peace and progress of the nation in 1865. His first responsibility for him- 
self and his family was to find work-it was only through work that Ward 
could secure for himself a chance in the race of life. When the Veterans Re- 
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serve Corps discharged him in late 1864, Ward found himself without a 
job and without means of support in the nation’s capital. He sought a po- 
sition as a clerk in the growing government offices in the city. For six 
months, while he tried to come to grips with his war experience, Ward 
wrote cabinet secretaries, and even President Lincoln, in order to secure 
work in any branch of the federal government. He first tried to obtain a 
position in the War Department following the advice of friends who sug- 
gested that his military experience and ”high moral character” would 
help him; then he tried the Sanitary Commission, one of the main volun- 
teer organizations of the wartime North, but also failed there. Upset by his 
treatment by the War Department and the commission, both of which 
consistently ignored his requests for a position, Ward then turned to a 
friend, James McWilliam, who recommended an appeal to the Treasury 
Department.44 

With McWilliam’s help Ward secured the signatures of two congres- 
sional representatives whom he hounded for days at their offices-in ad- 
dition to the signature of his representative from St. Charles, Illinois. He 
then sought an audience with Lincoln, but failing at that he wrote the 
president a letter describing his straitened circumstances: “My necessities 
are great,” he told Lincoln in early February 1865, “I have no regular 
home, am an orphan, have no trade, am physically disqualified for any la- 
borious occupation. . . . My motives are worthy. Though early left wholly 
dependent upon my own efforts, I have long since resolved to give my- 
self a thorough ed~cat ion .”~~ In May 1865, he was finally appointed to a 
clerkship in the Treasury Department. “Victory!” he wrote in his diary, ”I 
am a clerk in the Treasury! I have won. I have obtained the object for 
which I left Penn’a [sic], and searched so long for The job was not 
to begin until the summer but at last it seemed he had achieved a com- 
fortable status for the first time in his life. He was to remain a government 
employee for the rest of the century. 

Lizzie was also pregnant again, and on 14 June 1865 she gave birth to a 
son, Roy Fontaine Ward. Despite Ward‘s earlier reservations about father- 
hood (and the couple’s efforts to avoid pregnancy), the new addition to his 
home excited him: ”Wednesday the 14th was a day which I shall always 
remember. On that day our blessed infant was born to us. He is in good 
health, and my dear wife is as well as could be expected.”47 In a diary en- 
try from 6 August 1865, Ward recorded the hopes for his and Lizzie’s life 
after the tumult of war: ”Surrounded with all the good things of life, good 
work, good lodging, enough money and a prospect of being able to pur- 
sue my studies, to enter college, finish my elected profession, to establish 
myself with my lovable family somewhere on the beautiful new lands of 
the West where I can live and grow with the people and enjoy marvelously 
my life with my sweet spouse and my superb son, and make myself wise 
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and useful. . . . [Lizzie] washes the dishes and does a great deal for me. 
How good, how sweet she is!” And like most of his diary entries from the 
late 1860s, he concluded this statement with a reference to the self- 
education they both pursued: “We shall soon begin to read French.”48 

Ward now believed that with a new son and a position in the govern- 
ment he could finally realize all his dreams for success and education. He 
became more serious, humorless, hardened, and intensely self-directed. 
He hoped to achieve, he later said, “all the enduring charms of a perfect 
home life . . . the highest development of the best faculties of the mind, 
and the noblest and tenderest sentiments of the heart.”49 

Radical political causes remained close to his heart as he achieved his 
own individual success. Both Lizzie and Lester Ward remained politically 
committed to radical causes after the war. Both of them, for example, 
joined the women’s suffrage society in Washington as well as the suffrage 
societies advocating universal suffrage for the former slaves; they at- 
tended all of the suffrage events in the city whenever they could. Ward 
himself remained a firm advocate of temperance and linked the eradica- 
tion of drink to the battle against bondage. Temperance was a natural 
cause for a man committed to the principles of self-improvement and self- 
control. He often complained that drinking and alcoholism were worst in 
the army and surgical hospitals, and he declared that the abuse of alcohol 
was a mark of bad character among Union soldiers. In order to represent 
properly the ”immortal scroll of patriot heroes who offered their lives for 
the old flag,” Ward insisted that the evil of intemperance must be wiped 
out by force of individual wi11.5O 

Despite Ward’s hopes, however, life was still a struggle for the young 
couple. The costs of renting a home in Washington and buying furniture 
for the house, a piano and violin for them to learn and play, clothes, and 
food were very high; the trappings of a middle-class home were still out- 
side their reach. Debt became a constant problem. They occasionally took 
in boarders but that hardly helped with the costs of maintaining their 
home. Moreover, it seemed to him that he would never be able to com- 
plete his education without money and without the time because of the 
demands of his new job. Instead, he and Lizzie decided to educate them- 
selves by extensive reading in classical literature, science, philosophy, and 
a whole host of other subjects. At one point he wrote in his journal that “I 
am going to try to finish my chemistry this month. In this way I take up 
and finish one study after another, until I shall have built my education 
long before I enter college. Glorious event.”51 Nearly every week, Ward 
recorded their reading and the progress of their studies: Frederick Doug- 
lass’s books one month; Victor Hugo’s work one month; George 
Bancroft’s history of the United States another; study in mathematics, 
chemistry, and other sciences; as well as extensive reading in philosophy. 
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They also followed the political life of the city: attending congressional 
hearings when they could, participating in voluntary associations for 
temperance and women's suffrage, and listening to the speeches of well- 
known social thinkers when they came to Washington. They attended a 
Unitarian Church as well, although they never wholeheartedly accepted 
a religious faith as part of their lives. Ward also joined a debating society, 
the Concordia Lyceum, in order to continue to improve his mind and 
skills. He was profoundly ambitious and this participation would hope- 
fully lead to a better status in life. 

Nevertheless, it was not an easy life after the war. In May 1866 he wrote 
that "a whole year has gone by and I have not saved fifty dollars! When 
will I be ready to enter college?"52 He complained often of his exhaustion 
and his lack of interest in the simple clerical work of the Treasury. In an 
essay mocking his lowly social position in the nation's capital Ward com- 
mented on the social world of the lowly government clerk. He 
complained that the pay was poor and power nonexistent, and he also 
remarked in an uncharacteristic racism that all the money they did make 
was paid to the city's Jewish merchants. The government clerks, he wrote, 
were a "subordinate race" in the city of Washington. Politics was a dirty 
game that required men of influence and power to assist them: "Great tal- 
ents, superior skill or depth of learning enter not into this qualification. 
He [the government clerk] . . . must possess an interested friend whose 
name stands high upon the scroll of fame to make intercession for him. 
But most of all he must support the administration, right or wrong. He 
must be prepared and willing to wink at corruption, praise those in 
power, excuse official perjury and bow obsequious to usurpation. He 
must not scruple to compel his convictions of right to take all convenient 
shades of color, and if necessary undergo sudden and complete inversions 
to suit the occasion. In short these positions are given in exchange for the 

The tense political atmosphere of postwar Washington, as Ward 
well knew, made life difficult for the appointed clerk. 

Far worse than his difficult social position and his inability to save 
money for his future, however, were the myriad illnesses that affected 
both Lizzie and his son throughout most of the winter of 1865-66. Young 
Roy Ward never seemed to improve and remained critically ill through- 
out the winter. Throughout the early months of 1866, Ward slowly 
watched his son slip away from him. On 17 May 1866, Roy Fontaine 
Ward died from an attack of influenza; he was less than a year old. Ward 
recorded the cold detail of his son's death in his journal: "Little did I 
dream three weeks ago that I should have to recount today the loss of my 
precious baby, my sweet son! . . . It is the duty of this journal to register 
only cold facts. . . . The little one was sick, and getting sicker every mo- 
ment. . . . After a great deal of suffering on his part and much care on 
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ours, the poor dear beloved angel departed this hard life . . . and went to 
Heaven, where he will live forever the life of endless Ward took his 
son’s body back to the Bradford County area and buried Roy Ward in 
Rome Township Cemetery. 

The death of their son devastated the young couple, and Lester and 
Lizzie Ward never had another child. By the summer of 1866, Ward was 
twenty-five years old, a war veteran, and a lowly government clerk-a 
position that could never fulfill his large ambitions. He remained hopeful, 
however, that an education could provide the means of advancement for 
Lizzie and himself; he hoped it could free them from the debt and from 
the small home they rented in the city. In an unpublished essay he spoke 
of the hopes that education and “independence of thought” might offer a 
young man on the make: 

It is not only the most learned or most renowned who are best capable of 
judging moral truths. The obscure peasant is often wiser than the profound 
scholar, in his own way. The opinion of every man, no matter what may be 
his rank, station, or education, is of importance to the world. When all shall 
learn to take truth and facts and principles for their guides, instead of fol- 
lowing after the leadership of other men and blindly gulping down their 
dogmas and sophistries . . . [then] that nation which stands on foundations 
of truth and equity, giving every man a voice in its administration, can no 
more be shaken by incendiary appeals to prejudice and passion, than the 
rock on the ocean’s beach can be washed away by a surge of the bi l lo~s.5~ 

Lizzie and Lester Ward found solace after their son’s death in books, 
ideas, and study; self-education and work continued to be Ward‘s main 
activities in the years immediately following the war. By January 1867, the 
couple’s status had improved significantly. First, Ward was able to move 
from his clerkship in the main offices of the Treasury to a position in the 
Bureau of Statistics to work in the Division of Immigration and Naviga- 
tion. The main offices of the Treasury Department, as Secretary of the 
Treasury George Boutwell recalled, were highly charged politically: a con- 
stant target of Congressional anger because of the debt incurred by fight- 
ing a war, and for President Andrew Johnson’s fiscal policies.56 The 
Bureau of Statistics, on the other hand, offered Ward more protection from 
these furious political battles and greater chance for advancement. His job 
was, among other things, to serve as the department’s researcher and li- 
brarian, which allowed him to do important work cataloging the immi- 
grant growth of the country; it was a far more challenging and interesting 
job. Second, he and Lizzie moved into a better home on 588 P Street with 
the help of the salary increase from his promotion. ”I am entering the new 
year with the inestimable gifts of good health for myself and for my wife, 
and favorable prospects for the future,” he recorded on the first day of 
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1867. “From a certain point of view we shall have quite a change of 
front. We are going to move as soon as they have finished repairing the 
house we have selected. We expect to be in paradise there.’’57 

Ward‘s deepest desire was to finally attend college classes. In February 
1867 he wrote the president of the University of Michigan, where his 
brother Erastus had gone for a short time before the war, hoping to bor- 
row money to attend classes (though why he thought this might succeed 
is not clear). More likely, he felt, were classes at Columbian College (now 
George Washington University), located not far from his government of- 
fice in the center of Washington’s Mall. Columbian College offered the 
possibility of an inexpensive college education for the still struggling 
Ward; long thought of as a central institution for the Upper South, and at 
one time considered as the possible site for a National University, the col- 
lege was an ideal place for the young Ward to further his education. It was 
one of the main places for training the young bureaucrats in the federal 
offices, an ideal place for the young Ward to network and finally achieve 
his desire for higher education. 

Columbian College’s president, Dr. James C. Welling, a moral philoso- 
pher and natural scientist, had become an important friend of Ward’s by 
the 1870s, and he was deeply involved in the city’s scientific associations- 
especially the Washington Philosophical Society. It was probably originally 
through Welling that Ward became acquainted with the many scientific 
opportunities in the capital city. With the help of several others in govern- 
ment service, Ward persuaded college officials to hold night classes on the 
weekends to allow government workers and other older adult students to 
attend. In addition to this work, Lester and Lizzie Ward continued an al- 
most relentless plan of self-education and reading in languages (especially 
French, Greek, and Latin), classical and modem literature, philosophy, sci- 
ence, and mathematics. Both of them had the characteristics of ambitious 
autodidacts: driven, self-assured, and firmly convinced of their intellectual 
ability to succeed. By September 1867, Ward began attending his college 
classes. That fall Lizzie Ward also was attending classes at a local women’s 
institution, the Union Female Seminary, as well as teaching in a local com- 
mon school for former slaves. 

Although Ward finally achieved his dream of attending college classes, 
the education he obtained there paled in comparison to his own efforts 
in the pursuit of knowledge. Ward extended his self-education through 
his membership in local lyceums. He participated in two lyceum organi- 
zations in the late 1860s and early 1870s, the Concordia Lyceum and the 
Irving Lyceum, where he learned both argumentative skills and more 
about the scientific and philosophic discussion of the day. Ward‘s diary 
provides an almost daily accounting of his participation in this educa- 
tional experience, an important supplement to the education that he 
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received at Columbian College and through his own reading. The lyceum 
lectures were short debates generally formed around some large question 
such as the influence of literature on science, or the success of arts and cul- 
ture in the United States. Like his diary, Ward’s lyceum speeches are not 
reflective documents or particularly helpful clues to his understanding of 
the national issues of the late 1860s. They reveal instead his driving am- 
bition to achieve intellectual success. Ward was already a skilled debater 
and polemicist, and he relished his victories in debate, a trait that was to 
remain with him for the rest of his life. The diary entries for the late 1860s 
consistently record his success or failure in the lyceums’ debates. When 
members of the Concordia Lyceum appointed him critic in late March 
1866, for example, Ward was savage and cruel in his criticisms of his fel- 
low members, often mocking their pronunciation of words as well as their 
reasoning. In reference to one grammatical mistake of a member Ward 
wrote, ”a few more such sentences and we might follow the mangled 
corpse of grammar to its grave.”58 

Ward admitted privately that these debating societies were not the most 
intellectually exciting venture of his life, but he hoped that something 
positive might come of the experience. Small local societies such as the 
Concordia Lyceum and the Irving Lyceum did much of the scientific work 
in the mid-nineteenth century, and the lyceum circuit in Washington 
served as Ward‘s social introduction to the scientific community of the 
city. Before the emergence of large-scale research universities, lyceums 
and amateur scientific societies served as the main forums for discussing 
scientific and philosophic issues, especially in a provincial city such as 
Wa~hington.~~ By the late 1860s, Ward‘s reading expanded to include 
works by Charles Darwin, John Stuart Mill, and other English and Euro- 
pean thinkers. When he took stock of himself in early 1869, he highlighted 
the expansion of his studies and his mind: “It is suitable that I should re- 
view today the past year, count up its events, take note of the progress 
that I have made, and resume the result of my labors. I give first place to 
my studies. The development of the mind is the gate to eternity.”60 Ward’s 
wide reading in philosophy and science allowed him to connect with a 
wider trans-Atlantic intellectual community interested in similar ques- 
tions about science, reform, and national progress. 

His work at the Bureau of Statistics also became more challenging and 
engaging than it had been before. First, he had continually sought pro- 
motion and advancement in the office in the late 1860s, consistently mov- 
ing up among the ranks of the clerks. Second, the bureau offered him the 
opportunity to work on statistical data related to immigration into 
the United States, something that he felt promised to offer important in- 
formation to the nation: ”It is an interesting subject,” he wrote in his di- 
ary, ”and one that will demand more talent and versatility.”61 By May 
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1869, in fact, superiors frequently praised his skills and offered him a pro- 
motion within the office. Ward’s relentless pursuit of promotion reveals 
his ambition and drive, as well as his resourceful ability to acquire con- 
nections in the bureaucratic world of postwar Washington. For example, 
when Ward wrote George Boutwell about an appointment as chief of the 
Division of Navigation and Immigration, he indicated that his ”record 
and antecedents are well known” and argued that he deserved his pro- 
motion “as a simple act of justice.”62 Although he mocked the operations 
of the government in Washington, Ward was not a neophyte when it came 
to playing politics and gaining favor in the federal bureaucracy. 

Ward’s formal classroom education paid off handsomely as well. He 
continued to attend classes in the spring and fall of 1868 and into 1869. 
And his confidence in his intellectual abilities led him to try his hand at 
writing more and more often. One of the subjects that most concerned 
him was religion and the role of religious faith in the American republic. 
Ward‘s reading, as well as his participation in the city lyceums, convinced 
him that religious faith was unable to explain national ideals. In his diary, 
he recorded the speeches he heard delivered by the nation’s major reli- 
gious thinkers, and he was not generally impressed. In the late 1860s, his 
attitude toward religion increasingly hardened, and it included a vicious 
anti-Catholicism; in fact, he had a vicious hatred toward any form of or- 
thodoxy in the late 1860s. In late 1869, for example, Lizzie and Lester 
Ward sat down to read the Bible in a number of different languages, not 
for the purposes of religious revelation but to record what they regarded 
as ”worthy” and ”unworthy ideas.” Any idea that did not measure up to 
what they regarded as established historic or scientific fact was relegated 
to the latter category. In their notes, the list of ”wise, elegant, [and] prac- 
tical passages” was the shortest.63 

In an address before the Concordia Lyceum, Ward harshly criticized the 
American clergy. The church, he insisted, did not take part ”in the great 
drama of transition from moral darkness to spiritual sunlight.” American 
Protestantism, Ward argued, is “since the death of slavery, the most aristo- 
cratic institution in our land.” He spared no amount of venom in his de- 
nunciation of the church’s attitude toward the institution of bondage and the 
oppression of African Americans. When some of the listeners objected to 
Ward’s denunciation he responded that “the impudence of the church is 
only equaled by its hypocrisy.”64 Later his denunciation was to be even more 
stem. In 1868, he declared the church responsible for the evil of slavery itself 
”[Of] the great antislavery pioneers whose posterity will rise up to call 
blessed, scarce one could endure the pent up moral atmosphere of our mod- 
em so-called Christian Church. They were too good Christians. While on the 
contrary the church was the bulwark of slavery both north and south and 
the last of all our institutions to give up its foul and disgusting idol.”65 
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An incident in the Wards’ home in late 1869 and early 1870 further il- 
lustrates a personal dislike of religion and religious institutions. W. G. 
Marts, a young student and friend of the Wards living as a boarder in their 
home, had a sexual relationship with the Wards’ African American do- 
mestic, Margaret Woodland. Ward had originally hired Woodland for the 
winter of 1867, but she remained in the home much longer. Lizzie was 
especially close to Woodland, and the diary records a close friendship es- 
pecially after the death of Roy Ward: walking in the city of Washington, 
taking care of the home, and quilting together. At one point Ward 
recorded that he had received a shipment of grain that he did not need 
and gave it to Margaret because “she needs it more than the grocer.”66 

Woodland gave birth to a child in the spring of 1870 after Marts had left 
the Wards’ home to study for the clergy at Knox College in Illinois, and 
she asked Ward for help in locating the child’s father. “Your rascality 
committed in my house has long been known to me,” Ward wrote in his 
letter. He opened with a litany of charges against Marts’s character, not for 
the relationship itself, which seemed to have little interest for Ward, but 
for his behavior in leaving a ”bastard child” alone. “I write to demand on 
penalty of exposure and disgrace that you begin immediately to do what 
the law requires of such villains and none but a pious villain like you 
would do from a sense of honor.” 

Ward demanded that Marts begin monthly payments to the young 
woman and insisted that he buy her a house and lot in Washington, D.C., 
as soon as possible. If he refused this first request, Ward said, he would 
publicly disgrace the young man until ”you pray your God to swallow 
you up in the earth. . . . Think not,” Ward continued, ”because she is a 
black woman you can be allowed to go scot free. In this country there is 
no distinction on account of color.” Ward ended his letter in language 
reminiscent of the best mid-century sentimental novels: 

I will pursue and ostracize you out of the country. You’re a fine specimen of 
a Christian! Member of the YMCA! Always lecturing everybody to get reli- 
gion! You hypocrite! Religion! Is that religion to seduce your landlord’s col- 
ored servants and then abscond? Christian! Does Christianity teach you to do 
such dastardly deeds? . . . I promise you that every person in Washington and 
out of it too as far as I can proclaim it, who ever heard of you shall know all 
about your villainy in six months if you don’t comply instantly with my de- 
mand.67 

Ward’s appeal did not move Marts at all, and Margaret Woodland soon 
left the Wards’ home to care for her child. 

If Ward had a distinct hostility toward organized religion, he was not 
entirely without an interest in religious faith. In fact, he searched through- 
out the late 1860s to find a place of intellectual and psychological comfort. 
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He and Lizzie still went to the Unitarian Church, a faith well attuned to 
someone like Ward who had long been searching for a middle way be- 
tween piety and rationalism; someone who was long interested in En- 
lightenment thinking. More important, however, was Ward‘s continual 
experimenting with various forms of faith. He was drawn to free thought 
and spiritualism, finding them especially attractive and interesting. He 
read the spiritualist journal Banner of Light and found it “very interest- 
ing.”68 In late 1868 he purchased a Ouija board and began to hold small 
seances in his house. “We tried all evening to make the Ouija board work,” 
Ward wrote after one party, ”but although it runs easily over the paper it 
does not write, we fear.” A few days later, on Christmas Day 1868, Ward 
recorded that “we enjoyed the Ouija board greatly. I showed the scrawl- 
ings to Evans [a spiritualist friend of Ward’s]. He said the spirits were 
playing with our hands, and that they would soon learn to write.” In ad- 
dition to experimenting with spiritualism in his home Ward also attended 
the public performances of well-known spiritualist mediums, in particu- 
lar the famous Brothers Davenport, who had come to national fame based 
on the events at Fox farm in Hylesville, New York, in the late 1 8 4 0 ~ . ~ ~  

This religious experimentation was not unusual among Americans in 
the middle of the nineteenth century. Many experimented with various 
forms of religious faith and also accepted a liberal attitude toward inher- 
ited religion. Before the Civil War Ward did not see in religious theology 
a meaningful way to understand the world and his position in it. The ex- 
perience of battle did little to fundamentally change that belief. In 
the late 1860s and into the 1870s Ward continued searching for a way to 
make sense of the world around him. He rejected as a ”grave and serious 
error” the belief that morality and religion could advance the progressive 
march of American institutions. Instead, he sought a broad-minded and 
cultivated scientific intellect: “The great panacea for all our doubts 
and dangers,” he wrote in 1866, /’is the thorough and universal education 
of the mental powers. With a lofty and polished intellect, the moral and 
religious natures will shape themselves right. Show me a man with an in- 
tellect, refined, lofty, and ennobled by service in the vast field of science, 
art, and letters, and I will show you one of exceptional moral character 
and [a] profound respecter of the sublime and imperishable But 
it was not until the early 1870s that Ward finally began to elaborate on ex- 
actly how science could serve as a meaningful replacement for religious 
faith and as a basis for reform in the United States after the destruction of 
slavery. 

If religious faith did not motivate Ward, politics most certainly did. It 
was, in many ways, the collision of his political and social views with his 
search for meaning beyond religious faith that would lead Ward into new 
scientific directions in the late 1860s and early 1870s. Lester and Lizzie 
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Ward were sincerely interested in the rights of African Americans to share 
in the privileges of national citizenship, and, in fact, believed that it had 
to serve as the only basis for reconstruction of the South. Ward was a Rad- 
ical Republican through and through, arguing, as most of them did, that 
justice for the former slaves and not peace needed to be the first accom- 
plishment of the government after the war. He was thoroughly convinced 
that this needed to be a national activity, not one undertaken by the states. 
Many Radicals expressed the same faith, and in the first five years after 
the Civil War they undertook a crusade to establish a basis for equality 
and civil rights based on national power. They eventually failed but these 
years helped convince Ward that national power was necessary to main- 
tain democracy, equality, and freedom. 

Ward was horrified by the prospect that the recently defeated Southern 
slaveholders would be able to return to power. Bloodshed and war, he ar- 
gued, would be the only result if the federal government did not act 
quickly. In late 1865 he wrote about the first postwar elections, ”There have 
been elections in several States of the Union, both North and South. The 
former have made it plain that they wish to have the rebels kept under mil- 
itary law. The latter have elected Rebels to Congress, and to State posi- 
t ion~. ’ ’~~ Ward declared that the president should leave reconstruction to 
Congress given his obvious sympathies for the South. When Radicals suc- 
ceeded in passing the Civil Rights Bill of 1866, Ward rejoiced: ”The tri- 
umphant event of the week is the passing of the Civil Rights Bill through 
the Senate over the veto of the President. . . . It is an accomplishment which 
makes a ray of joy penetrate into all hearts that love the country. . . . The 
old ship of state seems to be turning back to the port of safety.” When 
the House of Representatives passed the bill as well, Ward proclaimed 
that “the President is not king of America.”72 

Ward participated in a number of events celebrating emancipation. He 
attended speeches of universal suffrage advocates throughout the city 
and attended the events of the huge emancipation celebration by African 
Americans in the District of Columbia in 1866. He rejoiced in every Radi- 
cal Republican victory as the party pushed through measures to ensure 
the protections for civil liberties and legal equality in the nation. Basic 
civil rights seemed to him a fundamental component of national life; this 
was, in part, the reason for his anger toward Marts when he left Margaret 
on her own with a child. The vote was absolutely essential for African 
Americans if they were to be able to protect themselves and participate in 
national affairs. He helped purchase land for the fund to support Howard 
University, established in Washington for the education of African Amer- 
icans. He refused to buy groceries from a store that did not treat African 
Americans equally with whites. He recorded in one entry in his diary that 
“I had some difficulty in persuading a grocer across the street to take back 
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a loaf of bad bread which she had sold Margaret, our Negro maid, for a 
cent more than she sells it to the whites, and she denied that she had sold 
it at all. ”73 

And, more than anything in Reconstruction politics, Ward hated An- 
drew Johnson. Ward celebrated every defeat for Johnson, seeing him as a 
traitor to Lincoln‘s memory and the memory of all the soldiers whom he 
believed had fought for the protections of equality and freedom denied by 
slaveholders. Thaddeus Stevens was his new hero. When Johnson was 
impeached, Ward and his wife were in Congress listening to the orations. 
“We went to the Capitol to hear and see everything. There were great ora- 
tions by Bingham, Farnsworth, Kelley, Logan, and others. The Democrats 
have to all appearances lost their last hope. It as obvious enough that the 
hour had finally arrived when it was necessary to peace and country to 
bring this wicked and dangerous man to the Senate bar to answer to his 

When Republicans voted for acquittal Ward was horrified: 
“These seven,” he wrote, ”must be classed henceforth among the Demo- 
crats, the Rebels, the traitors, the sco~ndrels .”~~ 

In an unpublished essay written in 1868 Ward considered the question 
of whether or not African Americans were naturally inferior to whites. 
His attitudes about social equality reflected the paternalism and “roman- 
tic racialism” of Radical Republican ideas regarding race although he was 
committed to the principles of basic equality. African Americans were de- 
cidedly not unequal to whites in endowment or capacity. They were 
unequal in education and culture, not allowed to progress far enough be- 
cause of the bulwark of slavery. Ward’s cultural history of race was far dif- 
ferent from a mid-nineteenth-century scientific racism that saw color 
determining success. In fact, the idea expressed here flew in the face of 
what many scientists accepted, whatever they believed about the origins 
of the human species: blacks were and always would be inferior to whites 
because of innate characteristics. Although Ward did believe that Western 
culture was generally superior this was not something determined by na- 
ture or permanent in history; it was, instead, accidental. 

That the advantages of both these races have not been equal it requires but a 
superficial knowledge of the facts to render manifest. Allotted by chance to 
a tropical climate, always enervating to any people; thinly scattered over the 
country, a circumstance fatal to intellectual progress, and divided into hostile 
factions instead of united into great nations, which alone can protect and pro- 
mote learning and the liberal arts, the African race has been debarred from 
any chance of improving in their native country, while in this country, in a 
state of bondage so abject that it was made a crime to receive or impart in- 
struction, the only wonder is that they have not sunk lower into barbarism 
and degradation; and they very fact that they have not, argues well for their 
inborn talent and their natural mental and moral  endowment^.^^ 
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The successful enactment of civil rights laws by Radicals in Congress, 
Ward hoped, had established a basic civil equality for the nation’s 
African American community and would soon provide a framework 
for progress. Ward concluded that if Americans looked into the future 
they would see a revolution coming: ”Rise above the mists and preju- 
dices of the present and look forward in the dim vista of the future and 
behold the black man clothed in the imperial purple and the judicial er- 
mine and basking in the sunshine of literature, science, art. ’There are 
more things in Heaven and earth Horatio than you ever dreamed in 
your phil~sophy.”’~~ 

Following the successful passage of voting rights for African Ameri- 
cans, Ward identified only one great cause left for the nation to solve: vot- 
ing rights for women. He held radical ideas about women’s rights and 
participated in debates regarding their right to vote: ”Women’s suffrage is 
but a question of time,” he argued. “It will be followed by the complete 
mental, moral, and physical emancipation of Ward’s feminism 
is one of the reasons that he had joined Washington’s equal suffrage soci- 
ety, a branch of the national Equal Rights Association movement founded 
by Elizabeth Cady Stanton and Susan B. Anthony at the May 1866 
women’s rights convention. Ward was a very strong supporter 
of women’s suffrage and participated in all of the organizing events in 
Washington, including attending the speeches of the leading women’s 
rights activists such as Lucretia Mott, Stanton, and the famed orator Anna 
Dickenson. Ward recorded in his diary the agitation in Washington re- 
garding universal suffrage being pushed in early 1869 by feminists in the 
city: “I accompanied my wife to the Women’s Rights convention in Car- 
roll Hall. Several well educated women made excellent addresses. Lizzie 
visited the convention on Wednesday afternoon and we both went in the 
evening. The women show a great deal of talent. I hope that they will get 
what they are trying for. Lizzie is stirred to the depths on the subject of 
suffrage for women.”79 

As Ward indicated in this diary entry, at least some of his ardor for 
women’s rights came from his wife’s own interests. Lizzie Ward had her 
own strongly felt convictions regarding the radical politics of Reconstruc- 
tion, as well as the rights of African Americans and women in postwar 
America. Lizzie was well aware of the plight of former slaves after the 
war since she taught in a school for freedmen and women. The young 
couple also subscribed to the radical journal The Revohtion, called ”an or- 
gan for a national party for a new America” and edited by Stanton and 
Anthony. The journal advocated a radical position on the voting rights of 
women and blacks; its motto was “principle not policy-justice, not 
favors-men their rights and nothing more-women their rights and 
nothing less.”s0 The Revolution was not the first women’s rights journal but 
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it was by far one of the most radical magazines in the nineteenth century 
on women's rights. The Wards had a natural attraction to it and were 
early subscribers to the short-lived publication (which folded after less 
than three years). In late May 1869, Lizzie wrote an editorial letter to the 
journal in response to a conversation she allegedly overheard between 
two black men. The letter recorded in crude language that the two men 
ridiculed the right of women to vote. "I am willing to give men all their 
rights-more than willing-but as self-preservation is the first of Nature's 
laws, it behooves me to be careful that they shall deprive me of none of 
mine. The argument that the negro mun requires the ballot to protect him- 
self, applies with greater force to the negro womun, for she needs to be pro- 
tected from two tyrants, her present, as well as her former master." 
Lizzie's deeply felt radicalism found in the movement for equal rights 
"the assurance that I shall find something to lighten the cares of life, and 
give me a higher idea of womanhood, something that shall strengthen my 
faith in the glorious cause that shall revolutionize the world and make it 
a second Eden."s1 

By the late 1860s, Lizzie and Lester Ward expanded their reading lists 
to include more works of science and philosophy. Lester Ward purchased 
an "Index Rerum" to keep notations and lists of the books that he and 
Lizzie read; it was a practice he was to maintain for the rest of his life. As 
they read more widely in works of English philosophy and European sci- 
entific thought, Lizzie and Lester Ward slowly came to find a replacement 
for religion as an intellectual system. Increasingly, religion seemed to both 
of them an inadequate way to understand the forces shaping the modern 
world. By the late 1860s, the Wards identified only science and govern- 
mental reform as the saving graces of the American republic, replacing 
the "religious bondage" of the human mind. "It is primarily a revolution 
of ideas," Lester Ward wrote. "It is turning from error to truth, an aban- 
donment of the useless and pernicious notions of the past and a rallying 
around the great progressive principles of the present, a revolt from faith 
and authority and an adherence to fact and to reason." He was hopeful 
that the potential inherent in the American democratic experiment would 
reform the nation: "The recognition of merit and not condition, of charac- 
ter and not caste, will wipe out the base and unnatural distinctions of rank 
and blood and titles, of race, color, sex and creed, and place all men (and 
all women) upon a perfect equality."82 

In an essay he wrote on land reform, one of the most potent political is- 
sues in Reconstruction America, Ward argued that the study of the laws 
of property revealed the necessity for regulation by the national govern- 
ment. The only way to seriously change land law, he concluded, was 
through the national state. "The watchword of the age is individual pro- 
prietorship. The spirit of the times is competitive rivalry for possession. 
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Private enterprise is the keynote of the nineteenth century. Under its 
magic influence the condition of man and the face of nature have under- 
gone greater and more beneficial changes than under any other system 
yet tried. But yet it cannot be ignored that there is looming upon the fu- 
ture another mighty system, a system opposed to the present competitive 
one-the communistic What Ward gained from his brief study 
of land tenure was the notion of stages of social development. National 
history was cyclical, Ward believed; the original proprietorship over land 
belonged to the entire community and moved successively through stages 
to the competitive system currently in place. Ward’s belief that there 
was to be a return to community proprietorship became a commonly held 
idea for late-nineteenth-century land reform, especially among scientists 
and intellectuals in Washington. This idea shaped Ward’s view of land 
in the West when he worked with the western surveys in the middle of 
the 1870s. But even more importantly this essay and his others on religion 
revealed Ward’s growing interest in the power of the national state to 
shape the progress of American institutions. His struggle to find explana- 
tions for the pace of national development was to eventually lead him to 
write his first major book on social philosophy. 

Ward finished his classes at Columbian College in 1869 and obtained a 
bachelor’s degree; in 1871 he earned a second bachelor’s in law at the 
school. College officials had admitted him as an advanced student based on 
his own extensive self-education and his performance on a series of tests 
that the school administered before his matriculation. He was able to com- 
plete his degrees so quickly that in 1872 he returned for a Master of Arts de- 
gree, which he received in 1873. Lizzie also finished her studies in the late 
1860s, graduating as valedictorian of her class at the Union Female Semi- 
nary. For both of them, their long dreams of education had been accom- 
plished, but it remained to be seen if they would profit from their efforts. 

In the early 1870s, Lester Ward decided to pursue admission to the Dis- 
trict of Columbia bar, which he did receive, but he never practiced law or 
seriously considered it a possible vocation. Although he grew tired of his 
position in the Bureau of Statistics, law never seemed to interest him 
much. He wanted something more-although what that might be still 
eluded him. In the final entry to his surviving diary, written in early 1870, 
Ward concluded that ”there is really no profession I should like well 
enough to practice. . . . The more I consider the subject the more I am dis- 
posed to feel that my proper field is that of an author. I have made a good 
beginning on a book, and I find that I derive solid pleasure from it and 
that I have auctorial qualities. What I need now is to read the great au- 
thors and make many scientific  experiment^."^^ 

Ward’s ambitions were boundless in the late 1860s and early 1870s. He 
had achieved much by the late 1860s-a home, a loving wife, and a good 



1861-1870 69 

position with the government. Still, this was not enough to satisfy him. 
He wanted to do more and believed that if he worked hard enough, he 
could become involved in more important work for the nation. In the en- 
suing decade he was largely successful. By the early 1880s, he was to be- 
come one of the leading spokesmen for a growing intellectual community 
in the nation’s capital city, which had its origins in the years immediately 
following the war. Ward was just one of a host of men and women who 
arrived in Washington after the war and initiated a major attempt to re- 
make the city and the nation. 
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The Land of Birds 
and Flowers, 1870-1879 

hen Lester Ward recalled his experience in Washington during the W fifteen years from the end of the Civil War to the 1880s, he high- 
lighted his philosophical and educational awakening to the power of sci- 
ence as a kind of conversion experience. Science, he believed, had become 
the leading force for progressive change after the war, and it became the 
primary duty of government in the postwar world to obtain scientific data 
and information. For Ward, science replaced religion-or rather sur- 
passed religion-as a coherent system of ideas with which to guide the so- 
cial development of the nation. The conflict between religious faith and 
scientific rationalism framed Ward’s awakening in the 1870s, and in ru- 
minating over this contest Ward began to form the basis for his ideologi- 
cal reworking of American liberalism. Beginning with a vicious rejection 
of American religion in the early 1870s, Ward eventually settled into a 
frame of mind that did not so much reject religion wholesale but histori- 
cized it. He placed it in the past history of human society that the nation 
now needed to break from forever. 

Ward was not alone in his convictions. Many intellectuals envisioned 
science as a major force for social and cultural change in the postwar 
United States. They hoped that science could provide answers to all of the 
problems facing the nation in the last decades of the nineteenth century. 
Ward‘s scientific work in the 1870s and early 1880s expanded his 
intellectual universe and helped to complete his drive for intellectual ad- 
vancement and success. He became connected to a wider world of ideas, 
to a trans-Atlantic intellectual community, and his struggle with these 
ideas ultimately resulted in the publication of his (and the nation’s) first 
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work of theoretical sociology. “The love of nature . . . which had formed 
the ruling passion of [my] boyhood,” he recalled, “had been smothered 
through all these years under the combined weight of poverty, war, and 
conventional education. But those youthful fires had not been extin- 
guished. Ever and anon, in the midst of the long dreary journey, they 
would flame up and illuminate [my] soul.” When he finally found full- 
time work as a government scientist in the 1880s, he wrote, ”[I] had now 
completed [my] voyage and was at last in full view of the promised 
land-the land of birds and flowers.”’ 

Washington, D.C., was a headquarters for this kind of scientific work in 
the late nineteenth century. In fact, Ward’s faith in the government and his 
faith in Washington as the national city where this work could be central- 
ized were shared by a wide number of intellectuals in the years after the 
Civil War. This image stands in stark contrast to the traditional portrait of 
Gilded Age Washington, a city awash in political scandal, corruption, and 
bribery-hardly a place to make a center of scientific development and re- 
form. Even residents of the nation’s capital found little to praise in the city, 
still very much a sleepy southern hamlet ruled by a very closed politics 
and a fashionable high society. Henry Adams, like Ward a witness to 
Washington’s growth after the war, described the social scene in his satir- 
ical novel, Democracy, which mocked the pretensions and sensibilities of 
the city’s provincial politics and cultural life. Adams had no love for the 
partisan politics and political culture of late-nineteenth-century America. 
He expressed little hope for an American republic engaged in the in- 
trigues and the ”dance of democracy” that substituted for the national 
government during the late 1860s and 1870s. As a new president entered 
office, Adams complained, “the two whited sepulchers at either end of the 
Avenue reek with the thick atmosphere of bargain and sale. The old is go- 
ing; the new is coming. Wealth, office, power are at auction. Who bids the 
highest? who hates with the most venom? who intrigues with most skill? 
who has done the dirtiest, the meanest, the darkest, and the most political 
work? He shall have his reward.” Corruption, scandal, and bribery, 
Adams concluded, had replaced the cultural and learned elite of the re- 
public’s founders (and of his own ancestry).* 

Not that this image was entirely unwarranted. Ward and other scien- 
tists, in fact, wanted to change the city as well as the nation’s corrupt pol- 
itics and political system. What is striking, however, is how the city 
became a national center for scientific and reform activity even in the 
midst of the political problems of Gilded Age politics. Washington’s 
growth in the years after the Civil War was impressive, owing mostly to 
the influx of war veterans and office seekers trying to feed off the expan- 
sion of the federal government that had begun during the war. Govern- 
ment employment remained a very attractive alternative for a large 



1870-1879 73 

number of young men after the war, offering comparatively high salaries, 
solid on-the-job training, and a chance at upward mobility for the citizen- 
soldiers who had fought the war. Government positions grew fivefold in 
the 1860s, expanding the opportunities for middle-class employment 
among young men like Ward.3 

By the early 1870s, the city itself had improved as well. Architects and 
city planners, under the direction of Boss Alexander Shepherd, began to 
transform the city into a true national center worthy of a great nation. 
They improved streets from the dirty little roads that hampered traffic in 
the city, and they also completed national sculptures such as the Wash- 
ington Monument. The nation’s civic architecture took shape during and 
just after the war with the completion of the Capitol Building, the State 
and Navy buildings, and the new home for the Library of Congress. 
Builders and wealthy families replaced ramshackle and run-down homes, 
constructing grand residences that still stand in many quarters of the city. 
It was a slow but consistent recovery from the damages of the war, 
and it also meant making the city a shining example of the nation’s glory. 

Moreover, the city finally became a national center of scientific and in- 
tellectual activity. Both Adams and Ward played important parts in the 
growth of late-nineteenth-century Washington’s scientific and intellectual 
community. Although Adams was to quit the city by the 1880s and leave 
the rough-and-tumble of Washington’s social and political life, Ward 
stayed for four decades. He became part of a broad community of intellec- 
tuals and scientists including Major John Wesley Powell, geologist, ex- 
plorer, and the leading member of Washington’s scientific associations; 
Carroll Wright, economist and statistician formerly of the Massachusetts 
Bureau of Labor who became the director of the federal government’s Bu- 
reau of Labor Statistics; Simon Newcomb, astronomer and mathematician; 
Spencer Baird, secretary of the Smithsonian Institution for much of the late 
nineteenth century; George Brown Goode, scientist and head of the Na- 
tional Museum for much of the 1880s and 1890s; and, by the late 1870s and 
early 1880s, W J McGee, one of the leading environmental thinkers in the 
nation and a staunch critic of federal land and water policy. 

These men became the central figures in an emerging scientific com- 
munity that sought to influence the function and operation of govern- 
ment bureaus in the late nineteenth century. Their institutional loyalty 
was to the role of government science in American public service and to 
the bureaus that became central knowledge- and data-gathering organi- 
zations in America: the United States Geological Survey, the Bureau of 
Statistics, the Bureau of Labor, and the National Museum, as well as pri- 
vate groups such as the Anthropological Society of Washington, the 
Washington Philosophical Society, the Cosmos Club, the National Geo- 
graphic Society, and a whole host of other scientific associations born in 
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the years after the Civil War. The history of these organizations stretched 
as far back as the establishment of the Smithsonian Institution in the 1840s 
but it was not until after the Civil War that they acquired the public sup- 
port, the scientific knowledge, and a committed group of active partisans 
necessary to create a thriving intellectual community in the capital city. 
Outside of the Boston-Cambridge area, where leading intellectuals such 
as William James, Charles Sanders Peirce, Chauncey Wright, and others 
worked on similar problems regarding the foundations of modern think- 
ing about science and religion, Washington became a national intellectual 
and scientific center in America’s much maligned “Gilded Age.” 

Washington’s intellectual community nurtured Ward’s growth in the 
1870s and into the 188Os, and the book that he began in 1869 was de- 
signed in part to reflect the importance of Washington and of national 
government to the progress of the nation. His book and the study of sci- 
ence became his ruling passions for the next decade. He labored on the 
book whenever he could. He entitled it ”The Great Panacea,” intending 
to examine the broad possibilities education offered as a means to na- 
tional reform. The basic subject of the book was scientific investigation 
and the meaning of science for the proper education of the mind: “The 
most healthy condition of the human mind is one of skepticism,” Ward 
wrote as he worked on his book, ”that is to say neither belief nor unbe- 
lief in the undemonstrated but a desire to investigate. Too much of the in- 
vestigation of men is for the purpose of establishing pre-adopted theories 
and not to ascertain the t r ~ t h . ” ~  Ward gained his most important experi- 
ence in science from his own reading; he did not consider his formal ed- 
ucation very helpful for his pursuit of ”the great panacea,” and was to 
become very critical of conventional educational approaches in the na- 
tion’s classrooms. By the end of his life he had concluded that it was this 
“unofficial work” that remained his most important contribution to sci- 
ence: ”From 1865 to 1881,” he wrote, ”I must insist that the only useful 
work I ever did, work that counts in any way for the general good of my 
race-dynamic work-was wholly ~nofficial.”~ 

During the late 1860s and early 1870s the lyceum circuit had helped make 
him aware of the major scientific thinkers of the nineteenth century, and 
Ward‘s diary indicates that he followed the debates concerning evolution 
and the scientific method in journals such as Revue des deux Monde, where 
he first read articles about positivism and evolutionary theory. Scientific 
theory and practice was undergoing a revolution by the late 1860s and early 
1870s prompted in large part by the publication of Charles Darwin’s O n  the 
Origin of Species in 1859. Darwin’s work inspired a rethinking of science, 
fact, and confidence throughout the trans-Atlantic intellectual community. 

The very definition of what constituted science changed over the course 
of the late nineteenth century in the face of Darwin’s challenge to a mech- 
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anistic conception of the universe. Before the Civil War, science could 
comfortably “confirm faith, and proclaim religion,” in the search for God’s 
mysterious plan for the universe.‘j But the cumulative work of scientists in 
the nineteenth century gradually eroded this faith, and in the decade fol- 
lowing the Civil War scientific work engendered profound and furious 
debates about faith and meaning, about the nature of the universe, and 
about the nature of truth itself. Darwin’s great contribution to this debate 
was not evolutionary theory itself-though he was one of the great theo- 
rists of evolutionary change-since many scientists and, for that matter, 
theologians could agree that the world changed over time. The idea of 
evolution was hardly new by the mid-nineteenth century. But in his the- 
ory of natural selection through heredity Darwin rejected any grand in- 
telligence controlling change, offering instead a probable explanation for 
change over time in the earth‘s history; it was an unsettling revelation 
for many people to grasp Darwin’s belief that species could change, dis- 
appear, and emerge without a directing creative intelligence, driven only 
by some unknown competitive force in nature that he called natural se- 
lection. 

Chance, it seemed to many upon reading Darwin, might rule the natu- 
ral world. God had not created species to exist in time forever. What Dar- 
win did with the theory of natural selection is offer a possible explanation 
based on probability and observation about why species rise and fall, 
change and grow, or simply die out never to be seen again. He could not 
explain why certain species won out in this battle for life, since he could 
not know the mechanisms of genetics, only that there was nothing guid- 
ing this struggle for existence. Darwin had “tamed chance,” as Ian Hack- 
ing has argued, because he understood that probability is another way of 
explaining group behavior, albeit without a grand intelligence in control 
of ~ h a n g e . ~  

Darwin had built his idea of natural selection on both his observations 
and his interpretation of the evolutionary theories of a wide variety of 
nineteenth-century scientific thinkers such as French natural scientist 
Jean-Baptiste Lamarck, who argued for changing species in the early nine- 
teenth century, and English geographer Charles Lyell, whose geological 
uniformitarianism, proclaimed in his famous Principles of Geology written 
in the 1830s, argued that profound physical forces with no connection to 
a directive intelligence made the earth. But in addition to science Darwin 
sought explanations in politics and economics as well. Natural selection 
was in some important ways a theory modeled on the free market of 
Adam Smith and even more so in Thomas Malthus’s study of population, 
Essay on  the Principle of Population. In the nineteenth century, as in the 
twentieth and twenty-first centuries, science had a political basis and a 
political meaning8 
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The political and social consequences were not lost on contemporaries, 
especially to theologians who feared that their authority to explain the 
world was slipping away from them. The biblical story of creation, where 
species existed sui generis once and forever, now appeared more and 
more untenable in the minds of many in the nineteenth century. Darwin’s 
work created a storm of opinion and concern in the trans-Atlantic theo- 
logical community. In Britain, Europe, and the United States many the- 
ologians vented their anger and horror in magazines, newspapers, and 
books at the ungodly interpretation Darwin had provided of change in 
the natural world. This only became worse with Darwin’s publication 
of The Descent ofMan (1871); the belief that man had descended from the 
lower apes was even more horrifying and ridiculous. 

Darwin’s work did not go unchallenged. It created some of the most 
profound intellectual debate in the century, and it was this work that 
Ward read in journals, books, and magazines in the late 1860s and 1870s. 
As an ambitious autodidact, Ward tackled as many thinkers as he could 
come across, although he occasionally relied on the secondhand informa- 
tion from magazines for some of his ideas. His wide but unfocused read- 
ing gave his learning a unique kind of eclecticism; in no way was his 
education uniform or consistent. With no clear intellectual models to fol- 
low, Ward moved rather haphazardly between topics in science and phi- 
losophy, a trait often reflected in his later books. It gave him a wide field 
of reference, but by the end of his career it also meant little specialization 
and a rather old-fashioned view of scientific methods. By this time he had 
not read Darwin himself-though he read about him-nor had he done 
much of any scientific work. 

By early 1870, as Ward completed the first part of his manuscript, it was 
the scientific debates of the day that most concerned him. He wanted to 
make an important contribution of his own to these debates and to reflect 
on the relationship between science and religion. The book consisted of 
three chapters: ”Nature,” ”Man,” and ”Mind.” Although he examined the 
key issues facing scientists after Darwin’s work, Ward decided to limit his 
discussion of the scientific and philosophical debates that raged in the 
early 1870s. He wrote and worked in isolation, he said later, in order to 
maintain his own clarity of vision and purpose: ”[I] purposely resisted en- 
tering upon this systematic course of necessary preparation,” he recalled, 
”for fear that, amid all the conflicting views that [I] was certain to find, 
something might be lost of that original vigor of presentation which must 
attend the original delivery of [my] unbiased message to the ~ o r l d . ” ~  This 
gives his early work a peculiar kind of quality but it reflects Ward‘s char- 
acter even more broadly. Throughout his life he would shun detailed 
analysis of conflicting ideas, preferring instead to plow through with his 
own sense of the way nature and the social world worked. For some, it 
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made him thrilling to read and boldly original in ideas, particularly for 
the first generation of social scientists who would pick up his work in the 
1880s. For others, Ward seemed mired in abstraction, lacked the ability to 
be introspective about his work, and unable to escape from his own pre- 
conceived ideas about the world. 

The most important influence on his scientific worldview in these years 
was Louis Agassiz. Born in Switzerland in 1807, Agassiz was one of the 
best-known scientists in the world when he arrived with much fanfare in 
America in the 1840s; for thirty years he was the leading commentator on 
scientific subjects in the nation, and, after the publication of Darwin’s 
book, he was the leading critic of Darwinian theories of evolutionary 
change. By the late 1860s and until his death in 1873, Agassiz was a dis- 
tinguished professor at Harvard, the director of the school’s Lawrence Sci- 
entific School, and the founder of one of the nation’s great museums of 
natural history, the Museum of Comparative Zoology. Ward first heard 
the famous naturalist speak in Washington in early 1868, proclaiming his 
talk on organic life somewhat disappointing but nonetheless “very scien- 
tific and rather instructive.”10 After hearing him speak Ward sought out 
all the scientific work he could by Agassiz and other leading evolutionists 
and antievolutionists. 

Agassiz’s great contributions to scientific interpretation in the nine- 
teenth century were his theories of the immutability of species and his no- 
tions about the evolution of the human race-in fact, it was his theories 
about race and human origin that involved him in political debate in the 
1850s and 1860s. Already a staunch critic of developmental theories of 
evolution, especially Darwin’s notions of natural selection, Agassiz ar- 
gued that his function as a scientist and the function of science in general 
was to discover the patterns in God’s plan of creation. Every species had 
a separate and independent creation, Agassiz argued, scoffing at Darwin- 
ian arguments about the development and competition of species over 
time. Darwin, Agassiz announced, could offer little or no proof for his hy- 
pothesis of evolutionary development. Of course, neither could Agassiz 
offer proof for biblical creationism. He could only reassert God’s author- 
ity over the natural world and proclaim that He had created the species 
and placed them on earth.ll 

Agassiz despised Darwin’s hypothesis and spent much of the last fifteen 
years of his life working on ideas to refute evolution and the theory of nat- 
ural selection. He was, in fact, the champion of theologians who were try- 
ing to counter Darwin’s influence in their periodicals. Since Agassiz‘s 
stature as a scientist was enormous, he became the darling of a religious 
community seeking to refute Darwinian ideas at every turn. This also 
probably attracted Ward to him since he had not yet found an antidote to 
his religious confusion or accepted a fully rationalistic view of the world. 
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In the section of his book entitled “Nature,” Ward followed much 
though not all of Agassiz’s lead. Science, in his conception, offered order 
and control where the undirected human eye saw only chaos and confu- 
sion. He rejected a wholly naturalistic evolution as a far too mechanistic 
interpretation of change. Instead he turned to a strict interpretation of Ba- 
conian science and the collection and classification of the materials in the 
natural world. Ward strictly followed the principles of Baconian science 
as scientists commonly understood them in the middle of the century: in- 
ductive reasoning through the accumulation of the ”facts” of nature. The 
inductive method, Ward felt, far surpassed any a priori theorizing: “While 
the knowledge gained from all speculative philosophy, all traditional his- 
tory, all ancient records, and all abstract reasoning is burdened with 
doubt, uncertainty and complexity, that which results from scientific re- 
search and inductive reasoning is clear, simple, and positive.”12 

Ward’s notion of science rested firmly on this absolute empiricism. Dar- 
win’s great challenge to scientific method, knowledge, and practice, as 
some historians have argued, consisted of the probabilistic elements of his 
developmental theory. Darwin’s theory of natural selection had presented 
an element of unpredictability and chaos, it seemed, into what was sup- 
posed to be the objective knowledge of science. Ward, on the other hand, 
argued that the study and practice of science proved that ”what before 
seemed chaos now seems harmonious action; what before was complex- 
ity now seems simplicity; what before appeared multiplicity now be- 
comes unity. By means of better and better classification, closer and closer 
analysis and higher and higher generalization we are arriving step by step 
nearer and nearer the great fundamental truths which underlie the uni- 
verse itself.”13 In Ward‘s mind, progress over time was continual, clear, 
and obvious to the scientist who collected, classified, and organized the 
facts of nature. 

Ward‘s thinking at this point in his career thus remained remarkably free 
of the challenges of Darwinian science. He paid little attention to the de- 
velopmental theory of species advocated by Darwinian evolutionists in 
this early manuscript. Instead he followed the theory of the fixity of 
species, gained through his knowledge of Agassiz’s scientific work. When 
it came to the development of man, for example, Ward again followed 
Agassiz’s lead. Man, he argued, “is but a transient inhabitant of this chang- 
ing planet. The conditions existed for his creation and he was created. Time 
was when he could not have survived an hour had Nature sprung him into 
being. Time will be when, like the races of creatures which have arisen, 
flourished, and perished from changes which the earth was undergoing, 
he too must perish and become extinct.”14 Man’s creation was a sponta- 
neous act of generation from the force of nature and God and not neces- 
sarily the product of long-term developmental changes in species. 
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In his chapter on "Man," Ward traced the history of the human races 
and again followed most of Agassiz's directives. Agassiz argued for the 
distinct creation of the separate races. It was not a novel argument in mid- 
nineteenth-century science, but Agassiz's fame and authority gave the 
theory significant influence. In this respect, Agassiz differed with much of 
the religious community since the book of Genesis offered no support 
for the belief in separate creation for the races. Still, Agassiz held firm to 
the idea that each of the races had a distinct creation. He also held that 
each race was firmly fixed in a hierarchy with whites clearly at the top 
and blacks on the bottom. Agassiz's political feelings about social and 
civil equality for blacks were widely known by the mid-nineteenth cen- 
tury. He never hid his contempt for abolitionists who threatened, he be- 
lieved, to lead the nation to racial impurity and ruin should blacks be 
offered any form of equality with whites. Before the Civil War he was a 
very popular speaker in the American South because he lent scientific au- 
thority to this racism. 

Ward did follow Agassiz's idea about distinct creation but despite his 
approval of this theory, Ward never agreed with Agassiz's political con- 
clusions about equal rights for all men. He tempered Agassiz's pessimism 
with his own political convictions about the basic equality of all humans. 
In keeping with his political ideals, Ward argued that differences ascribed 
to the races amount more to the lack of civilization and culture than to in- 
nate biological characteristics. As he had said at the end of the Civil War, 
success was more the result of circumstance than the ability to achieve. Yet 
Ward still felt that there were differences between "savage" and "civi- 
lized" races in the world: "There is . . . the best reason to believe, indeed 
there is scarcely room to doubt that each of the races which have been dis- 
tinguished by naturalists, though not of a distinct species is nevertheless 
the result of a distinct creation."15 

In essence, Ward took the middle ground in the debate about the origins 
of species and developmental notions of evolutionary change. He fully ac- 
cepted the reality of change over time but still doubted the evidence that 
Darwinian evolution offered. He argued throughout these sections of the 
manuscript that the changes scientists witnessed were manifestations of a 
kind of "vital force" in nature. Although he did not suggest that there was 
a biblical plan for nature, he still did not accept-r really understand-the 
Darwinian hypothesis about competition and natural selection. There was 
a "grand universal intelligence" moving evolution. When he studied the 
development of man, Ward held firm to the notion that there were separate 
creations of human races. Nevertheless, he argued, the political conclusions 
drawn from this fact were moral and ethical questions, not scientific ones. 
Moreover, although the idea of development offered a beautiful and or- 
derly theory of change, Ward felt at this point that the rules of scientific fact 
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gathering did not support it. Scientists needed to look elsewhere if they 
wanted to understand the origins of species. 

In his study of “Mind,” Ward held to notions that he had inherited from 
his common school training and his education in moral philosophy. Man 
was preeminently a progressive, rational creature guided by intellect. The 
human mind was a continually progressing force that shaped the destiny 
of the world; the mind offered rational control where before there seemed 
only chaos: ”[The] intellect only progresses and causes man’s progress. . . . 
It is the power of collecting materials for advancement and of using them 
when collected; it is the force that thinks and knows and reasons.’’16 What 
was most important, from Ward’s point of view, was an intellect properly 
trained in the philosophy of science: a mind tuned to the collection, or- 
ganization, and interpretation of the facts of the natural world. Man’s rea- 
son allowed him to understand the processes of nature. ”In every case,” 
Ward argued, “it has been reason that has broken the links of error’s chain 
and lifted man up step by step . . . to the condition of natural and absolute 
equality in the exercise of his  endowment^."'^ 

When he began to revise his manuscript in the late 1870s, Ward re- 
worked many of his ideas about scientific method, practice, and knowl- 
edge. The continual clash of his political and social views as well as his 
continual education in scientific literature and study helped him refor- 
mulate his ideas. His later introduction to scientific positivism and further 
exposure to Darwinian theory tempered his strict and simplistic Baconi- 
anism, and whatever interest he still had in moral philosophy was soon 
removed from his scientific worldview. He eventually rejected the sepa- 
rate creation of human races for a theory more closely attuned to devel- 
opmental changes in species and to an ethnographic interpretation 
relying on historical development and anthropological investigation of 
various stages of social organization. The ethical content of his ideas re- 
mained constant, however, and he held onto his determination to educate 
the world in scientific knowledge-much as he had educated himself. He 
ended the first three chapters of the manuscript with a call for the educa- 
tion of all citizens, his ”great panacea” for the social and philosophical ills 
of the world: “The word education embraces all those varied events, in- 
fluences, fluctuations, and vicissitudes which surround and attend the life 
of every individual from the cradle to the grave. . . . This is the great truth 
of the century, the great balm for the wounds of the world, and the enter- 
ing wedge which is to cleave asunder the mountain of wrath which soci- 
ety has been so long heaping over itself, and lay the foundation for that 
broad and exalted charity and that liberal and ennobling education which 
are to go hand in hand and consummate the edenization of the world.”l8 

When Ward finished the first part of his book in late 1869 and 1870, he 
quickly became involved with a project that put many of his ideas about 
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science and social reform to the test, revealing an even more deep-seated 
hatred of religion than he had earlier expressed. Lester and Lizzie Ward 
were the main organizers of a small political society called the National 
Liberal Reform League. They held the first meeting of the organization in 
their home and soon gained the interest of Lester Ward's friends and col- 
leagues in Washington's federal bureaucracy. In December 1869, with the 
help of the publisher of the Boston Investigator, Ward printed and mailed a 
circular announcing the purposes of the association for the "dissemina- 
tion of Liberal Ideas." Ward explained in the circular letter, 

The crowning characteristic of this organization is the entire indemnity 
which it affords every member from the proscriptions of public opinion, the 
ostracism of society, and all the blows which religious bigotry never fails to 
aim at the social, political, and business interests of the enemies of supersti- 
tion, whenever they can be identified. . . . An earnest appeal is therefore 
made to all who favor the objects above set forth under whatever name they 
prefer to be styled, Liberals, Skeptics, Infidels, Secularists, Utilitarians, 
Socialists, Positivists, Spiritualists, Deists, Theists, Pantheists, Atheists, Free- 
thinkers, all who desire the mental emancipation of mankind from the tram- 
mels of superstition, and the dominion of prie~tcraft.'~ 

It is not surprising that Ward turned to a Boston publisher for assistance 
in his project-Abner Kneeland, the original publisher of the Investigator, 
had long been interested in secular movements, and this interest in liberal 
religious values continued under the direction of Horace Seaver and J. P. 
Mendum. There were a number of liberal and reform partisans in Boston 
who were interested in similar projects. By the middle of the 1870s there 
were at least three main national organizations that sought similar objec- 
tives to those of the organization created by the Wards: the Free Thought 
Association, the National Liberal League (later known as the American 
Secular Union), and the Society for Ethical Culture. All shared a similar 
hostility to organized religion, and all sought to establish liberal scientific 
and moral principles at the center of American politics and culture in the 
late nineteenth century. Men such as Thaddeus Wakeman, a New York 
leader of the National Liberal League; Reverend Minot Savage, later 
Ward's friend and correspondent; Felix Adler, the founder of the Society 
for Ethical Culture; and others all led an assault on the religious beliefs of 
the nation in favor of a "cult of science" and scientific rationality.20 

After the formation of the society and the mailing of his letter, Ward rec- 
ommended that the Reform League publish a magazine; the first issue 
appeared in March 1870. Ward edited the magazine, The Iconoclast, for 
eighteen months, a task that absorbed nearly all of his spare time. It was 
a short publication-no more than about four folio pages-and consisted 
mostly of portions of books that Ward, his wife, and members of the 
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league were reading, including portions of works by Darwin, John Stuart 
Mill, Herbert Spencer, Francis Bacon, and others, as well as excerpts from 
newspaper stories that he felt were pertinent to “liberal ideas”: sections 
on Reconstruction politics, religious issues in the nation, the rights of for- 
mer slaves, the rights of labor unions and striking workers, and other ma- 
terials. The Wards followed closely the progress of most liberal causes in 
the nation and the world: the Paris Commune, the International Work- 
ingmen’s Association, efforts at reconstructing the war-torn South, and so 
on. Most of what Lester Ward wrote and excerpted dealt with a deep- 
seated anticlericalism, which he had been voicing in unpublished essays, 
speeches in the lyceums, and his private letter to Marts. Both Lester and 
Lizzie Ward wrote editorials for the paper that reveal the influences of 
their reading in science, philosophy, and religion. Two themes are partic- 
ularly clear: the influence of a positivist conception of science and a rejec- 
tion of religion as a philosophical system for answering the needs for 
national reform and intellectual progress. 

Ward’s first introduction to philosophical positivism came as he 
worked on his manuscript in 1869, apparently through an article he read 
in the French journal Revue des deux Monde. During his tenure as editor of 
The Iconoclast, Ward tried to read more widely in the school of positive 
philosophy, associated with the work of French social thinker Auguste 
Comte. Born in the midst of the French Revolution, Comte gained his ed- 
ucation and training while working with utopian socialist Claude-Henri 
de Saint-Simon. By 1830, Comte began to work on a massive philosophi- 
cal project, Cows de philosophie positive, which took him nearly twelve 
years to complete. Comte’s philosophical work in Cows took two main 
forms: first, to translate Enlightenment empiricism into the study of soci- 
ety itself; second, to explain social development in terms of increasing in- 
stitutional growth and complexity rather than individual will. Comte 
sought clearly defined laws of science to explain historical progress. 

His most famous theory of positivist philosophy was the “law of three 
stages,” essentially a philosophy of history that traced development of so- 
cieties over time through systems of ideas. Each stage represented a clear 
progressive movement of society. The ”theological stage” was dominated 
by man’s need to define society by the guiding hand of a supernatural 
God. The second stage, “metaphysical,” represented most clearly by En- 
lightenment philosophy, discarded a supernatural God for scientific, 
mechanistic conception of the working of the universe. The final ”posi- 
tive” stage of social organization was an era dominated by a new religious 
faith in rigorous scientific thinking, replacing theological beliefs with 
a faith in facts and the laws shaping the natural world. 

Comte embraced all knowledge of science in designing his system of 
philosophy. Scientific thought was organized in a hierarchy of knowl- 
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edge, where the study of society represented the highest and most so- 
phisticated development of the human mind. He wrote his next major 
philosophical project, Systeme de politique positive, between 1851 and 1854. 
As he became more and more convinced that he had hit upon the central 
truths of social development, Comte assumed that a scientific religion 
resembling his French Catholicism would combine theology and meta- 
physics in his last stage of social growth. His last work lapsed into a 
religious mysticism as he envisioned a scientific priesthood leading a ”re- 
ligion of humanity” to reform the world. 

Positivism had a broad meaning for scientists and theologians in the 
middle of the nineteenth century, and they had vigorously debated its im- 
pact in both American and English periodical literature for at least two 
decades. Comte’s proselytizing for his ideas gained a number of follow- 
ers in both England and the United States in the 1840s and 1850s. Even af- 
ter his death in 1857, Comte’s ideas were still potent intellectual issues in 
religious and scientific literature. Throughout the trans-Atlantic world 
Comte’s insistence on the scientific rather than ethical study of social 
problems, his historicism (especially the idea of the law of three stages), 
and his antitheological stance attracted considerable attention. Posi- 
tivism’s influence extended far beyond Comte’s immediate followers. 
Many intellectuals debated the importance of positivism even as they re- 
jected the specific doctrines of Comte himself. For example, positivism as 
a system of social thought deeply interested British utilitarians in the mid- 
dle of the nineteenth century. Ward had some contact with this body of 
thought through his frequent reading of British periodicals.21 

The positivism that Ward eventually settled on supported and extended 
some of his prewar faith in the democratic achievements of the American 
republic and in the ability of its citizens to achieve human perfection. Gone 
was the evangelism and emotionalism that animated antebellum efforts at 
social change and Ward‘s own early political and intellectual enthusiasm. 
In scientific positivism, Ward found an outlet for analyzing the natural 
world (as well as political and social change) that was not dependent on re- 
ligious orthodoxy. In this way his thinking resembled that of the Boston 
mathematician Chauncey Wright. Wright was also a thoroughgoing posi- 
tivist who simply said that since religion and religious faith could not be 
proven or observed in the way positivists interpreted science, it could 
be shelved as part of the world that could not be understood. Ward, for his 
part, still hoped that the nation could eventually achieve true perfection- 
only now it required a complete social transformation and not an individ- 
ual conversion alone: “All shall have a common and varied understanding, 
broad as the human family and lofty as the sublime faculties which are able 
to grasp it,” Ward wrote in one of his unpublished essays. ”When all men 
know alike, think alike, and believe alike, what need will there be of wars 
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and strife? This grand consummation it is true, can never be fully realized 
by imperfect man, but the nearer it is approached the nearer shall we be to 
that other life where perfection is no longer a chimera.”22 

Among the many articles and longer works that he read the most im- 
portant influence on Ward’s knowledge of positivism, it is clear, came 
from his reading of John Stuart Mill and other English utilitarians inter- 
ested in positivist thought. Mill’s short book, Auguste Comte and 
Positivism, originally published in 1865, was one of the main works to in- 
troduce Ward to positivist thought, and he often provided quotes from 
the work in The Iconoclast. Mill was something of a hero for Ward because 
of his wide knowledge of science and philosophy, his politics, and his 
strong opinions on matters relating to science. In December 1868, for ex- 
ample, Ward had written an angry letter to the editor of The American Pres- 
byterian in defense of Mill’s politics. The editor had rejoiced at Mill’s loss 
in a parliamentary election because he was not a religious man. Ward ex- 
coriated the editor for a closed-mindedness that pitted theological preju- 
dice against liberal politics: “Whatever may be the philosophy of Mr. Mill 
you are compelled to admit that it had led him to an advocacy of the great 
principles of progress and reform which the nineteenth century de- 
mands.” Mill was a true liberal: open-minded, skeptical, and firm in the 
defense of freedom and natural rights: ”Shall the great principles of lib- 
erty, of justice, of education, of progress of every kind be sacrificed,” Ward 
asked, ”for the propagation of theology, of creeds, of the church?” 
Ward feared for the consequences if the same attitudes that defeated Mill 
became general policy in American political debateF3 

Mill’s rendering of the positivist creed attracted Ward to positive phi- 
losophy and the challenge it offered to religious thinking. Mill’s interpre- 
tation of Comte’s ideas examined the French philosopher’s notions of 
history and historical change as well as his understanding of natural sci- 
ence. Toward the end of his life as Comte lapsed into religious mysticism 
and advocated the creation of his Religion of Humanity, a number of so- 
cial thinkers questioned Comte’s clarity and even his sanity. Mill de- 
flected much of this criticism, and Ward, who had not yet read Comte 
himself, fully accepted Mill’s definition of Comtean positivism: there is 
only phenomena (facts), humans can only know phenomena, and accord- 
ingly knowledge itself is relative-dependent on its relationship to other 
events: “These relations,” Mill wrote in defining Comte’s ideas, “are con- 
stant; that is, always the same in the same circumstances. The constant re- 
semblances which link phenomena together, and the constant sequences 
which unite them as antecedent and consequent, are termed their laws. 
The laws of phenomena are all we know respecting them.”24 

Positivist conceptions of scientific practice and philosophy influenced 
Ward greatly during his years as editor of the Reform League’s publica- 
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tion. ”The rising school of philosophy,” Ward wrote in December 1870 for 
The Iconoclast, “is that . . . [best] styled positive. . . . Its aims are all utili- 
tarian and its principles humanitarian. It is neither dogmatic nor vision- 
ary, but liberal and exact. Taking nature as its only source of information, 
and the phenomena of the universe as the material for its deductions, it 
seeks in the observation of their uniformities in the present, to trace all 
things back to their true origin in the past, and calculate their true destiny 
in the future.”25 Ward observed that educational institutions formed the 
cornerstone of the systems built by the positive school of philosophy, 
which resonated well with his own drive to obtain an education: ”Educa- 
tion is the keynote of the sociological system of this school of philoso- 
phers, and they intend to ring the changes upon it till all the world shall 
be awakened to its incalculable importance.”26 Positivism’s rejection of 
Christian metaphysics in favor of scientific fact, Ward argued, corrected 
the deficiencies of moral philosophy and provided an antidote to what he 
had called a few years earlier ”man’s mental servitude” to religion. 

Ward‘s sense of the importance of science went beyond the strictly 
physical discoveries and advancements that science had made in the nine- 
teenth century. He extended the influence of a ”scientific” view of the 
world to the moral universe as well: ”There is still another scientific tri- 
umph which is as great for the moral world as for the physical world. . . . 
Science is the only foundation for that broad and unlimited charity, 
which, if ever attained, will prove itself a redemption of the world. . . . Sci- 
ence so far has proved a grand success. . . . Where now is the persecution, 
the proscription, the torture, which men were wont to inflict for opinion’s 
sake? They are gone, vanished as all evil will vanish under the rays of 

Science, and science alone, he wrote, “affords the highest and 
purest intellectual delight.”28 In short, although he seemed to discard re- 
ligious thinking entirely as a useful system for explaining truth and social 
development, Ward did not see the universe as entirely amoral. What was 
needed was a new kind of morality based on the truths of scientific ob- 
servation and natural history. 

Ward’s attitude toward science, positivism, and religion, however, still 
lacked nuance and depth. His knowledge remained mainly derivative, and 
he did not extend his philosophical range until prompted to by his rela- 
tionship with Major John Wesley Powell in the mid- to late 1870s. Ward di- 
rected his celebration of science in The Iconoclast toward the denigration of 
religion rather than toward a thorough analysis of the social and philo- 
sophical implications of positivism. He celebrated science in the editorials 
in order to destroy what he envisioned as the idols and ”false impressions” 
of the public mind toward religion.29 Ward, for example, wrote a number of 
pieces attacking religious institutions, including articles that mocked the re- 
ligious conception of creation of the universe and of humanity. He was 
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especially critical of the notion that God made Eve from the breast of Adam, 
and he provided a satirical rendering of the rationale behind God’s attempt 
to make man. This kind of protofeminist reading of creation-ne that 
mocked any natural understanding about the different capacities of men 
and women-became a basis for Ward’s understanding of the development 
of human societies, and of human evolution generally. He eventually cre- 
ated out of this nascent idea the belief that women were the centers of 
social development and that the domination of men over women was es- 
sentially an historical accident, a theory he called gynaecocracy.3° 

Lizzie Ward also contributed some of the most interesting material in 
the magazine, especially her own feminist readings of social problems 
and the relationship between science and religion. In a poem entitled 
”Hope On, Hope Ever,” Lizzie wrote of the grand truths of scientific in- 
quiry: 

the priests are waning now in power, 
and triumph shall they never; 
for superstition’s veil is rent- 
hope on, hope ever 

In a longer essay, presented as a letter to the editor, she recounted an apoc- 
ryphal conversation by two Methodists about the dangers of scientific or- 
ganizations such as the Reform League. After the Methodists determined 
that they must destroy such organizations, they prayed to God for 
vengeance-only to discover, Lizzie Ward wrote, that there was no answer. 
“The only wonder is that their faith in his [i.e., God’s] omnipotence re- 
mained unshaken. Yet ignorance always finds excuses for the failures of its 
idols. By the removal of error truth will prevail, and one of the great 
sources of error, it seems to me is this belief in the divinity of the Bible. . . . 
It should be the work of liberals to remove this source of so many false 
premises, so that we may have truer conclusions, a better and more en- 
lightened people.”31 Lizzie Ward’s liberalism pushed her away from reli- 
gious explanations, in particular away from biblical orthodoxy, about the 
position of women in society. 

As they worked on the material for The Iconoclast it became clear to 
Lester and Lizzie Ward that science served as a new moral arbiter and de- 
terminant of truth in a way that religion could not after the Civil War. Al- 
though both of them still attended a Unitarian Church in Washington, any 
belief in an almighty God they might have harbored had long vanished. 
The Unitarian Church seemed only a step away from complete naturalism 
and agnosticism, which made the Wards perfectly comfortable. Through- 
out the middle of the century Unitarians proved to be the most amenable 
to positivist philosophy and suffered no threat from “atheistic” science. 
Neither Lester nor Lizzie Ward suffered many pangs of guilt over their re- 
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jection of orthodox religious faith; once Americans removed the dogmas 
of the past, they both argued, then certainty of knowledge and belief was 
finally possible. Science, they were both assured, provided sufficient an- 
swers to all moral and social questions. The nature of the Wards‘ unbelief 
rested on their conviction that science could find and apply ultimate 
truths about the 

The Iconoclast failed in August 1871, because of a lack of money and a 
lack of general interest in the publication; the magazine’s circulation 
never extended much beyond members of the league and a few others to 
whom they gave the publication. The league was never a large organiza- 
tion and had little ideological purpose beyond serving as an outlet for the 
Wards‘ writing of polemical articles against religion. Although he 
dropped out of political organizing after the failure of the league, Ward’s 
participation in the organization widened his intellectual universe. The 
casual reading he had done in philosophy and science became much more 
serious as he searched for appropriate material to excerpt in the pages of 
The Iconoclast. This was Ward’s real education and training, and he put 
this newfound material into his own writing after the magazine folded. 

What is evident about the nascent political ideology that Ward (and his 
wife) were developing is that its origins lie in their unbelief and their an- 
ticlericalism. One of the hallmarks of modern liberalism is its secularism, 
and the Wards represented one of the strains of liberal thought that 
pushed religious views out of public life. This is not to claim that religion 
entirely lost meaning for Ward. For his entire life he delighted in being ter- 
ribly critical and condescending toward religious faith, a position that 
would get him in personal trouble and alienate his friends occasionally. 
Still, the religious views of his youth survived in some ways in his ethical 
beliefs about the power of individual will and the perfectibility of the 
social order. But he no longer believed that religion could explain the nat- 
ural or the social world, nor should it have any particular place in the 
public life of the nation. In a letter to a young friend asking about Ward‘s 
work on The Iconoclast, written just after the publication of his first book 
in 1883, Ward explained what his magazine and his league had tried to 
do. “Although I have not changed my convictions since that time I have 
changed my tactics,” he recalled, ”and instead of continuing the work of 
destruction I have been trying my hand at construction. . . . The general 
tone of liberalism was then not quite up to my key and I quietly dropped 
out of the ranks of active workers in that field.”33 This would be his driv- 
ing force as he prepared to publish his first book. He wanted to construct 
a new way of thinking about nature, society, and the goals of politics. 

Only a few months after the collapse of the league and the failure of the 
magazine tragedy struck Lester Ward. On 25 March 1872, Lizzie Ward, 
only thirty years old, died from acute appendicitis. He took her back to 
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Pennsylvania, to be buried near her mother and near their son, Roy Ward. 
He was crushed. Lizzie had shared so much with him, and she had been 
a source of enormous intellectual support and creativity in his life. She 
helped him write, served as a reader and a critic, participated in the same 
political and social causes as he did. She was more than just a helpmate to 
him but an intellectual companion and participant in a similar search for 
meaning in the postwar world. Lizzie’s mind and her intellect stirred him 
in a way no one else ever would in his life. He felt lost without her. Years 
later Ward recorded in his unpublished autobiography the pain of losing 
his beloved Lizzie: “This event threw a gloom over [my] life and left a 
blank never again completely filled. For a long time there was only seem- 
ing of life, and the months passed in a kind of unconscious mechanical ex- 
istence until [my] health was broken, and a determination to rally saved 
[me] from decline.” Books and work, he wrote, remained his only solace.34 

In part, a chance meeting several months later with a widow from New 
York City, Rosamund Simons Pierce, quickened his recovery. Pierce had 
moved to Washington after the death of her husband. Her father, Frank Si- 
mons, and her brothers-in-law all worked for the government, which is 
probably how Ward met the young widow. Within weeks of their first 
meeting, sometime in the winter of 1873, Ward wrote an impetuous and 
impassioned letter to Rose Pierce asking for her hand in marriage: “What 
I have to confess is something very strange,” he began. ”I try to explain it 
by the lacerated condition of my heart from the great shock it had so re- 
cently received, and which renders it an unsafe index to my real self . . . 
the fact remains undeniable that my interest is not confined to your suc- 
cess in what you have undertaken but extends to yourself.” 

Ward could not stand to be alone, and he hoped he might forget the 
pain of Lizzie’s death by returning to the comforts of marriage. He 
needed companionship and did not conceal from Rose Pierce his ”love for 
married life or . . . [his] hope one day to be able to resume it under condi- 
tions in every respect proper and reasonable.” Seeking to restore some 
sort of equilibrium and reassurance to his life Ward asked Rose to answer 
quickly his query about her feelings and about their future: ”I want to 
know my fate. I have come to the conclusion that there is but one way 
to get relief and so I deliberately place it in your hands and abide the con- 
sequence~.’’~~ Rose Pierce’s response was apparently positive. Rose‘s 
cousin married the two young widowers in March 1873; for Ward, it was 
a blissful return to the comforts of home life that Lizzie’s death had inter- 
rupted. Little is known about Rose Ward‘s intellectual, political, and so- 
cial interests. She might very well have shared her husband’s interests, 
and she did assist him in writing and organizing his books and papers. 
But it is also clear that Ward never shared the same connection with his 
second wife that he shared with L i ~ z i e . ~ ~  
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After Lizzie’s death Ward had stopped writing, but by the time he mar- 
ried Rose he was well under way again. The two built a home on 1466 
Rhode Island Avenue in 1873-74, with Rose’s money for the most part. 
The new home provided space for Ward to conduct research and writing, 
including areas of the house set aside for collection of scientific materials. 
By the fall of 1873 he had finished the major portions of his book; it was 
now nearly five sections long and contained almost eight hundred pages. 
Although Lizzie’s death and his work on The Iconoclast interrupted 
progress on the book, Ward moved quickly to expand the range of the 
manuscript. In addition to the first three sections he had completed before 
his work on the magazine, he added two new sections that he wrote be- 
tween 1872 and 1874: “Education” and ”Meliorism.” 

The heart of the book was now his lengthy chapter on education-over 
six hundred handwritten pages of long, unwieldy, and difficult prose. 
Ward often seemed to write in a frenzy of activity with little opportunity 
for reflection, analysis, and contemplation. His emphasis on education 
was not unusual; the importance of knowledge to social reform was a cen- 
tral aim of most reformers before and after the Civil War. What was 
unique and what had changed from the schemes of social reform that 
crowded the antebellum political landscape was the attempt to make sci- 
ence the educational key to developing a program for social change. Reli- 
gious faith had been a keynote of social change in the reform movements 
of antebellum America; in the postwar world, however, science supplied 
the new faith. The last two chapters of his manuscript were Ward’s first 
attempt to define the scientific education that he sought for achieving so- 
cial progress. 

Ward’s advocacy of educational reform was commonplace during the 
1870s. The politics of Reconstruction and the effect of the growing 
national depression of the middle 1870s created heated debate over edu- 
cational issues, a debate that reiterated many of the arguments of the an- 
tebellum generation of common school advocates. Ward‘s manuscript 
responded in part to the national debate over the utility of public schools 
and whether or not they warranted funding. Many partisans of common 
school education, however, betrayed a deep distrust of labor and working 
people-hoping that a common education might forestall a potential la- 
bor movement in the country. Ward did not share this prejudice, and his 
manuscript reflected both his antebellum experience with labor and 
reform as well as his newfound commitment to science and scientific 
thinki11g.3~ 

Ward’s lengthy treatise began where he had ended his chapter on 
”Mind”: education must stand at the center of all social development and 
social change. It was the only means available for genuine national 
progress: ”Progress is in great part the work of design,” Ward wrote. ”It is 
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by human foresight that most of the steps are taken toward a higher 
state.”38 He defined education simply as the imparting of truth to all 
students-truth that students could only understand according to the def- 
initions of positive philosophy. It was an element deeply embedded in 
Ward’s own character; he believed he could achieve truth and advance- 
ment through a thorough and complete education. But the individual 
observation of nature and collecting of facts could only go so far in edu- 
cating the individual. Ward‘s own life was a testament to that observa- 
tion. Instead, he argued that there needed to be more attention paid to the 
process of education if the nation hoped for continued improvement. 
The central subject of study in Ward‘s curriculum was natural history and 
science. Science and nature alone had the power to excite young minds 
and offer beauty, truth, and symmetry as distinct from a conventional and 
dull education that offered little for individuals in the modern world. 

Ward was highly critical of the way students learned science in school. 
Although he never precisely indicated what schools did wrong, Ward’s 
language suggests that his complaint was directed primarily against the 
teaching of moral philosophy in place of true positive science: “Society 
has wandered away from nature and substituted in its stead fashion, con- 
ventionality, affectation. The love of truth has been supplanted by the love 
of money, the airy independence which is the natural sentiment, has given 
way to mawkish propriety, and the sprightly animation which belongs to 
freedom, is bartered away for respectable inertia.”39 He wanted to replace 
all metaphysics and moral philosophy in the future curriculum: ”The 
metaphysics of the future,” he wrote, “will no longer be meta-physics, but 
a branch itself of physical science, and the laws of mentalforce, the chem- 
istry of organized matter.”40 This language recalled Comte’s definition of 
the “social physics” that studied cultural events in human society. The sci- 
ence of society was just like all other physical sciences, and not mere 
moral philosophy or theology. This was also partially a critique of Victo- 
rian gentility generally. Ward offered an early criticism and condemnation 
of the obsession with money, propriety, and conventionality that later so- 
cial theorists were to see as the foundations of Gilded Age culture. Al- 
though Ward aspired to rise above his origins in poverty, he never felt 
comfortable with the notions of those whom historian John Tomisch la- 
beled the Gilded Age‘s “best men.” Ward distanced himself from the 
ideas of these genteel intellectuals. 

When Ward turned to the question of whom to educate, his answer was 
scarcely surprising given his inherited political convictions and his own 
experience in acquiring an education. Education was to be broad-based 
and as varied as possible. Ward had only the vaguest notions of what his 
educational system consisted of, but he was sure it was entirely merito- 
cratic. Although he acknowledged that the capacity to learn and assimilate 



2870-2879 91 

knowledge differed among all individuals, he did not envision any a pri- 
ori rejection of anyone. He held firm to the principle that the capacity for 
intelligence was equal among all classes of people-regardless even of 
race and gender. Society currently produced citizens who lacked intelli- 
gence and knowledge of the forces shaping society; differences among 
classes of people, he argued, were not natural. Degradation was funda- 
mentally the result of ignorance and the lack of intelligence, the products 
of a social system that offered education and knowledge to only a few. “We 
are lauding circumstance, we are rewarding wealth,” he complained. 
“We are condemning the unfortunate victims of social imperfection. We 
are punishing wretched victims for being what we have made them.”41 

Ward relied most heavily on his ideals of political equality and freedom 
when he discussed the panacea of universal education. Much of what he 
had to say was orthodoxy among Radical Republicans and advocates of 
free labor in the years before the war. His own language reflected his ex- 
perience in the political world of antebellum reform; universal and widely 
available education, he argued, revolutionized and expanded the social 
order. A firm faith in the power of education carried throughout Ward‘s 
manuscript: ”The great mass must always labor. They must expect to per- 
form labor which does not call out their intellectual faculties. . . . The time 
is coming when it will no longer be a disgrace to labor, when every order 
of intellect will perform mechanical operations . . . when labor will be 
recreation instead of drudgery, when at the lathe and the plow will be di- 
gested and organized the ideas which will be received from the library 
and the lecture hall.’r42 

Ward‘s vision was a producerist ethic writ large for the republic. It re- 
called his father’s experience as a struggling yeoman producer on the 
frontier, and the faith that the individual worker possessed the capacity 
for advancement. He did not reject the free market, seeking a socialist al- 
ternative to the nation’s economic arrangements, but neither did he 
believe that laborers were well treated in the nation’s current economic 
system. For now, Ward was content to leave education as the basis for his 
analysis of society. By the time he came to revise and publish this manu- 
script, however, he became far more critical of the nation’s politics and 
political economy. 

Ward extended these ideas to include the education of women as well. 
This is not surprising given his (and Lizzie’s) dedication to feminist causes, 
particularly women’s suffrage, in the 1860s. Ward wanted to see a radical 
shift in the roles and aspirations provided for American women. Although 
he still argued (as many feminists did as well) that women had a special 
duty and role as mothers, Ward firmly believed that there was no reason 
to deny women basic social and civic equality. And education was a basic 
component of that faith: ”This immense subject [women’s education] has 
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so long weighed upon me that I am happy to seize an opportunity even 
[thus] incidentally and briefly to raise my voice in its earnest advocacy. I 
am tired of this one-sided civilization, of this half-built society, of this false 
chivalry, this mock-modesty, this pretended regard which one sex assumes 
for the other, while loads of putrid prejudice hang upon women’s neck.”43 

Ward never provided a detailed examination of his curriculum except to 
suggest that all students should receive the same information. He refused 
to offer, he said, “any Comtean schemes. . . . I do not wish to be a founder 
of any system of education.”& The main point of any educational system 
was to provide all students with a general knowledge of the world’s truth. 
All individuals, regardless of social class, gained from an education or- 
ganized and ordered in this way. In his discussion of his curricular ideas 
Ward revealed his ethical notions about the productive value of labor: 
”There are those who see the great evil of the existence of so many with- 
out any trade or technical profession. . . . I unite my voice with theirs, 
though rather in the interests of production than of social order. But if I am 
to appeal, I prefer to appeal to principles still deeper down in society. If I 
am to raise my voice, I prefer to raise it for education, for intellectual cul- 
ture, for knowledge, which is capable of multiplying the power of physi- 
cal labor to profit mankind. With it the artisan becomes an artist.”45 

These ethical concerns were deeply rooted in Ward’s philosophy and 
remained close to his heart in all the work that he did. He intended the ed- 
ucation section of the manuscript as his grand statement of political and 
social principles-a faith resting on the scientific ideals he outlined in his 
first three chapters. ”Let us get rid of the delusion that we are gods and 
humbly take our places in the universe,” Ward concluded. ”Teach us such 
facts as will destroy our concepts, humble our pride, remove our jealousy, 
and make us understand our insignificance. Thus only can we realize our 
true significance and begin the pursuit of happiness for ourselves and for 
others. . . . By such a universal increase of general knowledge the whole 
mass of mankind will become indi~idualized.”~~ 

Ward’s final chapter, “Meliorism,” offered a statement of the social ide- 
alism that he hoped might serve as the basis for the reform movements of 
the future. Most important, Ward criticized the notion that social devel- 
opment should be left to the forces of nature alone. Positive government 
action and state interference in education, he insisted, were the only ways 
to ensure progress. Ward remained reluctant to examine these ideas fully 
at this point in his philosophical studies. Much of this chapter was unfin- 
ished, and Ward left his ideas only half-formed, undeveloped, and gener- 
ally unorganized. The manuscript remained in this unfinished form for 
more than three years before he returned to it.47 

In the two years after his marriage to Rose in spring 1873, Ward’s career 
took a dramatic turn. First, he began a series of nature excursions in order 
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to study and learn botany as a way of supplementing his work at the Bu- 
reau of Statistics and training himself in the actual practice of science. 
Second, Ward met and quickly befriended Major John Wesley Powell, di- 
rector of one of the four competing land surveys of the West. Ward's rela- 
tionship with Powell and his expanded scientific activity widened his 
intellectual universe beyond the local societies and lyceums that provided 
him with an intellectual and social outlet in the late 1860s and early 1870s. 
Between 1874 and 1880, Ward published a number of scientific essays and 
finally began revising the lengthy manuscript on which he labored for so 
long. By the late 1 8 7 0 ~ ~  he had seriously rethought the meaning of science 
and the purpose of the large manuscript he had left on his shelf. Although 
he retained much of the ethical and political content of his work, his vi- 
sion of science and positive philosophy changed significantly. 

Shortly before Lizzie Ward's death and extending into the early 1880s, 
Ward began training himself as a botanist. While Lizzie was still alive 
they both tried to study the local flora while taking walks in the parks and 
forests in the Washington area. In a diary entry for 12 April 1868, Ward 
wrote that "Lizzie got a botany for herself. She is suddenly beginning to 
study." It was Lizzie, it seems, who was first attracted to the science+* Al- 
though botany was slowly undergoing professionalization in the 
mid-nineteenth century, and becoming more and more the province of 
men, it still retained an identification with women. Flower collection was 
a "feminine science,'' in many ways, and it offered women the opportu- 
nity to write and publish scientific work at a time when many avenues of 
publishing science were denied to them. 

After Lizzie's death, Ward began in earnest to train himself in the sci- 
ence, believing that in a wide-open field he could make a name for him- 
self. Moreover, it helped him return to a boyhood passion for nature and 
natural history, something that the Bureau of Statistics did not offer him. 
He began keeping extensive botanical notebooks, which record over a 
decade of work in carefully preserving and cataloging the flora of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the Chesapeake Bay. Throughout the 1870s and the 
early 1 8 8 0 ~ ~  he traveled all over the Chesapeake Bay region, sometimes 
alone but often with Rose, her brother-in-law, John Comstock, and her fa- 
ther, Frank Simons; he was also occasionally accompanied by James 
Welling, the president of Columbian College. Ward spent hours collecting 
his specimens and with Rose's help he cataloged, named, and preserved 
each one. This interest in taxonomy and classification was essentially the 
business of science in the mid-nineteenth century, and for his entire career 
taxonomy remained Ward's main preoccupation as a scientist. Nearly 
twenty years later, in a lecture for women's college graduates in the mid- 
1890s, Ward recalled the impact that his early scientific practice had on his 
life: "The first nine years of my botanical life . . . were the beginning of my 
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real existence. They were my release from an imprisonment . . . during 
which I had been condemned . . . [by] what the world was then pleased 
to call an ed~ca t ion . ”~~  

In his botanical notebooks Ward carefully recorded each flower and 
plant he came across. Slowly he began to construct a botanical history 
and catalog for the District of Columbia. He was now convinced that 
botany was a promising science in which he could make a serious intel- 
lectual contribution. “Botanizing” was a common practice among 
nineteenth-century Americans, and it was not surprising that the science 
attracted Ward. Botany had few professional practitioners, and most of 
what scientists knew about the flora of North America they gained 
through a network of amateur collectors and the very few university pro- 
fessors interested in the young science. ”Botanizing” was also an activity 
easily connected to self-improvement and self-training, both of which 
were aspects that originally attracted Ward to the practice. Armed with a 
portfolio for collecting specimens and a book on the classification of flow- 
ers and plants, Ward trained himself in the identification, classification, 
and proper procedures for preservation. 

Here was scientific training that engaged his mind in a way that his 
work in statistics never did. It was genuine experimental fieldwork, and 
education and training in scientific practice that he could find nowhere 
else. Statistics, Ward felt, involved only recording and collecting numbers 
while botany offered the chance to commune with nature as well as col- 
lect specimens and explain the relationships among flowers and plants. It 
was his work in botany that first introduced Ward to the actual practice of 
science, and botany became his vocation for the rest of his life.5o 

The job in the Bureau of Statistics began to bore him, at least compared to 
the work he was doing in the field of science; it offered little excitement and 
no intellectual stimulation. Not that this work was wholly unimportant, af- 
ter all some of the most important government agencies conducted the 
work of gathering data for social analysis and in the late 1870s Ward argued 
that establishing a network to centralized statistical information was an 
important function of the government. But statistics still seemed too ab- 
stract for him in a way scientific fieldwork was not. The study of nature and 
natural history-with its fieldwork, its connection to nature, its connection 
to the great debates about evolutionary change and the history of the 
earth-had a real passionate importance for him; there was a sense of ad- 
venture in it that is hard for a modern-day reader to fully recapture. From 
his room in the bureau’s offices, he could see the red brick tower of the 
Smithsonian Institution building located not far from the halls of Congress. 
The Smithsonian Institution was already a major scientific center in the 
1870s, and it attracted a number of the nation’s leading scientists for re- 
search, work, and public lectures. Ward had visited it frequently, marveling 
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at the massive collections and the work of the scientists who created ex- 
hibits from materials around the world. The building seemed to be the 
greatest place on earth-a center where men performed important work for 
the nation. He would ”oftentimes look wistfully at the Smithsonian towers 
and imagine its inmates the happiest of mortals.”51 

The trips to the country and in the parks were a great boost to his health 
and self-confidence alike. By mid-1874 the entries in his botanical notebooks 
became progressively longer and more detailed-indicating not only the 
name but the condition of the flora he located, the difficulties he encountered 
in properly identifying them, and the careful preservation required to main- 
tain his specimens. The books he had to work with, he often complained, 
were frequently wrong in their identification of certain specimens. Shortly 
after he began ”botanizing,” he joined the local Potomac-Side Naturalists 
Club, which provided him with connections to the local scientific commu- 
nity that neither the lyceums he joined nor his job at the Bureau of Statistics 
supplied. City scientists founded the club in 1858, one of the oldest scientific 
associations of the capital, disbanded it shortly after the Civil War, and 
revived it again in the early 1870s. It boasted a prominent membership in- 
cluding scientists associated with the Smithsonian such as John Wesley Pow- 
ell, Ferdinand V. Hayden, Spencer Baird, and many others?* Powell became 
more important in Ward‘s life than any other person. They were close 
friends from the mid-1870s on, and the friendship they formed based on 
common experiences and common ideas reshaped Washington’s intellectual 
community and helped establish a new way of thinking about American 
politics, science, and the role and purpose of government in American life. 

John Wesley Powell, known simply as ”the Major,” was already a well- 
known and powerful member of the Washington scientific community 
when Ward met him, most likely while participating with the activities of 
the Potomac-Side Naturalists Club. Powell was a remarkable man whose 
meteoric rise to power and influence in Washington was already leg- 
endary by the mid-1870s; in 1875 he was running the most successful of 
the four surveys of the American West, commissioned by Congress in the 
early 1870s. It was not unusual that Ward found Powell to his liking; his 
social and intellectual path to Washington was remarkably similar to 
Ward’s own. Both men were from the Midwest, both were veterans of the 
war, and both had a passionate interest in the applications of science and 
the scientific method to solve national problems. They shared a devotion 
to nature and natural history, and both had come to largely reject religion 
as an effective method for understanding the world. Ward’s friendship 
with Powell was to help reshape his career. He found in Powell a mentor 
and intellectual companion, someone who helped focus his scientific 
work. Powell found in Ward a dee,p thinker devoted to the social impli- 
cations of science and scientific policy in the United States. 
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Powell was born in Mount Morris, New York, in 1834, the son of a staunch 
abolitionist and devout Methodist preacher, Joseph Powell. Joseph Powell, 
much like Ward’s father, moved his family West in the early 1840s-settling 
first in Jackson, Ohio, then living as a farmer in Wisconsin, and by the early 
1850s settling in DuPage County, Illinois, arriving shortly after the Ward 
family had left the area. Young Wes Powell spent most of his life in these 
parts of the Midwest, and he inherited his father’s reforming zeal and pas- 
sionate interest in social development. His schooling, like Ward’s, was er- 
ratic. Although he obtained some college education at the Illinois Institute 
(later Wheaton College), Illinois College, and Oberlin, Powell was essen- 
tially an autodidact; his wide range of philosophic and scientific interests re- 
flected his eclectic education. From his boyhood and college years, Powell 
developed an intense interest in the environment and natural history. He 
spent much of the 1850s traveling the rivers of the Midwest and slowly 
trained himself in the natural sciences, especially geology. He became a self- 
taught naturalist, rejecting the religious worldview of his Methodist parents 
in favor of a vocation in science. By 1860, he was already an accomplished 
collector, and naturalists in Illinois admired his extensive collection of plants 
gained from his trips down the rivers and in the countryside of the nation’s 
middle border. 

But national problems intervened before Powell could move very far in 
his life of science. In 1861, Powell heeded Lincoln’s first call for troops and 
joined the Illinois infantry. He was devoted as anyone to crushing the na- 
tion’s slave power, believing (as did Ward) that the nation’s small pro- 
ducers and the democratic promises of American life had their greatest 
enemies in the South. His scientific training and quick mind helped him 
in learning military engineering, and he rose quickly in the army, reach- 
ing the rank of captain by early 1862. Powell lost his left arm at the Battle 
of Shiloh but after a few months of recovery he returned to his unit and 
eventually rose to the rank of major, a close confidant of Union General 
Ulysses S. Grant. 

Powell came back to Illinois after the war and tried to restart his career 
in science. His father assisted him by helping him land a teaching position 
at Illinois College. His range of courses was remarkable: geology, biology, 
zoology, botany, human anatomy, among others. These were fields not yet 
fully professionalized and Powell’s encyclopedic and universalistic inter- 
ests made him an impressive and popular teacher. But science and teach- 
ing were not his only passions. Powell’s most compelling desire was to 
explore the Rocky Mountains, especially the region of the Colorado River. 
Powell had dreams of adventure on his mind and this blank spot on the 
nation’s maps (a region that had not yet been mapped and explored by 
more than just a handful of Americans) had a powerful hold on him for 
the rest of his life. He arranged an exploratory party in the summer of 
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1867 through the Illinois Normal University, the Smithsonian Institution, 
various railroad companies, and his own modest funds. Two years later 
he obtained enough funding for a party to descend the Colorado River 
and record the information they discovered. Newspapers across the coun- 
try covered the difficult journey with much fanfare. By the autumn of 
1869, when he emerged safely from the river, Powell was a national hero. 
On the strength and popularity of this voyage he secured government 
funding and approval for a “Geological and Topographical Survey of the 
Colorado River of the West.“ Commonly known as the Powell Survey, it 
was one of four nationally funded surveys competing for the right to cat- 
alog and map the land in the West.53 

Thus Powell was in a powerful position by the time Ward met him in 
187475. He had already made a number of return trips to Colorado and 
the Utah Territory and published some of the results from his investiga- 
tions. The other three competing surveys generally held publishing to a 
minimum, and when they did publish, most of the material was highly 
technical and not meant for a wide, popular audience. Powell’s publica- 
tions, on the other hand, were more accessible and much more widely 
known. He needed well-trained scientists for his survey, and the fact that 
Ward had a background and passionate interest in botany, and already 
worked for the government, probably attracted Powell to him. 

Powell’s influence on his associates was profound; his intellectual mag- 
netism attracted a wider range of scientists to his survey over all the oth- 
ers: “He was extremely fertile in his ideas, so fertile that it was quite im- 
possible that he should personally develop them all, and realizing this he 
gave freely to his collaborators,” geologist Grove Karl Gilbert recalled. 
”The work which he inspired and to which he contributed the most cre- 
ative elements, I believe to be at least as important as that for which his 
name stands directly responsible. As he always drew around him the best 
ability he could command, his assistants were not mere elaborators, but 
also made important original contributions, and the ideas which he gave 
to the world through others are thus so merged and mingled with theirs 
that they can never be ~eparated.”~~ Powell liked to have kindred spirits 
around him, men who shared his ideas for science and for the future of 
American land policy in the West. The men of the Powell survey worked 
toward common goals of expanding the base of scientific knowledge 
about the West. In the early 1880s, just a few years after their first meet- 
ing, Ward also wrote a sketch of Powell, which indicates some of what at- 
tracted him to the famous explorer. Powell, Ward wrote, “is a pattern of 
the American self-made man, and well illustrates in his life and achieve- 
ments what may be accomplished with honest, steady adherence, to a 
definite purpose. . . . He was eager for knowledge, and used every op- 
portunity to pursue such courses of study as were accessible to him.”55 
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Sometime in 1875, when Powell asked him if he wanted a job with his 
survey, Ward jumped at the chance to leave Washington. It was not an 
easy position to obtain. Many young men wanted to join Powell’s 
survey-some of whom had better training, better education, and better 
connections to get a job working for Powell. It is not clear why Powell 
chose Ward over some others who might have been better trained, but the 
close experiences and the similarity of ideas certainly helped. Although 
there was some difficulty in obtaining permission from the Bureau of Sta- 
tistics, Ward eventually left Washington in June 1875. It was the first time 
he had been West since leaving St. Charles in 1858. 

The survey’s task in the mid-1870s was to continue mapping and 
recording information from the southern and central Utah Territory, in 
part because the government wanted the work for an exhibit at the 
Philadelphia Centennial the following summer. Powell assigned Ward to 
the task of collecting trees and flowers for the survey, shipping them back 
to Washington for study and eventual display at the Centennial. Ward 
was ecstatic; the trip was a chance to escape Washington, gain more sci- 
entific knowledge, and possibly make a name for himself in the city’s 
scientific community. Almost as soon as he arrived in the West in June, he 
began writing letters from the camp at Gunniston, Utah, to record the ac- 
tivity of the survey party, and he sent them off to the New York Daily Tri- 
bune. He wrote a total of eight letters, each of them describing a different 
aspect of the landscape in what was commonly know as Mormon Coun- 
try. The letters covered botany, zoology, geology, and a even little ethno- 
graphic anthropology. The Daily Tribune had interest in only the first 
letter, but Ward preserved the rest as a record of his experiences on his 
first scientific trip.56 

The letters offer a travelogue for a still uncataloged region of the United 
States. Scientists and officials in Washington considered mapping the West 
one of the most important scientific tasks facing the nation in the 1870s and 
1880s; much of the country in central and southern Utah, for example, re- 
mained largely unknown to Washington officials. Mapping the land and 
gaining an understanding of the vegetation and plant life in the region of- 
fered some kind of control over the U.S. possessions. Science was absolutely 
central to American national growth after the Civil War. Without scientific 
understanding there was no way to understand western lands or western 
settlement. The nation could not continue its haphazard patterns of growth 
and westward expansion, Powell and others in his team believed. Although 
in the 1870s what Ward contributed to this work was small, knowledge of 
flora and fauna of the region, it was still part of a grand vision for scientific 
understanding. 

Ward wholeheartedly shared the conviction that the work he per- 
formed with the Powell survey was important. Botany was destiny, he 
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suggested, and the only way to understand national destiny was to un- 
derstand the national landscape and natural history. American national- 
ism depended on the knowledge of science. ’The vegetable world,” Ward 
declared in the only letter the Daily Tribune published, ”contributes [the] 
most to mold the character of mankind. . . . Living creatures hide away 
from human gaze. . . . The rocks and the streams are comparatively 
stationary. . . . But the forest and the meadow, the flowers and the fruits, 
possess the life of the former without its uncertainty, and the permanence 
of the latter without its monotony. They are ever present yet ever chang- 
ing.“57 

Ward described the land in Utah as ”hopelessly barren and pic- 
turesquely wild.” All his letters highlighted the beauty and power of the 
untamed landscape. He often characterized the camp’s excursions into 
the mountains as dangerous and brave expeditions conducted by pio- 
neers in the struggle to understand nature. When they reached the top of 
one peak in the region of the Dirty Devil River, Ward reported that the 
area “exceeds in beauty and picturesqueness of landscape any spot I have 
yet visited in this country. The peculiar wildness of its solitude produced 
an impression on my mind . . . which I expect to carry with me through 
life.” What Ward found in his short walks around the District of Colum- 
bia, beauty and the pure delights of nature, were in even greater abun- 
dance for him in the West. He continued to keep his botanical notebooks 
and recorded each new species of flower with care. The purity and beauty 
of the landscape offered him solitude and an opportunity to reflect, he 
wrote, that no citizen should be without. The scene from the top of one 
plateau “filled me with an inexpressible feeling of mingled wonder and 
delight. Inwardly I exclaimed, Ah! Nature. I have at last found thee un- 
mixed with art. No house, no curling smoke, shall here remind me of the 
presence of man. No bells shall break the silence of this virgin ~po t . ’ ’~~  

Ward was torn between the solemn beauty of the region and the need 
for the civilization and cultivation of the land. Much of the area, he con- 
cluded, was too difficult to cultivate given the lack of rain in the region. It 
was an arid land, without the good soil needed for crops and c~ltivation.5~ 
When he examined the Native Americans in the region, Ward realized 
that the problem of land ownership was almost impossibly confused in 
the American West. The Paiute Indians felt the land and water resources 
of the Utah Territory were theirs by “a sort of prescriptive right.” Arro- 
gant about their property rights, Ward argued, Paiutes had no interest in 
offering land to settlers and explorers. Ward admitted that this attitude 
came from a justified fear of the previous damage done by white men. But 
he still felt that it was unfair to the scientific party he worked with, and 
the important scientific purpose of their visit.60 Land was, after all, the 
central problem of western life. Who owned the land and how was it to 
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be farmed? How could this arid region support the nation’s expansion? 
These problems occupied much of the American policy in the West dur- 
ing the late nineteenth century, and the complications of ownership con- 
tinue to plague policymakers today. 

In his letters, Ward honored the region’s Mormon pioneers. Knowing 
the bitter hatred still directed at Mormons in the middle of the nineteenth 
century, Ward nevertheless celebrated their achievement in taming por- 
tions of the Utah Territory. “We are compelled for the sake of truth alone 
to confess that personally there exists in their character and life a degree 
of manliness and nobility, simple and rude it is true, but frank and sin- 
cere.” What attracted Ward, Powell, and other scientists studying the 
West to the Mormon settlements in Utah was their cooperative planning 
in treating water and land problems. This was an example of the demo- 
cratic commonwealth at work, even if it was under the religious system of 
the Mormons. Cooperation had to be the key to life in the West, and there 
needed to be a central agency that provided direction to cooperative life. 
It was these qualities, Ward suggested, that all emigrants (and the gov- 
ernment) needed as the settlement of western lands proceeded through- 
out the rest of the century.‘j* 

Ward returned to Washington in the fall of 1875 energized and ready to 
begin serious study of the science of botany. Following his return from 
Utah, he plunged into the most significant scientific work of his early ca- 
reer. Within a few years, he joined the American Association for the Ad- 
vancement of Science (AAAS), and all the major scientific associations in 
the city of Washington. He met major figures in the Washington commu- 
nity through his work on the survey and the activities of the associations 
he joined. In 1876, for example, he assisted Spencer Baird, the secretary of 
the Smithsonian Institution, in assembling some of the botanical exhibits 
for the Philadelphia Centennial. The plants, flora, and trees he helped col- 
lect in the Utah Territory were among the major scientific exhibits at the 
celebration. 

On the basis of his work with Powell, and with Baird at the Centennial, 
Ward considered making science his full-time career. To that end, on 23 
September 1876, he wrote Dr. Daniel Coit Gilman, the first president of 
the newly established Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore, Maryland. 
Hopkins was the first institution of exclusively graduate studies in the 
United States, modeled after universities in Germany, and was to eventu- 
ally revolutionize higher education in America. It had just opened its 
doors when Ward wrote Gilman in hopes of becoming a natural scientist. 
He asked if it was possible for him to pursue an advanced course of study 
in biology and botany at the university. Since his graduation from 
Columbian College in the early 1870s, he wrote, “I have devoted my spare 
time in great part to the science of Botany for which I have a special taste 
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and in which I have secured a recognition by all the botanists in Wash- 
ington.’’ He wanted to “perfect” himself in the science and hoped that he 
could eventually secure a professorship in an American university. 

Gilman did write Ward back. Although he could not offer Ward imme- 
diate admission based solely on his interests and desire, he requested that 
Ward come to see him in Baltimore to arrange an interview. Perhaps then 
they could work something out for matriculating at the university. Ward 
never did go to see Gilman. He still had no money for further education, 
and he never pursued Gilman’s offer of an interview. Instead, Ward’s ca- 
reer was to take a remarkably different path from what he envisioned in 
his letter to Gilman. He did not receive a professorship for thirty years. 
But as a member of Washington’s intellectual community, he made im- 
portant contributions to the development of science in the United States. 
And from this position he wrote one of the nation’s most important books 
on politics, science, and government policy.62 

Throughout 1876 and 1877, Ward continued his botanical excursions; 
for example he accompanied a Texas survey party organized by the AAAS 
in 1877 to catalog plant life in the Southwest. With Rose’s help, their home 
became a major collection of botanical materials; the two of them spent 
hours not only collecting material but carefully preserving it, and mark- 
ing it down for a planned work on botany in the District of Columbia. 
Rose contributed as much to these activities as Ward did himself, pa- 
tiently helping her husband organize his scientific work. Ward also began 
to seek publication for his botanical studies in well-known scientific jour- 
nals and to extend his reading in science and scientific philosophy. 

But science also had an impact on society, and this relationship was 
never too far from his mind. He finally added the volumes of Auguste 
Comte to his library in 1876 and began to grapple with the deeper episte- 
mological and scientific questions raised by positive philosophy. Ward also 
returned to the work of Mill, Herbert Spencer, and Darwin with more crit- 
ical scientific questions gained from his training in botany and the study of 
the evolution of plant life. After years of dormancy he also thought of re- 
turning to the book lying half-finished on his shelf. Ward was to eventu- 
ally change his manuscript as he gave new attention to the philosophical 
issues of positivism and Darwinian science. The scientific publications he 
wrote in the late 1870s demonstrated his engagement with a wide variety 
of scientific issues. During the day at his office at the Bureau of Statistics, 
he kept a notebook handy to jot down ideas and record thoughts that 
seemed important to him. At night, he read extensively and wrote with 
Rose’s help, trying to remake his manuscript and publish widely in order 
to establish his authority in the fields of science and philosophy. 

Powell also helped Ward with publication of his work. When Powell re- 
leased the second edition of his well-known Report on the Lands of the Arid 
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Regions, which offered a program for the social development and national 
control of western lands, he published Ward’s findings on trees and 
grasses in the Utah Territory, undoubtedly gaining Ward attention in the 
scientific community. Powell’s book was a warning in the optimistic 
Gilded Age. He did not believe that that arid lands west of the hundredth 
meridian would easily yield to settlement patterns established for the 
wetter eastern areas of the United States. Instead, this region required na- 
tional action if the small farmers and landowners of the country were to 
survive and not be taken over by private monopolies on land and water. 
And only federal legislation on irrigation, pasturage, and ownership 
could possibly help. Powell’s report largely fell on deaf ears when it was 
initially released in 1878 but it established an agenda for his work for the 
rest of the century. 

In addition to helping him with publication, Ward’s work with Powell 
led to his first major article on science. Ward’s first published article on 
botany appeared in The Popular Science Monthly in October 1876, a de- 
tailed study of plant life and evolutionary theories of adaptation based in 
part on work he had done with Powell’s survey as well as in his botanical 
excursions in the District of Columbia. Ward was proud of the essay. It 
was the first piece he wrote for a major national publication, and his first 
work in science that tried to come to grips with the variety of evolution- 
ary theories debated in the 1870s. 

The essay reveals Ward’s engagement with Darwinian science. Ward 
now rejected Agassiz’s notions of fixity of species, which no longer 
seemed to fit the data he gathered as a scientist. He still argued that in ad- 
dition to change and development in nature there was some kind of “vi- 
tal force” within every individual species shaped by environmental 
conditions-a pre-Darwinian notion that something other than natural se- 
lection somehow drove evolutionary development (though Ward never 
quite described this “vital force”). But nonetheless Ward now accepted the 
Darwinian idea that nature was a sea of chaotic change and development, 
haphazard and without direction. Given favorable conditions all individ- 
uals could (and, in fact, should) survive, but of course in nature that never 
happened. The influence of his expanded reading in works by Darwin, 
Mill, American botanist Asa Gray, as well as Auguste Comte and others, 
was evident in his discussion of the laws of plant life: ”Each individual 
[plant] is where it is, and what it is, by reason of the combined forces 
which hedge it in and determine its very form. Each species is the per- 
petual and inexorable antagonist of every other. The ’struggle’ is not only 
’for existence,’ it is also for Ward‘s deepest belief was that nature 
was wasteful and inherently chaotic. Ward never believed that competi- 
tion in nature was beneficial to evolutionary development, something 
that was fundamental to Darwin’s idea of natural selection. Competition 
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improved the species. Although Ward agreed that competition did rule in 
natural evolution, he refused to believe it was the best way to progress 
and growth. 

Ward still had to explain how he could accept the reality of constant 
evolutionary progress in the face of nature’s waste and chaos. His reading 
of Herbert Spencer’s volumes greatly influenced him on this question, 
and in an essay he published in The Popular Science MonthZy in October 
1877 he discussed the merits of Spencer’s volumes on social philosophy.@ 
Spencer was born in England into a lower-middle-class family in 1820, 
heavily influenced by the rapid industrial growth of England in the nine- 
teenth century and the impact of utilitarianism and positivism in English 
thought. As a leading member of a generation of what one historian has 
called the English ”public moralists,” Spencer’s contributions to history, 
law, and social philosophy, among other subjects, were large. His books, 
especially his Synthetic Philosophy, began to appear in the United States af- 
ter 1860 and quickly became subjects of major debate and discussion in in- 
tellectual circles all around the country. They became major subjects of the 
Washington intellectual community’s scientific meetings after the Civil 
War. Many of Ward’s later books and essays were responses to Spencer’s 
formulations of social science, natural science, and philosophy. Strongly 
opposed to the expansion of the state, deeply devoted to individualism 
and liberty, Spencer became the (often reluctant) spokesman for laissez- 
faire economics in the United States. To protect liberty and freedom, the 
state needed to leave society alone.65 

From Spencer, Ward gained the insight that evolutionary forces always 
moved progressively forward from chaos to order; or, as he borrowed the 
terms from Spencer, ”the universal tendency of all matter is from the in- 
definite and homogeneous to the definite and heterogeneous; from a state 
of unstable to a state of stable equilibrium.’“j6 Ward continued to focus al- 
most exclusively on scientific rather than social questions, but from his 
discussion of organic versus cosmic evolution it was only a small step to 
larger issues of social reform: ”Although the dissolution of the individual 
aggregate takes place,” he argued, “the work of evolution which has been 
going on within it is passed on to a new generation, to be there continued 
and again transmitted. The individual, therefore, becomes of compara- 
tively small importance. The real organic aggregate is the race.”67 One 
could accept a radically probabilistic philosophy on an individual level 
but on a cosmic scale, Ward felt, stability still reigned. 

Ward never really answered the epistemological and scientific questions 
raised by his scientific work until he completely rewrote his manuscript. 
He did redefine the purpose of his unpublished book, however, and dis- 
carded the notions that had shaped his early chapters on nature and man. 
The book even had a new title, Dynamic Sociology, inherited from his 
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reading in Auguste Comte’s and Herbert Spencer’s volumes. He wanted 
to examine a ”taxonomy of knowledge” and provide the best methods for 
imparting that knowledge to the world. It took him a few more years to 
fully address this issue, but by the late 1870s he began the long process of 
rewriting. 

In many ways, Ward’s published essays in 1877 on German biologist 
Ernst Haeckel marked his scientific arrival and demonstrated at least 
briefly some of the changes he was to make in his manuscript. In 1876, 
Ward learned of Haeckel’s work and sent for it from a local bookseller 
who had recently procured the Comte volumes for him. Ward set out to 
write a lengthy review of Haeckel’s Anthropogenie, translated in English as 
The Evolution ofMan, but was unable to find a publisher. The Popular Sci- 
ence Monthly rejected the articles in August 1876, and he was unsure 
where to turn after this rejection. Powell again assisted him, advising 
Ward to try a small publication called The Penn Monthly, which accepted 
the three essays in 1877. Ward even sent the reviews to Haeckel, who re- 
sponded and praised Ward’s fairness and his understanding of his 
thought. Ward soon wanted a larger audience for his work ”The Penn 
Monthly had a limited circulation and not chiefly among scientific men,” 
Ward recalled. “I began to be desirous of placing my review before a 
larger and better selected audience.”68 

Ward convinced a small publishing house in Philadelphia, Edward 
Stern and Company, to publish the reviews as a small pamphlet at his 
own expense. The pamphlet, released in 1879, enjoyed a small print run 
of about seven hundred copies, most of which Ward sent to scientists and 
social thinkers around the country. This was to become his common prac- 
tice: he kept long lists of well-known social thinkers, scientists, and social 
reformers, and whenever he wrote an essay or book he mailed copies to 
as many people as possible. In this way, he hoped, his ideas could have 
wider circulation, and in an age when there were no institutional net- 
works for publication of scientific and philosophic work, no professional 
associations, journals, or meetings, it became an effective tool for popu- 
larizing his ideas. Most significant for the work on Haeckel was New 
Yorker Thaddeus Wakeman, an ardent admirer of both Comte’s and 
Haeckel’s work and proselytizer for Ward‘s ideas about both thinkers; 
Wakeman often used Ward‘s work in speeches and in writing about 
Haeckel’s philosophy. 

Ernst Haeckel, born in 1834, was a German biologist, zoologist, natural 
historian, and philosopher who spent most of his adult life teaching biol- 
ogy at the University of Jena. Haeckel was the leading proponent of evo- 
lutionary theory in Germany and a well-known positivist philosopher in 
the mid- to late nineteenth century.69 His statement ”ontogeny recapitu- 
lates phylogeny” remains something of cliche among scientists, but for 
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Ward, and many in his generation, the scientific insight provided a way to 
connect two competing branches of biology: study of the developed 
(adult) and the undeveloped (embryonic) forms of animal life. Darwin 
was the great biologist of developed life-forms; Haeckel, Ward argued in 
his review, was the biologist of embryonic life. 

Haeckel’s ideas on natural evolution initially developed from his work 
on cell morphology. For Haeckel, the publication of Darwin’s work in 
1859 helped him crystallize his thoughts about evolutionary theory, and 
by the early 1860s he incorporated natural selection into his science 
and philosophy generally. His work on Darwinian theory gained him im- 
mense fame in Germany and abroad as well, and he became a kind of 
apostle for Darwinian theory in Europe. But his scientific studies also 
demonstrate the complex uses of “Darwinism” in the mid-nineteenth 
century. Many scientists incorporated Darwin’s theory into their own but 
they never fully accepted all the implications of Darwinian evolution, or 
fully believed that natural selection was the mechanism of change in na- 
ture. Haeckel’s work was typical in this respect combining elements of 
Darwin’s theory with his own interpretation of evolution, built very much 
on the earlier theories of French thinker and zoologist Jean-Baptiste 
Lamarck. Moreover, Haeckel believed in the linear and continual pro- 
gression of evolution, offering a sense of purpose in the ways of nature 
where Darwin offered no purpose at all. This philosophical monism- 
which Haeckel later raised to a pseudoreligion-has marked him accord- 
ing to some historians as one of the early predecessors of totalitarian 
thinking, but what attracted Ward to Haeckel’s work was his work in sci- 
ence and his broad pos i t i~ ism.~~ 

Haeckel, Ward felt, was even ”more Darwinistic than Darwin him- 
self.”71 It was Haeckel more than any other scientist who perceived the 
connection between Darwin’s theory of development in the animal king- 
dom and the development of humans. Ward‘s pamphlet surveyed the his- 
tory of evolutionary theory as it affected Haeckel’s work beginning with 
Erasmus Darwin (Charles’s grandfather) and tracing a story of increasing 
knowledge and understanding throughout the nineteenth century. 
Haeckel was also a strident critic of religion and religious theories of cre- 
ation and Ward fully accepted Haeckel’s version of evolutionary devel- 
opment. Haeckel’s monism, Ward argued, was ”a cosmogony that is 
bound together throughout by an unbroken chain of mechanically de- 
pendent phenomena. . . . This class [of philosophers] has formed in all 
ages and countries the progressive and reformatory element of 
mankind.”” 

In addition to the identification of cause in natural development 
Haeckel helped Ward to understand the theory of Lamarckian evolution. 
Jean-Baptiste Lamarck, born in the midst of the French Enlightenment in 
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1744, was a renowned French naturalist, one of the leading thinkers of the 
later Enlightenment. In the early nineteenth century, he published impor- 
tant biological studies arguing that organisms passed on changes that oc- 
curred in their lifetime to their offspring. Lamarck‘s argument was one of 
the earliest evolutionary theories and one of the earliest theories of ge- 
netic transmission. In the late nineteenth century, Lamarck’s ideas became 
central to debate about germ theory, genetic science, and evolution in gen- 
eral. Ward always remained a supporter of Lamarck in the many debates 
he participated in during the 1880s and 1890s. Instead of an entirely nat- 
uralistic competition as envisioned by Darwin’s theory of natural selec- 
tion, Ward’s reading of Lamarck and Haeckel helped him to conclude that 
the right environmental conditions produced stable and continuous evo- 
lutionary progress-regardless of competitive forces. The combination of 
Haeckel and Lamarck offered Ward a Darwinism without the probability 
inherent in natural selection; it offered change with purpose rather than 
the potential for chaos. Moreover, it meant that what scientists witnessed 
in the chaos of nature had no place in social development. The connec- 
tions that scientists were beginning to make between nature and culture 
could not adequately be drawn, according to Ward. Man had the ability 
to control environment and hence shape evolutionary development. This 
connection to social development and change was inchoate at this point 
in Ward’s career but it was clear, and he would make it one of the driving 
forces of his book as he rewrote the manuscript. 

By the late 1870s, Ward had established a minor career for himself as a 
scientific writer and botanist. He continued to work with Rose on a botan- 
ical guide for the city of Washington and hoped to secure wider publica- 
tion than he had with his work on Haeckel. Through his connection to 
Powell, he gained increased access to Washington’s scientific and intellec- 
tual leadership; some of those he befriended became his companions on 
the “botanizing” excursions around the Washington, D.C., area. Even 
more important than these friendships, however, was Ward‘s participa- 
tion in the organizational activities of the scientific community in Wash- 
ington. The Potomac-Side Naturalists Club was just the first of a long 
series of associations established by intellectuals in the city: literary soci- 
eties, scientific and intellectual organizations, and social organizations 
frequented by members of the scientific community. A wide range of 
scientists and intellectuals in the city decided in the 1870s to form associ- 
ations designed to further scientific work in the city. Ward joined the 
Washington Philosophical Society and listened at the group’s meetings in 
the old Ford’s Theatre to the speeches and papers delivered on a wide va- 
riety of scientific and philosophic subjects: the work of Darwin, Spencer, 
Mill, Comte, and others; ethnographic essays on foreign civilizations and 
national customs; philosophical debates about individualism, socialism, 
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democracy, and other subjects. Major Clarence E. Dutton, one of the city’s 
leading geologists in the late nineteenth century and Ward’s and Powell’s 
close friend, recalled that these meetings were places of great intellectual 
accomplishment despite the bare surroundings of an uncomfortable and 
infamous old theater. Another member of the city’s scientific associations, 
Henry S. Pritchett, recalled that the scientific men of the city were a hard- 
working and committed lot: ”There were no rich people,” Pritchett 
recalled, ”everybody had his daily work in some department of the gov- 
ernment.”” 

In November 1878, Powell invited Ward to his home at 910 M Street in 
Washington to join a group of city leaders, scientists, and social reformers 
to discuss the possibility of forming another scientific society. The Wash- 
ington Philosophical Society, they felt, did not fully encompass enough of 
the city’s scientific work. It was an auspicious occasion for Ward to be in- 
vited to Powell’s home; in addition to Powell, many of the other major 
intellectuals in the city were involved in the meeting, including Henry 
Adams, John Hay, Grove Karl Gilbert, Dutton, and others. Shortly after 
this first meeting, the group formed the Cosmos Club as a social organi- 
zation to tie together the national capital’s scientific associations. It was to 
become one of Ward‘s major social organizations for the rest of his life, the 
place where he sought conversation, study, and the chance to let others 
hear his ideas. 

Under John Wesley Powell’s leadership the scientific associations of 
Washington, D.C., became major voices for scientific policy and major 
sources for the production of scientific work in the nation. Before the 
emergence of research universities, which were just forming throughout 
the country, Washington’s scientific community represented one of the 
nation’s major training grounds for science and scientific policy in the late 
nineteenth century. Washington was becoming a ’(national seminary of 
learning.” Ward recognized the importance of the scientific work being 
done in the city, and he joined all of the organizations that formed the core 
of the city’s growing scientific establishment. In an essay he wrote in 1877 
on the subject of the federal government’s legislative responsibilities, he 
briefly outlined the contributions of state involvement in economic and 
social affairs. He advocated the creation of a central collecting agency that 
was to serve as the center for all the nation’s production and distribution 
of goods and resources. “The true function of legislation,” he insisted, ”is 
to remove all obstructions from . . . social movements and to cause their 
free operation to effect the least possible injury to public and private in- 
terest~.’’~~ Enlarge the functions of the government research bureaus, 
Ward argued, and the nation can reform its social ills. 

Invigorated by the work he had done in science since the middle 1870s, 
Ward longed to become a major participant in Washington’s scientific 
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community. He continued to work on his manuscript throughout the late 
1870s in hopes that it would provide the means to reach the city’s scien- 
tific and intellectual establishment; he wanted the book to define his 
growing commitment to the principle that the national government 
served as the nation’s intellectual and political center. Ward told Powell 
about his book in January 1879, just after the creation of the Cosmos Club, 
because he knew that he needed Powell’s assistance if he was to secure a 
publisher for the lengthy manuscript. 

Powell invited Ward to accompany him to the annual meeting of the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science held in St. Louis in 
the spring of 1879, an honor for the young scientist to be able to travel 
again with the well-known Powell. Ward’s friendship with Major Powell 
was key to establishing his relationship to the Washington scientific com- 
munity as a whole. It was his entry into a world of power and influence 
in Washington, one that did not depend on wealth or lineage to prosper. 
This was an elite of knowledge and training and intellect. Ward wanted 
his work to speak to these scientists, intellectuals, and reformers but he 
still desperately desired a more secure place in this scientific community, 
away from the work of the Bureau of Statistics. By the early 1880s he got 
his chance. 

With the work of the surveys officially over, Congress decided to com- 
bine their efforts into one uniform civilian division in 1879. Powell sug- 
gested that this new United States Geological Survey be directed by one 
of the four survey leaders, and one of the nation’s leading scientific intel- 
lects, Clarence King. In addition, Congress had given Powell the power 
and money to create the Bureau of American Ethnology in order to study 
the Native American peoples of North America, and Powell situated this 
bureau within the confines of the Smithsonian Institution. Within less 
than two years Clarence King, never much for the management work of a 
major federal agency, tired of the work and wanted out. In 1881, Powell 
took over the reigns at the United States Geological Survey. Soon this high 
place of American science was to become Ward‘s intellectual home for 
most of the rest of his life. 
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Restless Skepticism, 
1880-1883 

y 1880, Lester Ward had settled comfortably into the intellectual life of B Washington, D.C., joining all the scientific organizations that he could, 
participating in the forums and discussions about science, philosophy, 
and social reform that they held each and every week. Although for the 
moment he was still tied to his job in the Bureau of Statistics, Ward’s rela- 
tionship to the intellectual community in Washington had altered his ca- 
reer since the middle 1 8 7 0 ~ ~  driving him to scientific work and prompting 
him to rewrite the book that he had laid aside for nearly five years. Wash- 
ington scientists clustered around organizations including the Smithson- 
ian Institution, the Philosophical Society, the Biological Society, the 
Anthropological Society, and the Cosmos Club, all dedicated to the pro- 
duction, discovery, and expansion of scientific knowledge. Ward was a 
member of all these organizations.* 

The scientists in Washington, men like Ward and John Wesley Powell, 
believed they were following in the footsteps of the Revolutionary gener- 
ation and were deeply committed to what they believed were the republi- 
can goals to expand and disseminate knowledge to the entire country. 
Earlier plans, such as George Washington’s and Joel Barlow’s vision of a 
national university, and John Quincy Adams’s proposal for centering edu- 
cational activity at the nation’s capital, had long been neglected. But with 
the powerful centralizing forces of the Civil War, Washington scientists’ 
felt, it was now possible to bring these early visions to reality. In the post- 
war world and the aftermath of Reconstruction, no question seemed more 
important to these scientists than gathering data to record the growth 
of the nation and point the direction for the future. Rapid economic 
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expansion, conflict between capital and labor, industrial growth, corporate 
organization-all the hallmarks of America’s Gilded Age-justified the ex- 
pansion of govemment power in various fields: science, economic regula- 
tion, land distribution and management, irrigation in the West, protection 
for Native Americans, and national funding for educational initiatives. 
George Brown Goode, director of the National Museum in the 1880s and 
1890s, recounted the history of these developments, highlighting the 
uniqueness of Washington’s scientific community in the years immedi- 
ately following the Civil War: ”No one will question that the results of its 
work have been far wider than those which its annual reports attempt to 
show forth. . . . The material results of the scientific work of the Govern- 
ment. . . undoubtedly surpass in all extent all that had been accomplished 
during the previous hundred years of the independent existence of the na- 
tion. . . the attitude of our Government toward scientific and educational 
enterprises is every year becoming more and more in harmony with the 
hopes of the Founders of our Republic.”2 

Powell was the acknowledged leader of these scientists. More than any 
other member of the intellectual community in the capital city, Powell de- 
fined its purposes and provided the political leadership needed to gain a 
foothold in the growing government bureaucracy of postwar Washington. 
And it was Powell who most clearly defined the connection between the 
production of knowledge and government. In 1879, the year the Congress 
established the Geological Survey and named Powell as the director of the 
Bureau of American Ethnology, Powell had defined the purpose of science 
and philosophy as asking how and why about human behavior and insti- 
tutions. “In the production of philosophy, phenomena must be discerned, 
discriminated, classified. . . . A philosophy will be higher in the scale, nearer 
in the truth, as the discernment is wider, the discrimination nicer, and the 
classification better.”3 

In a speech at the Anthropological Society of Washington in the winter 
of 1882, ”Outlines of Sociology,” Powell discussed the kind of organiza- 
tional efforts in which the Washington scientists engaged. Sociology as a 
science of human society had three main branches of study: the constitu- 
tion of the state, the structure of government, and the regulative function 
of law. He defined the state as broadly as possible and made it synony- 
mous with ”society”; the connection between state and government was 
a ”plexus of organizations.” These organizations served as integral parts 
of an ordered society: ”Men are organized into societies for religious, 
charitable, educational, industrial, and other ends,” he concluded. “These 
organizations . . . do not constitute a part of government, but they form 
part of the state and must necessarily be considered in the plan of the 
state.” The lines between the government and these quasi-public research 
organizations, he argued, were permeable and ever shifting. The job of so- 



1880-1 883 111 

ciology as a science was to understand the regulative functions of the var- 
ious organizations composing ~ociety.~ But Powell had little interest in 
writing sociology. He gave his attention to ethnography, anthropology, 
and geology, and dedicated himself completely to these projects in the 
early 1880s. 

This connection between government and the state had important uses 
in political ideology in the late nineteenth century. By arguing that these 
organizations and the government were part of the same broad organiza- 
tion, Washington intellectuals believed that these organizations could be 
regulated by the government. Since the state was composed of various or- 
ganizations, only the national government could offer a centralizing hand 
for information gathering and coordination of efforts at reform. Anything 
less would be a haphazard, inconsistent, and ultimately unsuccessful ef- 
fort at reform and would halt the progress of American democratic insti- 
tutions. Powell knew this to be true about western lands, and Ward as 
well as others in Powell’s charge recognized that there were broader im- 
plications for this view of the state for a whole host of reform objectives 
in the late nineteenth century. 

In many ways, in fact, it was Ward more than any other Washington in- 
tellectual who taught Powell about sociology and this new view of the 
state and its politics. Ward was to go much further than Powell in defin- 
ing sociology and in providing the kind of taxonomy and classification for 
the forces that shaped social development. He hoped to define sociology 
even more clearly than Powell and give it the structure he felt it needed 
to function as an important part of reforming society. As he rewrote his 
lengthy manuscript, Ward increasingly directed his work to the scientists 
and reformers in Washington. The original manuscript lacked this critical 
perspective; it also lacked a specific audience for its message of education 
and knowledge as the foundations for social reform. But the scientific as- 
sociations of Washington comprised a group of intellectuals dedicated to 
this idea, and Ward wanted his work to speak to their interests and con- 
cerns. 

He made his first public remarks about it at a meeting of the Anthro- 
pological Society of Washington in April 1880. In front of a crowd that in- 
cluded Powell, Spencer Baird, and other luminaries in the Washington 
intellectual community, Ward delivered a paper entitled “Pre-Social Man” 
based on his reading of Charles Darwin’s and Ernst Haeckel’s interpreta- 
tions of human descent. Ward revealed the changes he had made in his 
scientific ideas as he discussed the evolutionary development of the hu- 
man race, a view no longer dependent on the views of Louis Agassiz. The 
paper impressed Powell. In the presidential address delivered before 
the society later that year, Powell discussed the members’ lectures. He 
suggested that the kind of work Ward did in this short paper indicated the 
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true test of evolutionary philosophy: ”It is the test of a true philosophy 
that it lead to the discovery of facts, and facts . . . can only be discerned 
and discriminated by being relegated to their places in philosophy. The 
whole progress of science depends primarily upon this relation between 
knowledge and phil~sophy.”~ 

In the summer of 1880 Ward made his first remarks about the applica- 
tion of scientific knowledge to social reform, indicating the new direction 
of his book. In mid-August he left Washington to attend the annual meet- 
ing of the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) 
held in Boston. Ward delivered two papers on widely different topics at 
the conference: first, a paper on the evolution of plant life based on his ob- 
servations of fertilization read before the Biological Section of the AAAS; 
and, second, a paper analyzing the classification of ”forces” in social sci- 
ence read before the Anthropological Section of the AAAS. Colleagues in 
the scientific community praised Ward‘s first paper, particularly Dr. Ed- 
ward Cope, the well-known University of Pennsylvania scientist. Ward 
impressed Cope with his scientific work and asked him to publish it in the 
journal he edited, The American Naturalist. The friendship between the two 
men would not last long, however, since Cope despised Powell and 
wanted to destroy the power of the Geological Survey. But for now, Ward 
was pleased by the recognition he received for his work in natural sci- 
ence.6 

It was Ward’s second essay, ”Feeling and Function as Factors in Human 
Development,” that allowed him to provide public comments about his 
book. This essay dealt with the classification of social forces as they influ- 
enced the development of human society. His work in botany and pale- 
obotany, which identified science as primarily the classification and 
organization of observed data, strongly influenced his interpretation of 
social development. He borrowed from Auguste Comte the term ”social 
physics” to describe the duties of the scientist examining human devel- 
opment and society. The science of society, Ward argued, consisted in 
creating the correct taxonomy of social forces influencing social develop- 
ment. Ward emphasized the difference between ”function” in nature and 
“feeling” in society. Function, and nothing more, structured evolution in 
nature. In the natural world species only sought objects necessary for 
their own survival. 

But, Ward continued, there was a radical break between these forms of 
natural evolution and cultural life. Both feeling and function structured 
evolution in human society, and the social scientist needed to identify 
what ”feeling” meant in human development. Ward made only tentative 
attempts at this meeting to identify these forces of feeling and merely ar- 
gued that perhaps the mind must in some way be part of the process of 
evolutionary change in human societies. Social scientists at the very least 
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had to extend their realm of inquiry to include feelings and motivations 
as a categories of analysis: “With man . . . whose actions transform the en- 
tire face of the planet and lift him by rapid steps from one place of activ- 
ity and life to another, it becomes of the utmost importance that the true 
nature of his motives be scientifically under~tood.”~ 

Ward read the essay from the manuscript pages of his book. Edward L. 
Youmans, editor of The Popular Science Monthly and one of Herbert 
Spencer’s active supporters in the United States, also attended the Boston 
conference. Youmans already knew Ward‘s scientific work since he had 
published some of Ward‘s botanical essays in his magazine in the 1870s. 
When the two men met, Ward asked Youmans if he wanted to read the en- 
tire book. Youmans was interested and took the manuscript with him 
when he left the Boston conference. Ward’s work so impressed him that he 
offered him his assistance in securing a publisher for the manuscript. 
He suggested trying two publishing houses in New York City: Henry Holt 
and Company and the more established D. Appleton and Company. When 
Ward left Boston, he hoped his first book would soon be published.8 In a 
letter that he wrote to Youmans shortly after their meeting he asked about 
the status of the book and explained that he had even more ideas for fu- 
ture studies. ”I may now say that the present work is not all that I have 
contemplated writing. Indeed, it is properly only an introduction. . . . 
I have already begun collecting the materials for another work to be de- 
voted to the fundamental concepts of social and political s~ience.”~ 

Later that year Youmans sent him the bad news concerning his manu- 
script. The publishing houses in New York regarded the work as too 
“philosophical” a venture for them, too long and too radical for an un- 
known writer such as Ward. Ward agreed that his book was different from 
most current work in science and philosophy in the United States, but 
hoped that Youmans and the publishers could put aside their objections 
to the manuscript. Ward knew that there was similar work in England and 
Europe being done by social philosophers on the problems of scientific 
analysis of society and social structure. America, he believed, needed its 
own commentator even if he was a relative unknown. ”My work is in one 
respect wholly unlike anything that has thus far made its appearance on 
this side of the Atlantic,” he wrote in response. ”[Both] the objection that 
my ’peculiar views have not become matters of criticism or any public 
cognizance’ and that they ‘should have been promulgated in part at least 
and brought under fire so as to awaken some preliminary interest before 
issuing so comprehensive a system’ . . . I am quite unable to satisfactorily 
meet.” Ward pointed out that he had tried to publish his ideas in The 
North American Review and in The Journal of Speculative Philosophy but both 
journals had turned down his work. The large publishing houses were his 
last chance to express his ideas publicly.’O 
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Despite the disappointing rejection of the book, Ward continued to 
improve his manuscript, and at least in some ways tried to meet the ques- 
tions and criticisms that Youmans raised. Instead of abandoning the proj- 
ect, he decided that he needed to expand its analysis even further. He was 
helped in this effort by changes at the Geological Survey. In 1881, Powell 
replaced Clarence King as the director of the Survey. He soon brought 
Ward on board to study botany and paleobotany at the Survey and serve 
as honorary curator of the National Museum’s collection of plants. Ward 
thus became one of the first scientists to study the fossil history of plants 
in the United States, a “fossil hunter” as he and other paleontologists were 
known, and his studies and the collections he gathered over thirty years 
of work provided the foundation for the discipline’s future. By the late 
188Os, he was a recognized and widely admired expert in his field, often 
consulted by scientists across the country and in Europe for nomenclature 
and identification of collected specimens.l’ 

Ward was ecstatic to leave the confines of the Bureau of Statistics, fi- 
nally obtaining a position as a scientist working for the national interest. 
He accepted Powell’s offer with great anticipation and excitement; he had 
left, he said, ”the treadmill of statistics . . . [for] the greatest scientific or- 
ganization that has ever existed on American soil.”I2 Since the mid-1870s 
he had sought a secure position in science and scientific inquiry and a se- 
cure place within the capital city’s intellectual community of scientists 
and reformers. He had finally succeeded when he moved over to the Sur- 
vey. ”The change was so intensely agreeable to me,” he recalled, ”that I 
plunged into my new work and almost forgot about the old book.”13 He 
did not forget for long. The move to the Geological Survey offered Ward 
the time (and the company) that he needed to revise his manuscript and 
find the appropriate avenue for publication. Within a year of his arrival at 
the Survey, he was ready to publish his now massive tome. 

The Geological Survey offered a nurturing environment for Ward’s 
work and his ideas. From there, he could make more connections in the 
scientific community and test his ideas about science. In 1881, for exam- 
ple, with the help of Spencer Baird and the Smithsonian Institution, he fi- 
nally published his catalog of the flora of the District of Columbia based 
on the botanical work he had done in the 1870s. The book covered the 
methods of botanical collection and cataloging and provided the amateur 
collector with a guide to local flora. Rose Ward had done so much work 
with him, patiently cataloging and preserving the flowers they collected, 
that Lester Ward considered making her a coauthor, but she politely 
refused. 

He aimed his guide at the scientists in Washington, reflecting the im- 
portant popular need for scientific information: ”The popularization of 
science is now a leading theme of scientific men. To accomplish this cer- 
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tain branches of culture must first become a part of liberal culture. . . . It 
should be the acknowledged work of educationalists to make science 
fashionable and call to their aid [the] powerful social sentiments in de- 
manding the recognition of its legitimate claim~."'~ He emphasized the 
importance of Washington to national science when he read parts of 
the guide to the members of the Washington Philosophical Society in Jan- 
uary 1881. "The city of Washington," he concluded in his botanical guide, 
"is coming more and more a center, not only of scientific learning and re- 
search, but also of art and every form of liberal culture. . . . Science and 
culture must go hand in hand. Culture must become more scientific, 
and science more ~ultured."'~ 

Ward's friendships with Washington scientists such as Powell, Baird, and 
Goode, as well as his contact with the scientific organizations of the city, 
also helped him to reformulate his ideas. His office at the Smithsonian's sec- 
ond building, known as the Arts and Industries Building, recently built to 
house the collections of the Philadelphia Centennial and the staff of the Na- 
tional Museum, stood next door to the red-brick tower of the main build- 
ing. He was only a short walk from the Library of Congress where he could 
do research and reading in science and philosophy for the major revisions 
of his manuscript. He was located in the middle of a community of com- 
mon thinkers all dedicated to the idea that the nation's capital must be the 
center of intellectual and scientific work in the United States. 

In the summers of 1881 and 1882 Ward traveled in the West, conducting 
his scientific work for the Survey in botany and paleobotany. This was im- 
portant work for him and for the nation since the scientists at the Survey 
believed that the natural history of the whole continent was their respon- 
sibility to discern. Whenever possible he continued to work on the book 
bringing notebooks with him to jot down ideas as they came to him. Pow- 
ell's liberal policy of letting him work on his manuscript even while on 
Survey time was a great help. "Major Powell was very liberal in his ideas 
of official duty," Ward later recalled. "With him it was all for science and 
the public good.""j 

It remains something of a mystery exactly why Powell was quite so lib- 
eral in his attitude toward Ward. Some members of the Geological Survey 
who knew both men were to later complain of Powell's indulgence and 
favoritism toward Ward. They complained about the time Ward spent on 
activities outside the scientific work of the Survey but none of this ever 
bothered Powell. He appreciated Ward's philosophical work "He knew I 
was preparing my manuscript there," Ward later remembered, "and 
would come into my room and discuss all matter of The two 
men were quite close personally and intellectually. Powell liked Ward's 
synthetic notions of science and his belief that knowledge could play a 
key role in shaping public policy in the United States. The depth of their 
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friendship is clear in an essay Ward read at the Anthropological Society in 
March 1881, ”Politico-Social Functions.” The essay extended some of the 
work that he had done the year before on ”feeling and function,” and it 
went further than Powell had gone in discussing the study of society a 
few years before. He tackled inherited notions of government in the 
United States and challenged reformers to reconsider the nature of their 
understanding of social science. 

Ward attacked what he called the war between theory and practice in 
American social reform. In doing so, he entered into a debate that had 
torn apart the Financial Division of the American Social Science Associa- 
tion (ASSA) over the nature and purposes of political economy. American 
reformers, especially those involved in antebellum reform movements, 
had founded the ASSA in 1865 as a way to gather all kinds of social 
thinkers and intellectuals in one national organization. The purpose was 
to apply practical techniques of data gathering to solve social problems 
such as poverty and the problems of the ”laboring classes.” The organi- 
zation was divided into a variety of divisions including Finance, Educa- 
tion, Social Economy, Jurisprudence, Public Health, and others that were 
added as the association saw fit. The ASSA represented an early form of 
professional development for the social sciences before the establishment 
of professional training in universities. Established in the age before aca- 
demic disciplinary specialization, the ASSA was to eventually collapse in 
the late nineteenth century because of the creation of new and more spe- 
cialized professional organizations in the social sciences such as the 
American Economic Association, the American Political Science Associa- 
tion, and the American Sociological Association. But in the early 1880s, 
ASSA was the main organization for those interested in social science and 
the ways society might solve the problems of postwar America. 

These men and women were the ”genteel reformers” of the Gilded Age: 
well-bred, well-educated, and dedicated to liberal reform causes. They in- 
cluded among their number the leading lights of late-nineteenth-century 
political thought, such as civil service reformer George Curtis, journalist 
Richard Watson Gilder, and Harvard College president Charles Eliot Nor- 
ton, among others. They were above all reformers who despised corrup- 
tion in government, believed that civil equality should reign in American 
politics, and argued that free labor had to be the basis for the economic 
and political progress of the nation. But their commitments to laissez-faire 
individualism and their fears of the growing power of labor and working- 
class movements in the late nineteenth century checked their tendencies 
to seek broader social reforms. Moreover, as far as Ward was concerned, 
they were all wrong when it came to fears about labor and their beliefs 
that economic competition in the unregulated market could possibly 
achieve the national progress that they professed to support. 
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Ward was never a member of the ASSA, in part because of his dedication 
to the natural sciences and contact with groups such as the American As- 
sociation for the Advancement of Science. He was convinced that natural 
science served as the basis for the study of society. But he knew of ASSA's 
work and followed the debates and arguments that took place within the 
organization. By the 1870s, the ASSA Financial Division served as the head- 
quarters for laissez-faire economists such as William Graham Sumner, one 
of the leaders of the section for most of the decade, who generally rejected 
any innovation or interference by government and reformers as tinkering 
with the natural balance of the economic system. The arguments between 
laissez-faire economists and younger colleagues such as Henry Carter 
Adams and Richard Ely, who believed in a "historical economics" arguing 
that history (not the invisible hand of the marketplace) shaped economic 
practices and the state, created deep discord among ASSA's members.I8 

Gilded Age economic and social theory, as these young insurgents well 
knew, was a rather sad affair in the late 1870s and early 1880s. The influ- 
ence of laissez-faire conceptions of economic practice not only dominated 
the leadership of the ASSA's Financial Division, it also filtered into the 
public mind through popular magazine literature such as E. L. Godkin's 
The Nation, which provided a forum for these individualist interpretations 
of social change. It was a major strain of liberal social thought in the late 
nineteenth century and one that has had a profound impact in shaping 
the liberal tradition in the twentieth century; in particular, the support for 
corporate capitalism as the foundation for national success. These liberals 
did fear monopoly power and corruption in business but they still be- 
lieved that the path to national power and success for the United States 
after the Civil War lay in the direction of marketplace competition. 

The younger economists challenged the economic and social basis of 
the laissez-faire economist's work. In their critiques of these genteel re- 
formers, the younger economists frequently caricatured laissez-faire as 
dominant within their work, and the reformers themselves were charac- 
terized as desiring no social reform at all. Still, the younger economists 
were correct in challenging the basis of their reform commitments in the 
face of the rapid economic and political changes in the 1870s and 1880s. 
A number of critical voices had already added to this growing chorus of 
criticism in the late 1870s. Books such as Henry George's Progress and 
Poverty offered a harsh critique of the current state of American monetary 
and social conservatism. The growing Social Gospel movement also pro- 
vided an evangelical alternative to the laissez-faire faith in letting society 
alone, offering a religious alternative to competitive capitalism and the 
hope of faith and social betterment for suffering humanity. 

Ward's essay entered into this fray, opening with a close examination of 
efforts at government regulation in Europe. Since the United States was 
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part of a broader trans-Atlantic world, he argued, reformers should seek 
to examine what contemporaries in Europe were trying to achieve. He ar- 
gued that the hostility toward regulation in the United States was unique 
in the Western world. ”Reform with them [i.e., genteel reformers and 
laissez-faire economists] means simply a halt and reversal of prevailing 
tendencies.” Although they believed that their ideas were innovative, 
laissez-faire advocates essentially clung to antiquated notions of political 
economy and social development. Ward recommended an activist ap- 
proach to government: ”Society needs less to be told that it is doing 
wrong,” he admonished, “than to be shown what it is really doing.”19 

The basic problem with political economy in the United States was a 
definition of government that focused on the individual rather than the 
larger social purposes of regulation. This was the basic problem with 
the liberalism of the genteel reformers and their economic thinking. Since 
they based their notions on protection of individual freedoms from the 
tyrannical hand of government, they had no idea what was actually hap- 
pening in contemporary America. What is really happening in society, 
Ward argued, “[is] that the immediate creators of wealth-the bone and 
sinew of labor-are, in nearly all cases, poor, while princely fortunes 
fall. . . to the class, who, far removed from all the objects of production or 
exchange, busy themselves solely with the medium of exchange, with the 
mere transfer of entries representing the value of commodities produced 
and exchanged.”20 This rendering of the value of labor was deeply felt. 
Ward could not understand the hostility to the poor and defenseless that 
so many reformers seemed to display since Ward viewed a fight against 
monopoly power as the heritage of the antebellum fight against the slave 
power. 

Ward sketched in brief form his version of a producerist 
commonwealth-ne that differed significantly from classical political 
economy. His producerism was essentially an ethic of self-reliance, a cele- 
bration of labor and the value of work writ large for the national stage. The 
ideal originated in his understanding of an older artisanal republicanism 
and his experience with manual work and poverty in the years before the 
Civil War. Antimonopoly was his leading theme-efforts at reform, he told 
his audience, should certainly be directed to preserve a level of self-reliance 
within a larger social system. But in direct contrast to laissez-faire contem- 
poraries, Ward warned that the old liberal ethic of individualism and self- 
reliance was no longer enough in the postwar world. Although he did look 
back to an older free labor definition of the value of work with some nos- 
talgia, Ward added to this democratic faith a collectivism inherited from his 
experience in the bureaucratic world of postwar Washington and his ser- 
vice to the country in the Union Army. What society needed was planning, 
clear direction for the wayward tendencies of rapid industrial change. This 
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is what was happening in Britain and Europe. This was the direction of late- 
nineteenth-century social and political thought. 

The word he coined for the new kind of government and political econ- 
omy required by postwar America was ”sociocracy.” Sociocracy differed 
from both individualist democracy and socialism yet preserved the best 
of both worlds. ”Sociocracy stands opposed only to the absence of a reg- 
ulative system, and is the symbol of positive social action as against the 
negativism of the dominant laissez-faire school of politico-economic doctri- 
naires. It recognizes all forms of government as legitimate and, ignoring 
form, goes to the substance, and denotes that. . . it is the duty of society 
to act consciously and intelligently, as becomes an enlightened age, in the 
direction of guarding its own interests and working out its own des- 
tiny.”21 This is why the relationship between state and government was so 
important to the Washington intellectuals. All of the nation’s social 
organizations needed to be part of this effort to act together to achieve so- 
cial change and progress. And the only part of society that could ade- 
quately lead this effort was the national government. 

Members of Ward’s own family also shared in this faith in knowledge, 
reform, and the productive value of labor. Erastus Ward was an aboli- 
tionist like all the Ward family and he died in fighting for slavery’s de- 
struction. Cyrenus Ward carried the family’s reform heritage and interest 
in social causes even further than Lester. After the failure of the wagon- 
hub factory in Towanda, Cyrenus Ward worked as a mill hand, factory 
operative, and farm worker in northeastern Pennsylvania. He also tried to 
serve in the Union Army-just as his brothers Lester and Erastus did- 
but was unable to because of a factory injury to his hand. By 1862-63 he 
made his way with his family to New York City, originally hoping to get 
a position in the Union Navy. He eventually found work as a dockman for 
the Brooklyn Navy Yard. In Brooklyn, Cyrenus became heavily involved 
in the politics of labor unions and working-class reform, potent issues on 
New York‘s docks in the 1860s. By the mid-l860s, he was a leading mem- 
ber of the young socialist reform movement in New York City, the New 
Democracy. His writing for labor publications, and his active organiza- 
tional work, attracted the attention of Horace Greeley, editor of the New 
York Tribune, who soon asked him to travel to Europe to cover working- 
class politics and the formation of the Communist Party by Karl Marx and 
Friedrich Engels. 

By 1870, Cyrenus Ward joined Marx and Engels in the International 
Workingmen’s Association (The First International); and while he was in 
Europe, French officials arrested him as a spy during the Franco-Prussian 
War, activities that Lester Ward reported on in his magazine, The Icono- 
clast. At the Hague Congress of the First International, delegates elected 
Cyrenus to the Council, one of the few Americans given the honor. After 
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the demise of the First International, he ran as a Social Labor Party candi- 
date for Congress from Brooklyn in 1878. In his books, The New Idea and 
A Labor Catechism of Political Economy, both published in the 1870s, 
Cyrenus Ward sketched a commonwealth of state-owned industry and 
production offering all the laborers of the nation the hope of wealth 
and fortune; the ethical basis of his producerist paradise shared a similar 
origin to Lester Ward’s own and also shared a similar outlook to the so- 
cialist collectivism of later radical leaders such as Eugene Debs. In the 
early 1880s, as Lester Ward rewrote his own book, Cyrenus Ward pub- 
lished a Socialist newspaper in New York City, Voice of the People, until he 
ran out of money in 1884. Lester Ward used his connections in Washing- 
ton to get Cyrenus a job first at the Geological Survey and then at the Bu- 
reau of Statistics, where he remained until the turn of the century.22 

Another brother, Lorenzo Ward, the eldest of the Ward children, also 
shared in this democratic reform tradition. Lorenzo had remained in Iowa 
after Justus Ward’s death, married, and maintained the land that his fa- 
ther had tried to cultivate so unprofitably. Lorenzo Ward was quite suc- 
cessful in the years following the Civil War. He wrote to Lester Ward 
appreciatively about his scientific approach to social problems and social 
philosophy, but he also had his own strongly felt political convictions. He 
was a leading member of the Greenback Party in his county in Iowa, 
heavily involved in farmer’s cooperatives and the politics of farm finance 
in the 1870s and 1880s. Local residents found him ”a man of great ability 
and a leader in his community, in an intellectual point of view. He is not 
only one of the first citizens in the county in point of time of settlement 
but [also] in point of citizen~hip.”~~ A fourth brother, Justin Loomis Ward, 
also gained from the reform tradition in his family, gravitating toward 
Methodist evangelism and temperance reform. He became a leading Pro- 
hibitionist Party candidate in local elections in Illinois. The inherited zeal 
for causes, which Lester Ward demonstrated in all his writing, was a 
shared family tradition. 

In many ways, when Ward wrote and spoke about labor, knowledge, 
and reform, he preached to the converted at the Anthropological Society 
of Washington. Most of the members of the society belonged to govern- 
ment bureaus fully engaged in collecting scientific and social information 
from around the country. Most were hostile to notions that their kinds of 
innovation in scientific governance were futile and wrongheaded, and 
they were equally hostile to the laissez-faire economists’ reliance on clas- 
sical political economy and the evolutionary philosophy of Herbert 
Spencer. After taking control of the Geological Survey in 1881, Powell 
quickly assembled a group of men who slowly developed ideas about the 
extensive uses of science in making government policy and expanding 
government power. 



1880-1 883 121 

Ward’s ”sociocracy” fit well with their ideas and their experiences. At 
the meeting where Ward read his paper, Powell spoke at length about 
Ward’s ideas, demonstrating their close intellectual kinship. ”Former at- 
tempts at government regulation were impracticable, because they 
sought to control opinion,” Powell responded. “The form of control now 
exercised is of a very different kind, and it is practicable and effective.” 
Powell utilized his own notion of the organizations that composed the 
state, praising Ward‘s criticism of the older political economy and his 
understanding of the new needs of the postwar world. Uncontrolled de- 
velopment of industry was appropriate, Powell argued, until it became 
monopoly: “[Ward] showed that the natural evolution of industry was 
legitimate and harmless so long as it was confined . . . to simple differ- 
entiation, but when the differentiated parts commenced to become 
integrated, there arose grave social evils. [Ward] was not hostile to cor- 
porations, but held that they were the instruments through which nearly 
all the operations of society would eventually be performed. But they re- 
quire regulation. . . . [Tlhe principal work of legislation would ultimately 
be the adjustment of the relations of corporations to the public and to 
each other.”24 

The kind of social science Ward advocated was far different from the 
simplistic Baconian empiricism evident in his early scientific work and in 
the first three chapters of the unpublished manuscript. In an essay on Im- 
manual Kant’s philosophy, which he published in 1881, Ward identified a 
”vague consciousness” in society that rebelled against the arbitrary and 
impossible moral codes imposed by theological and teleological thinking. 
Social and natural development, he argued, were ”the product[s] of fixed 
mechanical laws,” and the job of science was to identify them.25 Classify- 
ing and cataloging the knowledge of scientific discovery had to take place 
within a grand systematic scheme of philosophy. Science was ”marching 
relentlessly forward, and re-claiming one field after another that had so 
long been given over to dogmatic conceptions, until there is now scarcely 
room to doubt that its conquest must ultimately be complete.”26 

Throughout 1882, Ward read portions of his work to the Anthropologi- 
cal Society and participated in debates about the nature and purpose of 
social knowledge, government regulation, and political economy.27 He 
also participated in other scientific societies showing off his debating skill 
and the knowledge of social science he had gained in the preparation of 
his book. At a May 1882 meeting of the Washington Philosophical Society 
Ward challenged a paper on the classification of sciences because of its ig- 
norance of Auguste Comte’s ideas. He wrote in his diary: 

Professor [Charles] Shields, a guest of Dr. Welling, gave us an elaborate pa- 
per on the classification of the sciences which was really nothing but Comte’s 
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hierarchy clothed up but scarcely improved. I took Spencer's little book 
along [on the Classification of Sciences], but it was of no use. At the close of the 
paper, after the chair had announced that remarks were in order, there was a 
long pause, no one seeming to have the courage to say anything. At length I 
got up and made probably the very best extemporaneous speech I ever 
made. Being perfectly au fait with the subject, I showed them that the system 
presented was essentially Comte's, pointed out Spencer's inconsistency, and 
made two telling criticisms on the paper itself. The speech was very warmly 
received and brought out Powell, Antisell, and others. At the close Dr. 
Welling congratulated me warmly and asked the privilege of introducing me 
to Prof. Shields. Dr. [Frank] Baker and I took a long walk. . . . He thought my 
speech was a magnificent take down."28 

Ward also published an essay that elaborated on his remarks made at 
the Anthropological Society, extending his commentary on the nation's 
political economy. In "The Scientific Basis of Positive Political Economy," 
he explicitly took on laissez-faire economics and again called for the de- 
velopment of a "positive" economic science. He distinguished between 
what he called an "animal (natural) economics" and a "human (social) 
economics." As a practicing scientist, he said, his work demonstrated that 
a competitive natural selection ruled development in nature. Moreover it 
had previously been the practice of society to follow the same competitive 
system: "In short, all the functions of society are performed in a sort of 
random, chance manner, which is precisely the reverse of economical, but 
wholly analogous to the natural processes of the lower organic 
These practices were not only harmful but a great waste of energy. The ar- 
gument that natural law was the governing force of social growth, Ward 
scoffed, "take[s] the form of a sort of nature worship."30 

In the place of this nature worship-a "primitive sort of religion"- 
Ward suggested that scientists study the development and place of the 
mind and feeling in human society. It was the actions of what he called 
the "conative faculty''-the active mind-that had the power to direct 
evolutionary development in human society. The job of a positive politi- 
cal economy was to identify and classify the forces of conation in social 
development. Ward made a tentative effort in this direction by identifying 
direct and indirect conation as the basic categories to follow. The first rep- 
resented the power of human feeling and emotion. The second, and more 
important, was indirect conation. Ward defined this force as the power of 
intellect and reason to control the first force. The most important princi- 
ple to gain from studying the evolutionary development of society was 
that the mind offered control over all social forces. Human interference, or 
"artificial invention" as Ward often called it, was the only method of suc- 
cess: "It is by artificially directing the otherwise random and useless, or 
harmful forces of nature into channels of human advantage that all wealth 
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is created.”31 Nature and natural law simply did not have absolute control 
over social growth. “All true progress springs from that restless skepti- 
cism which dares even to question the methods of 

Ward impressed Powell with his rethinking of the relationship among 
science, economics, and the study of social evolution. In late 1881 or early 
1882, Powell wrote D. Appleton and Company recommending that they 
reconsider their decision about Ward’s book. The publisher finally agreed 
when Ward offered to pay for the costs of p rod~c t ion .~~  He was able to af- 
ford publication because of the sale of the family house to Rose Ward’s 
sister, Sarah Comstock. Lester and Rose Ward remained in the house but 
paid rent to Sarah; this arrangement provided him with the cash he 
needed to publish the book-by the time he finished, the book had cost 
him over two thousand dollars. By the spring of 1882, Appleton finally be- 
gan production on Ward‘s lengthy manuscript.34 

On 6 November of that year, Edward L. Youmans asked Ward to attend 
a dinner honoring Herbert Spencer during his visit to the United States. 
Youmans asked if Ward could at least send a short essay if he could not 
attend the dinner, held at the famous Delmonico’s Restaurant in New 
York City. The cost of the dinner was twelve dollars plus the cost of train 
fare to New York City. Although he and Rose still struggled with debt de- 
spite the promotions Ward received at work, he did not want to miss this 
major intellectual and cultural event, especially since his lengthy book 
was finally at the publisher.35 

It was Spencer’s first and only visit to the United States, and he was 
scheduled to leave just days after the high-profile dinner party. When 
Spencer arrived in the United States on 21 August 1882, his admirers im- 
mediately took him on an extensive tour of the country. Crowds honored 
him in grand fashion at every stop during his trip. In New York, a few 
hundred of the most well-known American intellectuals gathered to 
honor him on the night of 9 November 1882. Youmans asked a number of 
Spencer’s admirers, including Professor William Graham Sumner, Carl 
Schurz, Professor Othniel C. Marsh, Professor John Fiske, and Reverend 
Henry Ward Beecher, to speak about the importance of the English 
philosopher’s work. Ward was in distinguished company. 

The dinner finished around 9:30 P.M., and, as a New York Times reporter de- 
scribed the scene, when the ”cigars were lit,” the speeches in honor of the 
English philosopher and social scientist Spencer spoke for a short 
time about the American character and his general impression of the pace of 
life in the country. The rest of the speeches honored Spencer as the founder 
of sociological theory and paid homage to his “genius” in organizing social 
thought in the nineteenth century. The great variety of participants indicated 
the importance of Spencer’s work to a broad range of Americans. Sumner, 
professor of political and social science at Yale University, spoke first and 
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honored Spencer as a mentor and the founder of sociology as a science 
solidly grounded in the principles of empiricism and fact gathering. Despite 
this praise, Sumner was no blind follower of Spencer’s work and did not 
share Spencer’s faith in synthetic scientific inquiry: “I have the feeling all the 
time, in studying and teaching sociology that I have not mastered it yet in 
such a way as to be able to proceed in it with good confidence in my own 
steps.” Sociology was still an infant science, Sumner told the audience, not 
yet ready to comprehend all social evolution and development. In the mean- 
time, he admitted, Spencer remained our best guide and the starting point 
for all discussion of the ~ubject.3~ 

The rest of the after-dinner speeches did not have Sumner’s seriousness 
of purpose; most of them were tributes to Spencer and no more. Carl 
Schurz, former secretary of the Interior under Rutherford B. Hayes and 
the editor of the New York Evening Post, spoke of the progress of science as 
a result of Spencer’s work. Othniel C. Marsh, one of the country’s leading 
paleontologists and also a professor at Yale, discussed Spencer’s impact 
on evolutionary theory. John Fiske, professor of philosophy at Harvard 
and probably the most devoted follower of Spencer’s work, gave a speech 
about the relationship between evolution and religion. Finally, Henry 
Ward Beecher, pastor of Plymouth Church in Brooklyn, spoke about the 
impact of Spencer and evolutionary theory on the ecclesiastical commu- 
nity. The dinner party ended shortly after these tributes because each of 
the speakers had taken so long. Ward was never able read his speech. 

It must have been difficult for him to sit through these speeches. For the 
last two years, he had been voicing stem criticism of laissez-faire ideas as 
he rewrote his book. Youmans, who was also unable to deliver any after- 
dinner remarks, agreed to publish Ward’s short speech in a volume cele- 
brating Spencer’s visit to the United States. Ward’s dinner speech, “The 
True Philosopher-The Highest Product of Evolution,” paid homage to 
Spencer as the founder of sociology and praised him as the most eminent 
social theorist of the second half of the nineteenth century. Spencer always 
remained an important influence on his thinking and was a constant pres- 
ence in all of the work he did. He felt a kinship with Spencer and argued 
that they were both quite similar. Neither Ward nor Spencer had come from 
an esteemed family or distinguished lineage, nor did either of them possess 
any special privileges within their society. They were both self-made and 
self-trained intellectuals: ”He represents no royal line of ancestors, bears no 
titles of honor from great states or institutions,” Ward said of Spencer, ”but 
occupies his present exalted place in the eyes of the world purely and solely 
through the force of his intelle~t.”~~ Ward might as well have described him- 
self. Spencer’s own eclectic educational background and successful intel- 
lectual labor were attractive qualities to Ward. As he himself had struggled 
against odds to achieve his own education, so too had Spencer. 
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The dinner guests must remember, Ward admonished, that they were 
there to honor Spencer’s mind and not the successes of the man. Spencer’s 
true influence as a philosopher was an attempt at ”the synthesis of extant 
knowledge.” But perhaps Spencerian evolution was not the end product 
of social theory in the nineteenth century. Maybe, Ward argued, there was 
more that social thinkers could say about the application of science to the 
solution of social problems. ”May it not be [that] in telling us what soci- 
ety is, and how it became such,” he concluded, ”[Spencer] had uncon- 
sciously pointed out the way in which it may be made better.” In building 
the science of sociology, Ward said, Spencer had pointed the way to the 
”art of Soci~cracy.”~~ In tone and purpose, Ward’s speech differed signifi- 
cantly from Sumner’s. Used in the correct ways Spencer’s philosophy 
pointed toward solutions to social problems, not toward ignorance of 
them. 

The ”restless skepticism” that Ward had advocated in approaching re- 
form and social science formed the core of his philosophic system in Dy- 
namic Sociology. He intended the book to correct the mistakes made in 
American social thinking after the Civil War and to ”derive certain fun- 
damental principles of social action . . . [that] guide the interference of 
man in the direction of social affairs and to the accomplishment of social 
ends.”40 The manuscript had by now been thoroughly rewritten and re- 
worked since Ward began writing in 1869; it barely resembled the original 
unpublished version, ”The Great Panacea.” Ward still retained the ethical 
imperatives he set down in the unpublished volume, especially his 
unswerving dedication to the education of all citizens in science and the 
universal application of scientific thinking to social problems. The foun- 
dation of cultural life, Ward argued, was knowledge. Only a system of 
thought that offered the possibility of understanding, organizing, and 
cataloging the knowledge of the world could offer the assurance of con- 
tinued progress and growth. 

Ward offered the most complete critique of liberal individualism and a 
vulgar social Darwinism published in the United States in the early 1880s. 
By the 1890s, many readers were to find the book the only voice systemati- 
cally crying out against the problems facing a nation emerging full blown 
into the industrial age. It also represents an ignored contribution to the lit- 
erature on new liberalism in the United States. Ward continued his dialogue 
with the genteel reformers’ ideas about political economy in this book, ex- 
panding the analysis of sociocracy that he had elaborated just a few years 
before. The book represents a tradition of social thinking that saw all the 
natural and social world as part of its purview; it was a polymath’s outlook 
on the relationship between social science and natural science. 

Dynamic Sociology reveals two key aspects of Ward‘s thinking. The first 
was highlighted by the Spencer dinner in 1882. Ward‘s book served as a 
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challenge to the strict empiricism and well-known liberal individualism 
of men such as Sumner. Ward and Sumner offered American social 
thinkers competing definitions of the possibilities of social science in fix- 
ing the problems of an industrializing democracy. Ward's ideas confused 
some readers, especially those who believed that laissez-faire and evolu- 
tionary philosophy went hand in hand in explaining American social life. 
Shortly after the book's publication, for example, a friend wrote William 
Sumner complaining about Ward's interpretation of social science and 
evolutionary philosophy: "To my surprise I find a writer whom I have 
supposed to be a follower of Herbert Spencer and an evolutionist writing 
a thoroughgoing argument in favor of the paternal theory of government. 
Where does he get any support for this theory in the doctrine of evolu- 
t i ~ n ? " ~ l  To those who read Ward's work closely and knew his political 
ideas the answer was clear. 

Ward's book also reveals the deep-seated ethical imperatives of self- 
reliance he gained from his experience in antebellum political culture; just 
beneath the surface of his science still lay a perfectionist faith in social re- 
form and an optimism about the possibilities for social change. The key to 
his project was defining the relationship between government and social 
progress, and demonstrating the uses of social knowledge. The postwar 
generation felt that the war between capital and labor was the great prob- 
lem of a democratic America-even as they differed on the solutions. In 
the same year that Ward published his book, for example, Henry George 
published Social Problems; Sumner published What  Social Classes O w e  Each 
Other; and a well-known Washington insider, John Hay, one of the origi- 
nal founders of the Cosmos Club, published a bitter antilabor novel enti- 
tled The Breadwinners. The problems of labor and capital received even 
more national attention with the hearings before Congress in mid-1883. 
The Senate Committee on Capital and Labor heard months of testimony 
from employers, managers, and workers on trade unions, the national 
economy, and the problems of corporate monopoly. Moreover, the rise of 
national labor organizations, first in the National Labor Union (which 
Cyrenus Ward participated in) and later the prominence and power of the 
Knights of Labor proved the importance of dealing with the relations of 
capital and labor for the nation. The problems of an industrializing de- 
mocracy were absolutely central to all political and social discussion of 
the early 1880s. 

Social science needed systematizing, Ward argued. In the hands of the 
ASSA and kindred organizations the science did not offer much for social 
change. He was hostile to the "mere fact-gatherers" of the scientific world, 
arguing that "classification, or 'systematization,' is . . . a less trivial oper- 
ation than some persons have intimated. It is the essential process of 
organization, and has for its real object to arrive at the true order which ex- 
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ists in the universe . . . [it] is the domain of law, of order, and the fertile 
field in which the great systematizers, theorizers, and organizers of the 
world find congenial ernpl~yment.”~~ Ward believed that what postwar 
America needed was an organized way to understand, catalog, and use 
social knowledge; the accumulation of such knowledge could serve as the 
foundation for the science of sociology and for solving the problems of an 
industrializing society.43 

Ward’s personal experience and faith in the power of scientific knowl- 
edge appeared throughout Dynamic Sociology. He later recalled that a bur- 
den had been lifted from his shoulders when his ideas finally became 
public. He had had a powerful sense of mission in writing his book that 
was evident throughout the entire manuscript. “No longer to be strained 
up to [the] pitch required in competing with the intellectual giants of the 
age. No longer to feel the responsibility of the world’s progress,” he re- 
called. ”I have uttered my thought, my warning, my protest; if society 
now fails to take its affairs into its own hands, if it relapses, I am no longer 
responsible as I should have felt. . . [if] I left my thought unuttered.”44 

Printing the book took a long time, in part because Ward insisted on 
making extensive changes on his page proofs. Ward’s advocacy of a new 
political economy, and his criticism of laissez-faire economic theory, 
greatly worried the publisher. Appleton’s editors approached Youmans to 
ask Ward to tone down some of his ideas, but Ward refused to change his 
argument. Youmans expressed similar concerns and wrote Ward that 
”what I have some fear of although it cannot probably be helped is 
that certain parties will be on the alert to make the most of some of your 
bolder and more extreme positions and thus create a prejudice in advance 
against the The book finally left the printer in late May 1883. 
”The great end which I have had in view for fourteen years is at last 
achieved,” he wrote in his diary. “It is certainly the proudest day of my 
life.”46 

A certain “labor of love” and necessity infuses Ward’s two-volume 
tome. He had worked on the volume for over fourteen years. The experi- 
ence of trying to gain an education as well as his years of service to the 
federal government were evident throughout the book. It also revealed 
the deep debt Ward owed to Powell both for his ideas and for his policy 
of allowing him write while he worked at the Geological Survey. He ded- 
icated the book to Powell, writing that his ”generous aid, warm words of 
encouragement, and friendly intercourse have sustained me in my pro- 
longed effort.”47 

Ward was convinced that an ”essential sterility” pervaded all work in 
social science, arguing that his book established the principle that science 
existed for the benefit of all human society; a proper understanding of 
social progress and reform could only be derived from scientific study. 
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Social progress was the theme that ran through both volumes. His per- 
fectionist goals for mankind and society rested on the wide distribution 
and expansion of the knowledge of science and nature. The directive 
force of scientific intellect, if imparted to ”suffering humanity” amelio- 
rated social ills and created social happiness. What social reformers 
needed to understand was the radical break between nature and culture, 
the break between competition in nature and cooperation in human soci- 
ety. “It will be shown . . . ,” he wrote in his introduction, ”that this 
swarming planet will soon see the conditions of human advancement ex- 
hausted, and the night of reaction and degeneracy ushered in, never 
again to be succeeded by the daylight of progress, unless something 
swifter and more certain than natural selection can be brought to bear 
upon the development of the psychic faculty. . . . The resources of the 
globe are not inexhaustible unless zealously husbanded by the delibera- 
tive foresight of enlightened intellect.” The only essential element of sys- 
tems of social change, Ward concluded, was ”the firm and unshakable 
conviction in the minds of the great mass of society that its success will 
have the effect of increasing human happiness and diminishing 

The work opens with a history of philosophic and scientific debate, fo- 
cusing on Auguste Comte’s and Herbert Spencer’s systems of philosophy 
and science, the background the reader needed in order to follow Ward‘s 
discussion of the principles of social science. The problem with previous 
discussions of social philosophy was the lack of a true scientist among 
those who wrote on social issues; social scientists needed to discover the 
proper ways to classify knowledge and order scientific facts. Ward uses 
many terms in the book to describe what sociologists study-animal ver- 
sus human economics, natural versus artificial selection, genetic (un- 
guided) versus telic (guided) evolution-but the thrust behind all of them 
is the divide between evolution in nature and evolution in society. The 
data that social science gathered are not derived from natural law but 
from social facts, things, and objects. The foundation for human knowl- 
edge rested on this scientific view of nature; the sociologist needed to pro- 
vide the proper taxonomic categories to study human life. 

The goal of social science is to provide the state and government with 
the data necessary to the proper functioning of the social order. Ward 
called this principle “attractive” or ”progressive” legislation-terms he 
defines very broadly to include all the functions of state, local, and na- 
tional governments. In some ways, Ward recognized that this had been the 
function of government for a long time despite the arguments of laissez- 
faire advocates to the contrary. Indeed, the recent discovery by historians 
of the history of government interference in the economy and the every- 
day lives of American citizens was well known to Ward. In addition, En- 
gland and especially European governments had also begun to take over 
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the reigns of various social responsibilities. State-run enterprises were 
common in all industrialized nations; public administration of postal af- 
fairs, police and fire departments, and other municipal systems was a 
commonplace activity in nineteenth-century America. He remained 
harshly critical of laissez-faire theorists who suggest that society should 
simply be left alone; man, Ward warned, must control the progress of so- 
ciety. Government legislation ”is an effort. . . to control the forces of a state 
as to secure the greatest happiness of its people.”49 But without the proper 
understanding of the forces shaping social and cultural evolution-forces 
that his book illuminated-all efforts at reform were doomed to failure: 
”Before progressive legislation can become a success, every legislature 
must become, as it were, a polytechnic school, a laboratory of philosophi- 
cal research into the laws of society and of human nature. No legislator is 
qualified to propose or vote on measures designed to affect the destinies 
of millions of social units until he masters all that is known of the sci- 
ence of society. Every true legislator must be a sociologist, and have his 
knowledge of that most intricate of all sciences founded upon organic and 
inorganic science.”50 The only proper way to achieve this knowledge is 
through national education-a state-run public school system centralized 
at the national capital. Ward dedicated the rest of his work to providing 
the scientific foundation for social science, and it became his benchmark in 
this first volume for examining the systematic philosophies of Auguste 
Comte and Herbert Spencer. 

Ward inherited from Comte the complete rejection of a compatibility 
between theology and positive science (i.e., knowledge of phenomena), as 
well as his doctrine of the hierarchy of sciences. Moreover, and perhaps 
more important, Ward gained the conviction that social progress required 
order. Science, not theology, provides the necessary direction for control- 
ling and understanding social progress. The hierarchy of sciences, as 
Comte defined them, became the defining characteristic of the scientific 
and educational system Ward constructs in Dynamic Sociology. In posi- 
tivism Ward found fixity and assurance, ”that which is . . . established as 
certain truth. It is the real, the known, the tangible or sensible in nature. 
The positive may be briefly defined as that which really exists, that which 
is positively true-what is. . . . All that has been gained toward the eleva- 
tion of society and toward securing the comforts and enjoyments of life 
has come from this source. . . . The essential accuracy of all this . . . can not 
now be doubted, and, for both the fact and for the form of its presentation, 
the world owes to Auguste Comte a debt of gratitude which its long neg- 
lect and tardy acknowledgment. . . have poorly repaid.”51 

Comte’s progressive hierarchy of sciences followed an increasing order 
of complexity, each a step in a series that constituted the building blocks of 
knowledge: mathematics, astronomy, physics, chemistry, biology, and, the 
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highest of all sciences, sociology. Knowledge was the unification of each 
step in the hierarchy so that the lower sciences provide the natural phe- 
nomena, or raw material and facts, that sociology utilizes for the creation 
and implementation of laws of social progress. Comte’s mysticism and his 
Religion of Humanity, which seemed to be the ideas of a man who had lost 
his sanity and intellectual clarity, never really attracted Ward. He preferred 
instead his Comte filtered through John Stuart Mill and argued that a 
properly interpreted Comtean science rejected laissez-faire philosophies of 
governance. Previously, social reformers rarely had used the knowledge 
of science and the hierarchy of sciences. The political result for society is 
“an ill-defined notion of the power to modify future events by means of 
legi~lation.”~~ 

Since sociology, the science of society, embraces the operations of nature 
as well as the actions of human society, combining both branches of socio- 
logical data produced a science of politics for social use: ”Comte . . . 
insists that the time will yet arrive when all the branches of sociology will 
be founded on the known and positive laws of its accurately observed and 
systematically co-ordinated phenomena, by the aid of which all the events 
of the future can be predicted with certainty, and all the true avenues of 
human progress laid out in Comtean categories of analysis 
provided Ward with the assurance he wanted from natural and social 
knowledge. Positivism attracted him not merely as a method for science but 
as the certainty of system and fact. 

In addition to positive and objective knowledge of science, and the hi- 
erarchical order of the sciences, Comte’s interest in education offered 
Ward a systematic philosophical basis for the ”panacea” that dominated 
the first version of his book. It provided a firm scientific basis for his 
ethic of self-reliance and artisanal idealism: ”Among the most eminently 
sound of all the doctrines contained in the works of Comte must be 
classed those upon the subject of education. . . . First of all . . . insisting 
that all education be positive in its nature, he demands that it be extended 
to all mankind, and no longer restricted to an imaginary aristocracy . . . 
the lower classes have greater need of a public education which their pri- 
vate means can not supply.” Moreover, Comte stressed that the acquisi- 
tion of knowledge, the way students actually learn information, proceeds 
in the order of the scientific hierarchy-with sociology, the most difficult 
and complex of the human sciences, having the highest and most impor- 
tant place in the system.54 

Ward’s own educational experience and his faith in the power of educa- 
tion as a panacea for social ills led him to reject one key element of 
Comtean positivism: the ideal of a scientific priesthood. Comte’s scientific 
priesthood not only seemed part of a mystical element of his thinking but 
also a fundamentally aristocratic notion. Ward called the creation of a sci- 
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entific priesthood a ”chimera.” Their “spiritual power to rule over all ques- 
tions” is an element of Comte’s thought easily discarded. Instead of 
accepting an aristocratic ruling class educated with knowledge, Ward ar- 
gues that ”education and labor cannot be divorced.” The idea that a 
”priesthood” alone mastered the ability to gain knowledge infuriated him. 

Political life, Ward said, “when properly appreciated [is] the highest 
and most refined of all the scientific professions. . . . On that high plane let 
the theoretical and the practical mind meet, and no one need fear the re- 
s ~ l t . ” ~ ~  Rather than supporting a spiritual ruling class, Ward emphasizes 
the creation of an egalitarian and democratic social order through univer- 
sal scientific education: the goal was not to create universal equality but 
to allow for the most complete opportunity for every American to rise 
above his or her station (women’s participation in the social order was a 
given in Ward‘s vision). Politics in this scheme is the practice of directing 
sociological knowledge toward the amelioration of social problems; as a 
result, American democracy requires universal distribution of knowledge 
for social improvement: ”Education thus defined is the available means of 
setting the progressive wheels of society in motion; it is, as it were, the 
lever to which power must be applied. Give society education . . . and all 
things else will be added.”56 

Although Comtean classification and systematization attracted Ward, 
he could not accept Comte’s hostility to the biological sciences. Comte 
never sought explanation for the causes of natural phenomena nor did he 
ascribe to any early version of evolutionary theory-clinging instead to 
notions of fixity in nature. Ward turned to Herbert Spencer’s system of 
science based on evolutionary theories of change as a supplement to the 
insights Comtean categories offered for the study of society. The omission 
of explanation and causation in Comte’s system, Ward felt, ignored “the 
great principle, which even Bacon recognized, that the most important 
phenomena of Nature lie deep-hidden within her and are not seen by the 
average obser~er.”~’ He considered Spencer’s formulation and under- 
standing of evolutionary theory the proper corrective to Comte’s scientific 
system. It allowed for causation, rational explanation, and a properly for- 
mulated account of a society’s movement through history. 

Progress and change, in nature as well as in society, are the twin pillars 
of Spencer’s formulations: “The elements of all phenomena are perpetu- 
ally changing their position,” Ward writes. ”This change is in a fixed 
direction, and not arbitrary. The direction is from the confused and ho- 
mogeneous toward the definite and heterogeneous. This is the test of 
progress. It is the progress of evolu t i~n .”~~ More than just the knowledge 
of phenomena, as recommended by Comte, Spencer’s formulation of a 
theory of evolution offered Ward an explanation for the relations between 
both social and natural events. 
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An acceptance of Spencerian method and theoretical explanation, 
however, did not mean an uncritical acceptance of Spencerian doctrine. 
Ward explicitly rejected Spencer’s laissez-faire ideals, arguing that he 
did not make a distinction between animal and human evolution. 
Spencer maintained that neither human society nor individual effort 
could hasten evolutionary progress-the social order could (and 
should) be left only to a natural, infinitely progressive evolution. Ward, 
on the other hand, discarded Spencer’s pessimistic assumptions about 
individual effort, offering instead a “dynamic” system of social change 
directed by institutional growth and facilitated by education. “Feeling” 
and individual passion are the motive forces of all social progress in 
Ward’s system. Sociologists must shape their systems to these undeni- 
able facts. 

Ward devotes much of the discussion following this interpretation of 
Spencer to a lengthy description of evolutionary change in nature, or 
what he called the ”law of aggregation.” He traces his story through 
three stages of growth as he followed the evolutionary track from chem- 
istry through the emergence of biological life. As a working natural sci- 
entist, unlike most other social theorists in the late nineteenth century, 
Ward felt that any system of social philosophy must be based first on the 
known facts of natural science. Even as he worked on his manuscript, 
Ward still performed his duties to the Survey, examining the fossil plant 
history of North America and Europe. He also came in close contact with 
the entire core of Powell’s scientific team, and as an obsessive autodidact 
he sought out all the information he could on the entire evolutionary his- 
tory of the earth. 

Before he reached the origins of humans, however, Ward paused to ex- 
amine the evolutionary development of mind as a key change in the life 
of animals. By the time of the origin of man, the evolutionary develop- 
ment of the mind had reached its highest stage. In the animal kingdom 
the power of the mind lay dormant. Unable to fully use the power of rea- 
son, the animals functioned on instinct and competitive behavior alone 
for survival. But for humans over the course of evolutionary time, the 
mind was unleashed and reason could offer rational control over all as- 
pects of social life. The final stage of evolutionary growth was the human 
development of social evolution. Ward outlines the stages of social 
progress resulting from man’s mind, knowledge, and labor: first, the 
chaotic and anarchical stages of primitive man; second, forced organiza- 
tion into loose communities for protection; third, the formation of rudi- 
mentary forms of government and eventually nation-states for further 
protection of the social order. The final stage of society has yet to be 
reached: a time in the future when all governments achieve universal in- 
tegration in soci~cracy.~~ Human desires move the social forces producing 
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each of these stages; harnessing these desires could finally move society 
to the last stage of social progress. 

The problem with the current state of American society, Ward argues, is 
the separation between “getting and producing,” between the parasitic 
classes of society and the producing classes. At this point he finally ar- 
rived at his reason for an activist social science: the need to secure protec- 
tion for the nation’s individual producers, protect society from the power 
of financial monopoly, and provide for universal education in the face of 
possible class warfare in the late nineteenth century. Class warfare was in- 
evitable without major changes in the way politics and progress worked 
in American life. 

Ward’s criticism of contemporary America began with a passionate out- 
burst at the current state of social progress, which was weighed down by 
the influence of laissez-faire theory. In his interpretation of the conflict be- 
tween capital and labor, he gave great prominence to workers, arguing 
that man reigns supreme over nature and society and can control the de- 
velopment of both. Unlike many contemporaries, and in particular gen- 
teel reformers, Ward did not fear labor. ”If I were to employ a single word 
which could be made to convey the whole notion of man’s supremacy 
over nature and his superiority over all living things, I should choose the 
word Labor. His labor of mind, seconded by his labor of body, have made 
him conqueror of nature and master of the planet.”60 The concerns that 
led his brother Cyrenus to Marxian socialism were just below the surface 
of Lester Ward’s scientific approach to labor and class. Lester Ward’s ideas 
were a form of middle-class radicalism; revolution was not necessary, he 
wrote, but the nation did have to repair a system that placed too much of 
a social and economic burden on the producing classes. 

Ward is at his best in this first volume as a polemicist, attacking laissez- 
faire advocates who relied on antiquated negative theories in the place of 
social change. His political economy rested on an artisanal, antimonopo- 
listic critique of a social order left to the mercies of Darwinian competition: 
”The combinations, co-operations, and monopolies already established by 
shrewd distributors of wealth have become so extensive and compli- 
cated,” he warned, “that it may require a general social revolution to over- 
throw them.”61 The life of the individual laborer is one of unremitting toil 
and degradation; a life Ward knew well from his own struggle for 
work and money both before and after the Civil War. The monopolistic 
conditions of transportation, of exchange, of finance, and even of labor 
have elevated a parasitic class above the nation’s more worthy producers. 
Only a recognition of the laborer’s general interests can remedy this ”evil” 
situation: ”Labor must retain possession of its products . . . making the 
processes of distribution wholly dependent upon and subservient to those 
of production. But this can only come of greatly increased intelligence, 
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particularly on the part of the producers themselves, and for a long time 
to come we may expect that the whole train of monopolies will go on as 
they have gone on from time immemorial.”62 

Ward attacked defenders of laissez-faire doctrine who were content to 
leave society to the operation of natural forces, arguing that although so- 
ciety has made great progress in the nineteenth century it has done so pre- 
dominantly by accident. Social progress still suffers under the burdens of 
poverty, ignorance, and degradation. Could a system be devised to rid the 
social structure of these evils? Was it possible that society could achieve 
true progress and liberate the passions and feelings of individuals for bet- 
terment? Ward concludes the first volume of his study with a plea for an 
activist social science designed to repair the problems of American de- 
mocracy: 

We have seen, in the latest period of depression, an example of how evil can 
accrue on a vast scale . . . this proves that the great necessity is the mainte- 
nance of a standard of intelligence corresponding to the degree of civiliza- 
tion, and that . . . intelligence must increase at a much more rapid rate than 
does material and social organization. . . . Thus far, social progress has in a 
certain awkward manner taken care of itself, but in the near future it will 
have to be cared for. To do this and maintain dynamic condition against all 
the hostile forces which thicken with every new advance, is the real problem 
of Sociology considered as an applied ~cience.6~ 

The second volume of his book took up the task of constructing a plan 
of social development and a science of progress based on sociology. 
Ward‘s personality comes through most clearly in this second volume. 
His autodidacticism is evident throughout since his attitudes toward a 
science of politics and progress, the basis for scientific education, and the 
improvement of society through the adoption of a universal education 
system were in many ways nationalized versions of his own experience. 
Ward gained his knowledge from self-training; all the nation required was 
an organized form for this education. He had a democratic optimism- 
some would even call it na’ive faith-that all people could easily learn the 
same essential material and put it to good use. As he wrote in the preface 
to the second printing of the book, “The whole tenor of Dynamic Sociology, 
its leading thesis and paramount contention, is the necessity for universal 
education as the one clear, overshadowing and immediate social duty to 
which all others are subordinate.”@ 

The key to constructing this system of progress and education was clas- 
sifying the data of social science. Ward invented terminology for the sci- 
ence in the hopes that it could serve as the foundation for the future study 
of society. “Men think in systems,” he wrote early on in the second vol- 
ume, ”most systematic treatises are un-intelligible unless followed from 
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the beginning and grasped in their entirety.” Ward instructed his readers 
in how to interpret his work, reproaching anyone who might mistake his 
purpose: ”There is a tendency . . . to allow the reader’s individuality to 
crowd out that of the writer, and thus so far to mingle the subjective with 
the objective as to leave the latter imperfectly assimilated. For the reader’s 
own good, this tendency should be restrained.’”j5 

The system-building emphasis of Ward‘s scientific work was widely 
shared among the Survey’s scientists and among social theorists generally 
in the 1880s. In this task, Ward shared a common faith that organizing 
knowledge could provide an avenue to understanding the causes of social 
development and change, and harnessing them in the directions that ben- 
efited the most people. Other scientists and philosophers in the late nine- 
teenth century believed that constructing these systems of thought was 
the essential project of social thought. Charles Sanders Peirce, among 
many others, thought similarly about the construction of systems of 
thought. Later scientists and historians have criticized this kind of broad 
and occasionally abstract thinking. And in a sense these criticisms were 
on target-these all-encompassing systems of thought left many details of 
scientific and social thought obscure if not entirely ignored. But in the late 
nineteenth century it was a widely shared project and at the forefront of 
thinking about the connection between nature and culture.66 

The second volume outlines the ascending steps leading to the ultimate 
end of all human action: social happiness. These steps were fixed ”in a se- 
ries not admitting any alteration”: progress, dynamic action, dynamic 
opinion, knowledge, and e d ~ c a t i o n . ~ ~  In order to achieve progress and 
happiness, society must deal with its most important motive forces: feel- 
ing and ideas. “At the base of every philosophical system involving the 
interests of man lie the phenomena offeeling. . . . Life without feeling is es- 
sentially passive, and its capabilities are limited by the nature of sur- 
rounding circumstances. Life with feeling is active, and either directly or 
indirectly reacts upon the environment, modifying the face of nature.”68 
The first element, feeling, which Ward also called ”dynamic action,” can 
either emanate from an emotional force or from rational judgment. Ward 
adopts evolution as his metaphor to explain the power of feeling: since in- 
dividuals possessed an intellect-the highest achievement of evolution- 
rational judgments increased with the improvement of society through 
education; feeling became progressively higher and more controlled. The 
second element in Ward’s classification of social forces is ”dynamic opin- 
ion,” or the power of ideas. Ideas were conscious manifestations of feel- 
ing controlled by the intellect. ”The truism that ideas rule the world 
simply means that opinions determine action. In a general sense, what 
men do depends upon the views they entertain.”69 Feelings and ideas mo- 
tivate individuals to take control of social change and progress. 
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Ward argued that a social intellect could direct these passions and ideas 
toward the progress and expansion of social institutions. The scientifically 
educated intellect directs feelings and ideas to the proper social ends: 
”Everything progressive comes from the intellect. . . . If a change is to be 
really made in the conduct of men, it must be brought about by the adop- 
tion of some rational scheme which the wisdom of the age shall foresee to 
be certain to secure this end. To say that this can not be done is to admit 
that the social forces are not capable, like other forces, of being directed to 
human advantage-to deny that there exists a science of soci~logy.”~~ Sci- 
ence serves a human purpose. A democratic faith in science motivated 
Ward’s hostility to laissez-faire idealism. Reform of government, for ex- 
ample, depends on society’s awakening to the fact that politics was an art 
meant for human control: “It. . . becomes the interest and the duty of so- 
ciety, throwing off the yoke of government in the odious sense of this ill- 
conceived term, to establish a truly progressive agency which shall not 
only be a product of art, but shall be itself an art.”71 The purposive direc- 
tion of individual effort achieved social happiness, organized on the basis 
of action, opinion, and progress. 

Scientific knowledge serves as the basis for social change in Ward‘s 
scheme. With the proper knowledge, individuals could direct the system 
of social change and reform. Knowledge of science, of the basic facts of nat- 
ural phenomena and the environment, represents the essential knowledge 
of society: ”To know one’s environment is to possess the most real, the 
most practical, the most useful of all kinds of knowledge, and, properly 
viewed, this class of information constitutes the only true knowledge.”” 
Organized truth in the form of scientific knowledge leads the masses of so- 
ciety to progress and happiness. He again stressed the difference between 
the nation’s parasitic classes and the producing classes: a small elite group 
of men currently maintained a monopoly over knowledge. Only by cor- 
recting the unequal distribution of knowledge could society achieve pro- 
gressive social change. ”Superior intelligence, now as throughout man’s 
career, is the attribute through which success is achieved in the pursuit of 
wealth and the gratification of desire, by whatever mode. It follows that, 
as a rule, the inequality of condition among the members of society is due 
to the inequality of intelligence, or, what is the same thing, to the unequal 
distribution of the knowledge of the world.”” 

Society’s purpose was to direct action and opinion through the organi- 
zation and distribution of scientific knowledge. Education became soci- 
ety’s directive agency for this change. First, Ward distinguished among 
five educational types assembled in order of importance: education from 
experience; the education of discipline; the education of culture; the edu- 
cation of research; and the education of information. Education from ex- 
perience alone was simply a return to laissez-faire doctrines; acquiring 
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knowledge merely from one’s experience was a wasteful and inefficient 
process. Ward’s own education on the frontier in the 1840s and 1850s 
proved the difficulty of acquiring a proper education under the current 
system. Only the wealthy and nonproducing classes could afford an 
experiential education while “the masses need the real, solid meat of ed- 
ucation in the most concentrated form assimilable. They have strong men- 
tal stomachs and little time. They cannot afford to take slow, winding 
paths; they must move directly Education from experience, he 
concluded, leaves the project of social change to natural and inefficient 
forces alone. 

Ward also dismisses education for culture, education for discipline, and 
education for research as similarly unrelated to the real practical concerns 
of modem life and social progress. Education must be directed to social 
ends and to the proper progress of society as outlined in his system of so- 
cial development. Although culture, discipline, and research are compo- 
nents of any scheme to educate the public they do not of themselves 
further social progress or institutional growth. Ward settled on the edu- 
cation of information-scientific information-as the most important 
function of his system: “Education [of information] may therefore be de- 
fined as a system for extending to all the members of society such of the 
extant knowledge of the world as may be deemed most important. . . . 
The object is to fill the mind with Only by imparting to the 
masses of society the existing scientific knowledge of the world can social 
progress and social happiness be properly achieved. The education of in- 
formation should also include both intellectual and manual instruction; 
the utilization of scientific resources required inventive or manual facul- 
ties as well as the ability to perceive relationships between mechanical 
phenomena. Moreover, manual and intellectual instruction lessened the 
existing class distinctions between laborers and nonlaborers, creating a 
unified social order. 

On the basis of his earlier section on progressive legislation, Ward ar- 
gued that government itself must carry out the educational enterprise. 
“The system of private education all things considered, is not only a very 
bad one, but, properly viewed, it is absolutely worse than none, since it 
tends still further to increase the inequality in the existing intelligence, 
which is a worse evil than a generally lower state of intelligence would 
be.”76 Only government has the power to undertake the comprehensive 
education of all its citizens. Individuals in a competitive social order can- 
not be entrusted with the distribution of knowledge-particularly in a 
society divided between parasites and producers: “If society ever collec- 
tively realizes what the ultimate end of its being is . . . it will necessarily 
regard the distribution of knowledge as the one great function . . . which 
it is specially constituted to perform. It will concentrate its entire dynamic 
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energy upon it, to the neglect of all those ends which. . . must follow from 
this one initial motive power.”n 

Finally, Ward argued, education must be universal and extended to all 
members of society. Society will never achieve social reform and progress 
so long as it labored under the burden of general ignorance. The intelli- 
gent classes will continue to exploit the ignorant classes just as the para- 
sites exploit the producers of wealth. Moreover, ”the distribution of 
knowledge underlies all social reform. So long as capital and labor are the 
respective symbols of ignorance and intelligence, the present inequity in 
the distribution of wealth must continue.” In the second volume, Ward 
continued his assault on the differences between genteel views of the la- 
boring and nonlaboring classes in the social order: ”With advancing in- 
telligence higher views of the dignity of labor will prevail.” Shall society 
continue to leave its operation to the forces of nature and ”drift listlessly 
on,” he asked, or rather ”be made much superior to nature” and direct so- 
cial progress? His reply was that educated individuals must take hold of 
the dynamic forces and begin the progressive improvement of the social 
order.78 

Ward never addressed exactly how he intended to carry out the process 
of educational and social reform; it was an omission reviewers did not 
miss. Ward’s purpose in this volume was the classification and organiza- 
tion of the data that social scientists needed to study. In the ten years fol- 
lowing publication of Dynamic Sociology he began to fill out the agenda he 
set in this work. This book set him on a path directed toward the estab- 
lishment of a National University based in Washington, a project he shared 
with many members of the Washington intellectual community including 
Powell, Goode, and others. It was a long-term interest in American history, 
dating back to the Revolutionary generation. But the problems of postwar 
life gave the idea a new import. ”The only absolutely independent institu- 
tion . . . ,” he argued, ”is the state or national in~titution.”~~ Only such a na- 
tional institution could represent the needs of an entire society and not the 
local and parochial interests of few. The city’s rapid growth as a scientific 
center provided the essential background to Ward‘s work in social theory. 
A ”national seminary of learning” based at the capital could offer the 
United States a center for the study and analysis of social problems. It 
could also provide the government with the data it needed to solve the 
problems of a growing industrial democracy: conflict between capital and 
labor, the revolt of rural Americans against institutions of finance, the rise 
of corporate growth and power in American industry. All the problems of 
the republic seemed capable of repair by the proper organizational efforts 
of a national 

This was the project that occupied much of the next three decades of 
Ward‘s life. He believed that the nation could establish a national philos- 
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ophy of social reform if only intellectuals could take up the challenge of 
understanding social progress. Dynamic Sociology set an agenda for Ward 
and for others who read the book. In many ways it was an early salvo in 
the efforts to redefine American liberalism in the 1880s and 1890s. This 
project lay in the future, however; for the present, Ward still had to deal 
with the reviews and reception of his book. 
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A True National Philosophy, 
1883-1887 

ester Ward left Washington in the summer of 1883 to travel in Yellow- L stone National Park and navigate the Missouri River with paleontol- 
ogist Charles White. He could not wait for the reviews of his book to 
arrive since work at the Survey had to continue. Ward and White traveled 
in a flatboat for nearly one thousand miles conducting scientific work for 
the Survey and gathering specimens for the National Museum. Although 
later critics would portray Ward as an armchair scientist, he was in real- 
ity a major participant in the fieldwork of the Survey. His Yellowstone ex- 
cursion, to one of the most beautiful and wondrous areas of the nation’s 
landscape, was one of the Survey’s major efforts at local fieldwork in the 
early 1880s. As always travel in the West and fieldwork in science was a 
wonderful respite for him. Although anxious to hear of the reception of 
his book it was a joy to leave the heat and dirt of Washington’s summer 
and leave the daily bureaucratic grind of his office. 

Throughout the summer, Rose Ward remained in Washington and pa- 
tiently collected the reviews of her husband’s book as they appeared. She 
placed them in a file for him to read on his return. In his absence that sum- 
mer, there appeared only one severely critical review of the book. The 
anonymous reviewer for The Catholic World chided Ward for his agnosti- 
cism and his general ignorance of the impact that religion had on social 
life in the United States. For the most part, however, the reviews praised 
Ward‘s systematic philosophy and regarded his work as an important 
contributions to social and scientific debate.’ 

Dynamic Sociology initially sold well-a little over 125 copies in the first 
month after publication. Nonetheless, upon his return to Washington, 
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Ward acted as his own promoter in getting his ideas before the public. In 
the Washington Capital, Star, and other city papers, he placed reviews and 
notices of his book and wrote each one of them himself as if they came 
from a different reviewer. He knew many of the city editors because of his 
well-established position in Washington’s intellectual community, and 
they allowed him to write the notices introducing his book. In one review, 
for example, he wrote that the “great toiling proletariat” will find in his 
system that “their interests . . . [are] clearly and fearlessly laid down.”* 
Ward also purchased copies of the book from the publisher and mailed 
them out to prominent intellectuals in the United States, England, and Eu- 
rope, including E. B. Tylor (one of the leading anthropologists in the 
world), Richard Congreve (one of the leaders of the English positivists), 
and Herbert Spen~er .~ 

Edward L. Youmans also helped Ward with a notice in The Popular Sci- 
ence Monthly. ”[Ward] takes radical issue with his philosophic predeces- 
sors, and arrives at new results for which he claims the sanction of science 
and reason. . . the drift of his reasoning is toward a great extension of co- 
ercive agency and government control in the work of social progress.” Al- 
though Youmans had helped Ward in the years before he published the 
book, after this notice he wrote Ward privately, asking to have nothing 
further to do with promoting it. Youmans was Spencer’s leading sup- 
porter in the United States and could not tolerate Ward’s efforts to replace 
the English thinker’s scientific system with one of his own. “As for the 
Popular Science Monthly,“ Youmans wrote, “we have a peculiar position in 
regard to your work, and are entirely committed against its fundamental 
c~nception.”~ 

The book had its most immediate effect, not surprisingly, among scien- 
tists and intellectuals in Washington, D.C. William H. Holmes, a scientist 
and artist with the Geological Survey, wrote Ward several letters about the 
book and the argument for education and science in national reform. 
The most extensive examination came from Powell, who wrote a lengthy 
review of Dynamic Sociology in the journal Science. In a set of four essays 
written in the summer of 1883, Powell considered the entire structure of 
Ward‘s book, proclaiming it ”America’s greatest contribution to philoso- 
phy.” Powell’s extensive review carried high praise for Ward‘s achieve- 
ments and emphasized that what he had done was offer a rationale for the 
increasing use of government-sponsored programs to guide the nation’s 
economic and social development. “Dynamic Sociology, as presented by 
the author, is the philosophy of human endeavor,” Powell wrote, ”and the 
justification of man in his effort to improve his condition. Those persons, 
and there are many, who are actively engaged in the promotion of insti- 
tutions and regulations for the benefit of mankind, will find in it philo- 
sophic hope; while those who are opposed to the course of practical 
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events appearing in public affairs cannot afford to ignore their strongest 
~pponent .”~ 

Ward’s classification of the sciences profoundly impressed Powell. He 
could not agree more with Ward’s approach to human dominion over na- 
ture. In a speech that he gave to the Washington Philosophical Society at 
the end of 1883, Powell outlined the methods of evolution. His discussion 
of nature and culture showed a clear reliance on Ward‘s work: “By his 
arts, institutions, languages, and philosophies [man] has organized a new 
kingdom of matter, over which he rules. The beasts of the field, the birds 
of the air, the denizens of the waters, the winds, the waves, the rivers, the 
seas, the mountains, the valleys, are his subjects; the powers of nature are 
his servants, and the granite earth his throne.”6 Powell shared Ward’s 
faith in and experience with nature as a tutor, as well as his belief that the 
classification of social thought remained the paramount duty in social 
theory. In Ward, Powell had found a kindred soul, someone who could ex- 
press aspects of a grand vision for planned social development and social 
change he hoped could become the main project of national government 
in the late nineteenth century. 

Powell did criticize Ward‘s understanding of the development of hu- 
man societies, however, and his notion that there was a fourth stage of 
social organization creating “sociocracy.” Powell was a far more practical- 
minded man than Ward-it was Ward‘s synthetic, encyclopedic interest in 
social philosophy that so attracted the Major to him. Powell, on the other 
hand, was more attuned to the nation’s historical growth and took Ward 
to task for his ahistorical rendering of the history of human social organ- 
ization. Powell’s knowledge of ethnographic anthropology was much 
more extensive than Ward’s own. He challenged his friend’s lack of at- 
tention to anthropology and used his review as a way to criticize Ward‘s 
inadequate anthropology as well as that of Lewis Morgan’s Ancient Soci- 
ety. Powell argued that Morgan’s use of technological development as the 
key to understanding the increasing complexity of human social organi- 
zation was wrongheaded. Instead, he used Ward’s notion that it was 
knowledge, mind, and intellect that moved social organization and de- 
velopment. The problem was that Ward thought too much of his princi- 
ples and less of the process of organization constituting the stages of 
social g r ~ w t h . ~  

Powell’s objections pointed to some of the serious problems with Ward’s 
rendering of social science. Ward was never much of a process-oriented 
thinker; he never indicated the ways society might actually implement his 
educational ideals. And he did possess a na’ive belief that if scientific 
knowledge was made available to the nation, social reform would proceed 
along the lines he believed that it should. He remained interested in prin- 
ciple alone, and at least one reviewer strongly challenged this basis of 
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Ward's book. Grant Allen, an English scientist and active popularizer of 
Darwinian natural selection, wrote in his review that perhaps Ward should 
have entitled his book "practical purposes for a short cut to Utopia." Allen 
argued that the book was ultimately unsatisfying as an interpretation of 
social growth and social change, "vitiated throughout by the deliberate 
and dogmatic reiteration of the astounding Jeffersonian paradox, that all 
men are created equal." Allen asserted that "by adopting this pre- 
Darwinian figment, Mr. Ward throws overboard a great part of all modern 
biological truth, and utterly ignores the overwhelming value of hereditary 
influences."* Finally, Allen concluded, the impracticality of Ward's "edu- 
cation" was even more obvious when it came to the book's final section. In 
the end, he wrote, Ward's book "revolves aimlessly, and leaves the real 
work of evolution to be still performed by the much despised agency of 
natural as opposed to teleological  cause^."^ 

Allen was not the only one to recognize these utopian aspects of Ward's 
thinking. After receiving a copy of Ward's book, Herbert Spencer wrote 
him a letter praising his achievement but noting the significant differences 
in their ideas: 

I infer that you have a good deal more faith in the effects of right theory upon 
social practice than I have. The time may come when scientific conclusions 
will sway men's social conduct in a considerable degree. . . . [But] I regard so- 
cial progress as mainly a question of character, and not knowledge or en- 
lightenment. The inherited and organized natures of individuals, only little 
modifiable in the life of a generation, essentially determine for the time- 
being the type of social organization, in spite of any teaching, in spite even of 
bitter experience.1° 

Spencer's criticism was important to Ward because he desperately 
wanted intellectuals to interpret him as a serious scientist and philoso- 
pher, not dismiss him as a simplistic "utopian" thinker. It was a problem 
he addressed briefly in Dynamic Sociology when he wrote that "it is im- 
possible to construct a logical and symmetrical edifice of thought without 
going both below and above the familiar range of common experience, 
and enunciating propositions . . . which the popular mind, or even the 
general sentiment of the most enlightened portion of the community, will 
refuse to accept, and will pronounce Utopian."" 

It was a slight, therefore, to dismiss his lengthy and thorough examina- 
tion of social and natural evolution by classifying it as "utopian." Soon af- 
ter Ward read Allen's review, he wrote an angry response calling his ideas 
"typically English in their understanding of the possibilities for rising 
above class. He never sent it to a publisher. Spencer's comments, on the 
other hand, remained on his mind for his entire career. By the 1890s, Ward 
took on Spencer again when he made extensive changes to his under- 
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standing of social change. He remained extremely sensitive to criticism 
throughout his entire life, never wanting to hear negative comments even 
from friends who supported most of his work and ideas.'* 

Allen's review, however, was not even the most critical commentary on 
Ward's work. Ward believed that he had arranged for a friend to review 
the book for the New Yovk Times. The reviewer was supposed to have been 
his childhood friend William Owen, Cyrenus Ward's brother-in-law and 
now a professor at Lafayette College, whom Ward had known since his 
days in Towanda, Pennsylvania. At the end of his life, Ward incorrectly re- 
called that the Times review was "highly complimentary," remembering 
fondly his friendship with Owen. But the review was not the least com- 
plimentary. The Times decided to send the book to William Sumner, who 
wrote a harsh review of Ward's work that questioned the entire basis of 
his science of so~iology.'~ 

Although both Sumner and Ward came from similar low and rough cir- 
cumstance in antebellum America, the social and intellectual paths of 
their lives could not have been more different. Sumner was an urban east- 
erner born in October 1840, the son of an English immigrant laborer, 
Thomas Sumner, in Paterson, New Jersey-the town founded by Alexan- 
der Hamilton's pet project, the Society for the Establishment of Useful 
Manufactures. Thomas Sumner had emigrated to America in the late 
1830s strongly influenced by an interest in free trade economics and tem- 
perance reform. He eventually found manual work in Hartford, Con- 
necticut, as a railroad mechanic. By the later 1840s and 1850s he had 
established a successful business building houses in the Hartford area, 
but he lost the business in the frequent depressions and boom-and-bust 
cycles of the American economy in the antebellum years. He died penni- 
less after the Civil War. William's father was an important educational in- 
fluence in his life, but his most significant experience, he later claimed, 
was during his reading and study in the local libraries. He often read 
books on political economy, moral philosophy, and natural science, works 
by moral philosophers such as Francis Wayland and others. From these 
books he discovered the basic tenets of his later scientific interests: moral- 
ity, progress, free trade economics, and laissez-faire went hand in hand. 
"[Mly conceptions of capital, labor, money, and trade," he recalled, "were 
all formed by those books which I read in my 

In 1859, Sumner was able to matriculate in Yale College with the finan- 
cial help of a Congregationalist minister in Hartford. Yale was well suited 
to his early intellectual training and interests. The basis of Yale's curricu- 
lum was the principle that the natural world revealed divine inspiration 
and power, an intersection of Baconian science and moral philosophy pop- 
ular in antebellum America. The desire to infuse the natural world with re- 
ligious meaning ran throughout all intellectual work at Yale College in the 
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middle of the nineteenth century. The New Haven Scholars, men such as 
Noah Porter and Theodore Dwight Woolsey, seriously objected to devel- 
opments in evolutionary theory and were determined to demonstrate that 
there was no conflict between natural science and religious faith. Although 
Sumner later rejected the connection between nature and religion, his early 
education in Baconian science and moral philosophy deeply influenced his 
worldview. Unlike Ward's reading of Darwinian evolutionary theory and 
Comtean positivism throughout the late 1860s and 1870s, Sumner never 
explicitly engaged evolutionary ideas in any of his work. Although he be- 
came famous for his "social Darwinist" view of competitive social change, 
Sumner's intellectual outlook was the product of an education in classical 
political economy, moral philosophy, and Baconian science, not Darwinian 
evolutionary the01-y.l~ 

Sumner 's political experience and education also differed significantly 
from Ward's. He never shared his father's deep interest in reform causes. 
Before the Civil War he cared little about slavery as a political or moral is- 
sue, and he never served in the military. His family and friends helped 
him purchase a replacement for service in the Civil War after he was 
drafted in early 1863. He left the country for a cosmopolitan education in 
England and Europe, attending classes in Geneva, Gottingen, and Oxford 
in a wide range of subjects including languages, classics, and theology. Af- 
ter the war he returned to Yale to serve as a tutor in classics. In 1867, the 
Episcopal Church ordained him as a deacon, and for the next five years 
he worked in churches in the New York and New Jersey area. Despite his 
interest in the politics of the church and in the relationship between the- 
ology and science, Sumner did not remain in the clergy for long. 
The church could not sustain his growing interest in science and philoso- 
phy. He was increasingly unsatisfied with religious explanations for the 
events of the modern world. In 1872, he left his position as a minister and 
accepted an appointment to become professor of political and social sci- 
ence at Yale. He never completely discarded his religious life, he later 
said, he only left it in a drawer to never use again. From his position at 
Yale, Sumner became one of the leading commentators in the nation on 
social science, political economy, and the perils of social reform. 

Sumner's intellectual path directly crossed Ward's only once-at the 
dinner honoring Herbert Spencer in the late fall of 1882. What he thought 
of Ward's published version of his speech is unknown, but the review he 
wrote of Ward's book indicates that he probably disagreed with him. 
Sumner apparently read Dynamic Sociology in early July 1883 and pub- 
lished his review in the Times while Ward was traveling in the West con- 
ducting his work for the Geological Survey. Sumner opened his review 
with a backhanded compliment for the amount of work that must have 
gone into the book and its immense length. He devoted the remainder of 
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the review to smashing what he regarded as Ward’s mistaken notions of 
natural science and social science. Sumner still maintained, as he had a 
year before at the Spencer dinner, that sociology had not yet achieved sig- 
nificant enough knowledge to allow for any kind of reform. Ward’s use of 
the Comtean system of scientific classification mystified him. What possi- 
ble use could this systematization be to the scientist of society, he asked? 
Comte’s philosophy amounted to the creation of a ”scientific Pope instead 
of an ecclesiastical one.” Ultimately, Sumner concluded, ”all who talk 
about the State as an available agency for social improvement are in- 
volved in se1f-contradictions.”l6 

Sumner also harshly criticized Ward’s ignorance of method and process. 
To Ward all science seemed fully capable of application to the social ills of 
industrial life. But if society was in such despair and difficulty because 
of the lack of scientific analysis of social problems, how would the mirac- 
ulous transformation take place to the proper system of government? 
“While we cordially agree with all that Mr. Ward says about the value to 
us of knowledge of the earth on which we live, and in criticism of existing 
ignorance and prejudice, yet we cannot understand how Mr. Ward thinks 
his project practicable in face of the very facts which he alleges.” Sumner, 
relentless in his attack on Ward’s ideas and in a characteristically caustic 
style, ridiculed the possibilities for successfully using the knowledge 
gained from sociological analysis to fix modern social problems: “A de- 
mand is made on scientific men that they shall put their results into con- 
venient pills, coated with sugar, and flavored with stimulants, in order to 
make them attractive and easy to the popular as~imilation.”’~ 

Sumner had no interest in such a program nor did he believe it even 
possible. Science could not offer a solid basis for social evolution or offer 
an adequate program to tinker with the social system at all. “Here then 
is the ground for laissez-faire,” he concluded. “Since we cannot persuade 
the colleges and schools of today to teach the laws of nature and the dis- 
cipline of science, since popular indifference and stupidity cannot be bro- 
ken . . . since the sages themselves are not agreed upon the creed of an 
orthodox science . . . true wisdom lies in leaving the natural forces to their 
own development.” Sumner felt that Ward’s ”positive science” of gov- 
ernment and economy could never replace laissez-faire as the central 
theory guiding American political thought and social growth. ”The as- 
sumption which stands at the end of Mr. Ward and others in his way of 
thinking is that there is intelligence at hand to form ideals and to guide 
the forces of nature. It is plain that there is no such intelligence, but that 
State interference would be now just what it always has been-ignorant 
meddling.”1s 

Sumner’s dismissal of his argument deeply frustrated Ward. The same 
year Ward published Dynamic Sociology, Sumner published his book, What 
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Social Classes O w e  Each Other, covering much of the same ground from a 
entirely different perspective. The nature of Sumner ’s education and po- 
litical convictions are readily apparent in the book. It was a slim volume, 
only one hundred and fifty pages long. Each of the chapter headings, un- 
like Ward’s lengthy descriptions, was a catechism to piety and individu- 
alism. Many of them read like the titles of a minister’s sermons: ”it is not 
wicked to be rich; nay, even, that it is not wicked to be richer than one’s 
neighbor,” and ”on the value, as a sociological principle, of the rule to 
mind one’s own business,” and his most famous, “on the case of a certain 
man who is never thought of.”19 

The assumptions that lay behind Sumner’s formulation of political 
economy and government were radically different from Ward’s own. The 
state, for Sumner, was not the highest product of social organization but 
a ”little group of public servants,” obscure clerks on whom the nation de- 
pended. His most famous formulation of his principles and indictment of 
”do-gooders” spoke to his background in stern individualism: ”Their 
schemes . . . may always be reduced to this type-that A and B decide 
what C shall do for D. It will be interesting to inquire . . . who C is, 
and what the effect is upon him of all these arrangements. In all the dis- 
cussions attention is concentrated on A and B, the noble social reformers, 
and on D, the ’poor man.’ I call C the Forgotten Man, because I have never 
seen that any notice was taken of him in any of the discussions.”20 

Employers, Sumner continues, had no power over the employed, 
capital had no official power over labor, the only issue for society was 
individual success or failure. “Society . . . does not need any care or su- 
pervision. If we can acquire a science of society, based on observation of 
phenomena and study of forces, we may hope to gain some ground 
slowly toward the elimination of old errors and the re-establishment of a 
sound and natural social order.” Sumner calls any schemes of social ame- 
lioration ”paternal government,” rejecting them out of hand as against the 
principles of an empirical social science. ”Root, hog, or die,” said Sumner; 
natural competition adequately described the struggle for life in modern 
society.2l 

Ward thoroughly rejected almost all of Sumner ’s arguments about the 
social classes. He read the book in early January 1884, just a few months 
after his return from his trip to the West, and immediately decided that he 
wanted to publish a response. The “savage nature worship” of one of the 
leading minds of this country troubled him. Science should be broad and 
humanitarian and ”embrace the synthesis of facts, the classification of 
phenomena, and the establishment of truth.”= Sumner ’s social classes 
and social philosophy infuriated Ward with its cry of ”Laissezfaire, Laissez 
passer.” He felt that Sumner made a key error in assuming a link between 
nature and culture and in ignoring the evolutionary development of the 
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mind. ”The laboring class and the ‘poor,”’ Ward wrote in his critical re- 
view, “in general are handled with especial severity. These are given no 
quarter, and one is inclined to believe that they are regarded as sheer 
intruders and cumberers of the earth. The whole book is based on the fun- 
damental error that the favors of this world are distributed entirely ac- 
cording to merit. . . . It would be wholly profitless to attempt to meet such 
an argument. . . he thinks that social phenomena form a complete excep- 
tion, and are not a domain of practical science such as can be put to any 
use. If so pray, why waste time in cultivating such a p~eudo-science.”~~ 

Ward reminded Sumner of the principles set forth in Dynamic Sociology. 
In contrast to Sumner’s natural social development, Ward had advocated 
an applied science of politics and sociology: “Applied science is essen- 
tially humanitarian; applied sociology must be especially so. . . . The soci- 
ologist must also teach that, just as each member of society legitimately 
seeks his individual welfare, so society as a whole must seek its collective 
welfare. . . . It is the duty of society . . . to regulate the phenomena of the 
social aggregate as to prevent, as far as possible, the advancement of a 
small class at the expense of a large Sumner’s antiquated notions 
of economy and society, individualism, the law of contract, and the sanc- 
tity of individual ownership, threatened all future social improvement 
and progress. Ward sympathized in part with the plight of the Forgotten 
Man, but it was a leap of logic to reject all forms of state interference and 
activist government as enemies to the Forgotten Man’s life. Sumner sim- 
ply had no understanding of, and no faith in, the potential power of pro- 
gressive legislation. 

These arguments between Ward and Sumner framed a debate that 
would continue throughout the late nineteenth century and into the twen- 
tieth. Although most Americans had no knowledge of the heated debates 
between the two men in print, they were familiar with the wide range of 
political argument on the nature and uses of government power. Those 
debates would become commonplace in state and city governments, po- 
litical party organizations, and town meeting halls into the next century. 
In the years following the publication of the two books, social scientists 
debated frequently about the nature and purpose of social knowledge, 
and many of them looked to Ward or Sumner as the starting point for 
their arguments. The central problem from Ward‘s point of view was a 
lack of attention to the proper philosophy of government and politics 
needed to spur on social reforms. Social scientists needed to understand 
human capability to change the social environment and reshape the di- 
rection of national progress. The work of Washington scientists was testi- 
mony to this faith; their work in gathering data about the West and about 
the entire geological history of the continent provided the information cit- 
izens needed to shape irrigation, land settlement and distribution, and 
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later for the establishment of protected parks and landscapes. This was 
the work that occupied Ward in the years immediately following publica- 
tion of his book. 

In the spring of 1884, Ward continued his attack on critics of his work, 
setting out an intellectual agenda that occupied most of the next two 
decades of his life. In ”The Mind as a Social Factor,” he examined the na- 
ture of the human mind and the impact of the intellect on social develop- 
ment. Ward gave the essay as a speech to the Anthropological Society in 
March 1884, speaking to the assembled scientists of his own intellectual 
community. In April he delivered a revised version at the Metaphysical 
Club of Johns Hopkins University, an institution founded by Charles 
Sanders Peirce and other professors at the graduate institution. Just a few 
years after Ward tried to attend Hopkins to receive graduate education, he 
was now speaking before an audience of social thinkers that would re- 
shape the ways Americans thought about American politics and social life 
into the twentieth century. Many intellectuals attended the meetings of 
the Metaphysical Club at Hopkins, including young professors and stu- 
dents such as Richard Ely, John Dewey, Herbert Baxter Adams, among 
many others. Ward was among good company for the ideas he was ex- 
pounding in his book.25 

Ward argued that the worship of natural evolutionary methods and 
forms of natural competition was “a gospel of dirt.” Laissez-faire theorists 
claim that “the natural method is always the true method, and to find it out 
is the aim of all scientific investigation. . . . Those dissatisfied people who 
would improve upon the natural course of events are rebuked as meddlers 
with the unalterable. Their systems are declared utopian.”26 Instead, Ward 
felt that the development of the mind as an evolutionary force offered man 
power over nature: ”If nature progresses through the destruction of the 
weak, man progresses through the protection of the weak. This is the es- 
sential distinction.” It was human invention that created institutions of jus- 
tice, morality, and charity, and these offered control over social events. 
”The truth thus comes forth from a rational study of nature and human 
society that social progress has been due only in very slight degree to nat- 
ural evolution as accomplished through the survival of the fittest.” The 
scientist of society must study the ”true nature of mind,” Ward told his au- 
dience, and for the next two decades he was to define how the social sci- 
entist and reformer could best accomplish this task.27 

Dynamic Sociology had added to a growing chorus of social critics and 
reformers seeking to rid American politics and political rhetoric of the ad- 
herence to laissez-faire individualism. Critics increasingly questioned 
what they regarded as a simplistic belief in progress, especially from so- 
cial thinkers such as William Sumner who argued that little could be done 
to correct the social problems of late-nineteenth-century America. The 
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”social problems” of American democracy were topics of constant discus- 
sion in the 1880s and 1890s. Labor unrest, or as nineteenth-century Amer- 
icans called it the “labor question,” became a major issue in the nation 
especially after the economic downturn in the mid-1880s; the brutal vio- 
lence involving employers and workers (especially in the thousands of 
strikes in 1885 and 1886) symbolized an economy in need of serious re- 
pair. Farmers, especially those in the Midwest, organized in opposition to 
railroads and banking institutions in an effort to take control of the poli- 
tics of states and, in the later Populist movement, the nation. Rapid pop- 
ulation growth in American cities threatened to fracture the urban social 
fabric; urban spaces became battlegrounds between old-time city bosses 
and liberal reformers determined to wipe out corruption and take control 
of all the functions of urban government. 

The question for Gilded Age social reformers was whether there was 
any governmental power that could do anything to solve these problems. 
Ward’s book was only his first attempt to define the ways in which re- 
formers could fix the damage of industrial growth. Beginning in the mid- 
1880s and 1890s in essays, lectures, and finally in a second book, Ward 
continued to develop his ideas, remaining deeply committed to his faith 
in education and in the power of organized research based in Washington, 
D.C., to seek solutions to the problems of rapid social growth.28 He knew, 
despite the arguments of many genteel reformers and laissez-faire econo- 
mists, that there was absolutely enough foresight, information, and power 
within the hands of the national government to solve any problems con- 
fronting the republic. 

The work that Ward did in expounding on the themes of his first book 
was complemented by his participation in the expansion of government 
power in the late nineteenth century. The background to Ward’s later es- 
says and his intellectual work into the twentieth century was the work he 
did for government science. Ward‘s ”official work  in government science 
occupied an enormous amount of his energy. He had, he later wrote, 
“dropped philosophy for the most part during a number of years and de- 
voted myself almost exclusively to science, for the pursuit of which my 
connection with the United States Geological Survey afforded such a 
splendid opport~nity.”~~ Ward‘s scientific output with the Survey was 
amazing. By the end of his life, his scientific bibliography contained hun- 
dreds of reports, essays, and commentary in his chosen field of study (not 
counting any of the work he did in social philosophy and political the- 
ory). The success of his work in paleobotany gained him the nomination 
as professor of botany at the Columbian University’s Corcoran School of 
Science in 1884. Led by President James C. Welling, the Corcoran School 
expanded Columbian University’s role in Washington’s scientific com- 
munity, and it counted among its teachers the leading scientists of the 



152 A True National Philosophy 

city’s research bureaus. In addition to Ward, the faculty included anthro- 
pologist Otis T. Mason, who also held an appointment at Yale, and math- 
ematician and astronomer Simon Newcomb, the former secretary of the 
Smithsonian Institution, among many others. John Wesley Powell, al- 
though he did not teach at the school, maintained a close association 
through his role as unofficial leader of the city’s scientific community, and 
even gave the school’s opening address.3O 

From 1884 to 1886, Ward taught courses in botany and paleobotany at 
the Corcoran School, supplementing his duties at the Geological Survey 
and as the honorary curator of plants at the National Museum. His sum- 
mers were spent in lengthy field trips to the West to study the flora and 
fauna of the arid lands, joined by scientists such as W J McGee and C. D. 
Walcott, as well as providing general assistance to the Geological Survey’s 
project in mapping the entire United States. He built an extensive library 
of books and articles for the Survey on paleontology, botany, and geology. 
In 1885, much to the delight of current Smithsonian Secretary Spencer 
Baird, he donated his extensive personal collection of flowers to the Na- 
tional Museum. The preserved flowers, kept in a room set aside for his 
collections in his home, numbered nearly fifteen thousand specimens in 

Ward was also a consistent supporter of Major Powell’s plan to improve 
irrigation in the West. Irrigation, in Powell’s expansive vision for the pub- 
lic lands, was a major mission of the Geological Survey in the mid-1880s 
and early 1890s. In a brief essay for the journal Science, Ward fully agreed 
with Powell’s plans for national action on the West, a vision of an Ameri- 
can commons controlled and developed by the national government. 
Ward, Powell, and most members of the Geological Survey wanted the 
government to take on the job of reclamation engineering and land con- 
trol, a project currently left to private individuals and corporations. The 
danger of corporate ownership of land, a topic of constant debate among 
the nation’s farmers, was similar to the corporate control of transconti- 
nental transportation. Ward did not want to eliminate the market. He 
wanted to control it. “The only unobjectionable plan, as it seems to me,” 
Ward wrote in 1884, ”is national action. The nation is the largest of all cap- 
italists, and, at the same time, has no tendencies toward monopoly. If we 
could obtain the same degree of collective foresight in the general gov- 
ernment as exists in the average capitalist, nothing could be easier than 
for the United States, acting as a corporation that seeks only its own in- 
terest . . . to develop its own resources, and increase its wealth and pros- 
perity in numberless other  direction^."^^ 

The notion that the nation was the main capitalist would resonate for 
years in the arguments about western irrigation and other aspects of land 
settlement. Powell had recommended that irrigation districts be estab- 

a11.31 
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lished in the western territories in his Report on the Lands ofthe Arid Region, 
and the task of constructing a survey of available water in the West be- 
came a main Survey responsibility by the late 1880s. When Congress 
offered Powell the money to establish the Irrigation Survey, he and his sci- 
entists were essentially given charge over all the settlement of the West. 
And they took this responsibility with the utmost seriousness. As Ward 
argued in his essay on irrigation, the great fear among many in Washing- 
ton was the possible power of private monopolies to dominate land and 
water in the West. Powell’s vision of a small commonwealth of producers 
settling lands in the arid region that could be profitably farmed was un- 
der a serious threat if corporate monopolies totally dominated the region. 
Only national ownership could protect that land for the pe0ple.3~ Al- 
though an Irrigation Survey was a few years in the future, the scientists of 
the Geological Survey had already made the problem of water and land 
part of the scientific studies. This is why Ward went to Yellowstone and 
the Missouri River Valley the summer after the publication of Dynamic 
Sociology. Indeed, Ward’s work on the subject was among the earliest ma- 
terials published by Survey scientists, appearing years before a formal Ir- 
rigation Survey became an official part of the Geological Survey’s tasks. 

Of course this also meant a certain hostility to local interests. As the Sur- 
vey’s power over land and water grew, it was to run into deep problems 
with local interests who felt left out when it came to influencing federal 
power. The faith that knowledge and national control could lead to better 
directions in western settlement was not shared by all. It was an area that 
caused greater and greater controversy for the Survey and for the power 
of Washington scientists to make their vision of scientific politics a reality 
for the nation. 

In late fall 1884, Ward completed his first major scientific project for the 
Survey, “A Sketch of Paleobotany,” a lengthy examination of the history 
and theory of this burgeoning new science. Ward‘s report reflected his 
broad interest in systems of science and philosophy; the systematic organ- 
ization of scientific work was the most important task for intellectuals- 
the task he had tried to accomplish in his book ’The true scientific method 
is still and must ever be the systematic method. The real cause for the pres- 
ent disdain of systematists, lies in the mistaken spirit in which system- 
making has been so commonly conducted. Systems of classification had 
come to be regarded as the end of science, when they are at best only the 
means.” Classification was essential in order to understand the true facts 
of nature, “neither without facts nor without system can we ever arrive at 
truth.”34 System building was still the essence of Ward’s scientific work, 
and it remained so for his entire career. 

Major Powell recognized Ward‘s important contributions to the Sur- 
vey’s scientific tasks. He always praised Ward‘s technical contributions to 
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botany, to irrigation works, and his efforts in social science. The close in- 
tellectual friendship of the two men cannot easily be followed since they 
rarely wrote one another or left a record of their frequent conversations. 
But in their shared ideas about national government, revealed in their 
speeches and essays throughout the 1880s, their genuine fellowship is 
clear. In Powell’s annual reports to the Congress as well, he always 
praised and complimented Ward’s contributions. His scientific classifica- 
tions, Powell concluded in one of his annual reports, were essential parts 
of the process of scientific fact gathering.35 

Correspondence with a wide variety of amateur and professional col- 
lectors interested in botany and paleobotany occupied much of Ward’s 
professional time-notably with Alfred Russel Wallace, the famed English 
biologist and cocreator of the theory of evolution with Charles Darwin, as 
well as amateur scientists such as collector Walter Deane of Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, and collector M. S. Bebb of Illinois (also a former member 
of the Potomac-Side Naturalists Despite his lack of professional 
training, Ward had become the leading expert in the country on the flora 
of the Washington, D.C., area by the mid-1880s; his work on plant nomen- 
clature in the District of Columbia was highly praised by his colleagues. 
Amateur collectors and academic scientists alike considered him an au- 
thority on the classification of plants, frequently seeking his advice on 
plant nomenclature. 

Wallace, for example, fondly remembered Ward as both a scientist and 
a social thinker. When Wallace visited Washington in 1887, he accompa- 
nied Ward on trips to examine the local flora: “As soon as the earliest 
flowers appeared he took me on Sunday walks in the wild country round 
Washington our first being on February 13, through the stretches of virgin 
forest called Woodley Park, now, I believe, a botanical and zoological re- 
serve, where many interesting plants were gathered to send home. . . . 
During these excursions we had many long talks and discussions while 
taking our lunch. At that time I was not a convinced Socialist, and in that 
respect Lester Ward was in advance of me, though he could not quite con- 
vince me.”37 Wallace received Ward’s call for national action on social 
reform as part of his personal conversion to socialism, although Ward 
himself never accepted the socialist label. 

In the late 1880s and 1890s, Ward also took over the work of defining plant 
names for the Century Dictionary, the central work on scientific nomenclature 
in the late nineteenth century. It was the kind of scientific work he enjoyed- 
classifying, organizing, and cataloging the facts of science. The organiza- 
tional process of science he had outlined in his Comtean scientific system 
was part of his daily professional experience. All the scientists under Pow- 
ell’s direction at the Bureau of Ethnology and the Geological Survey 
engaged in a similar practice. As historian Michael Lacey has argued, an in- 
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terest in taxonomy was nearly a prerequisite for scientific practice in the 
Washington intellectual community, the necessary first step in seeking to 
study social development and social 

Despite Ward‘s prodigious output in the natural sciences, other issues 
never lay far from his mind: scientific government, educational policy, and 
the social problems facing American democracy in the late nineteenth cen- 
tury. “Echoes of my book kept coming to my ears,” he later remembered. 
”The apparent dullness of the critics in failing to comprehend the simplest 
principles [of my system] somewhat exasperated me.”39 When he finally 
resigned his position at the Corcoran School of Science in 1887, he wrote 
his friend and colleague James Welling that the work took far too much 
time. ”I have resolved not to abandon my philosophical career, and [I] am 
taking every possible step that will help me to resist the temptation to give 
myself up exclusively to my special scientific work. Indeed, it was largely 
this [work] which threatened to absorb all those precious hours that I had 
consecrated to social science.”4o 

In addition, the duties as curator at the National Museum became so 
much of a burden that he had his assistants do as much of the daily cor- 
respondence as possible. Ward was ably assisted in his scientific work by 
two academically trained botanists: Frank H. Knowlton and David White. 
Both of them worked with Ward at the National Museum and both 
accompanied him on trips to the West to study flora for the Geological 
Survey. They also went on to productive careers as scientists and 
botanists-major contributors to the field of paleobotany. Ward nomi- 
nated Knowlton in 1887 to take over his teaching position at the Corcoran 
School.4l White also eventually became an active university teacher and 
researcher after his stint as a government scientist. Despite Ward’s love of 
and interest in the daily work of science, it was philosophy and social sci- 
ence that most engaged his mind. 

When Ward quit his teaching position at the Corcoran School, he also 
asked Welling to establish a chair in political economy. ”There has never 
been a time when there was so great a need that this branch be taught as 
part of the university course. I have just returned from a meeting of the 
American Economic Association. . . . I there made the acquaintance of 
many of the first economists of the country. . . . I found them enthusiasti- 
cally studying the advanced and living questions of the times . . . [and] I 
thought of Columbian University and its central position in the political 
geography of the country, its magnificent facilities for becoming the cen- 
ter and rallying point of a true national philos~phy.”~~ Ward, always a 
self-promoter, hinted in his letter that Welling might consider him as 
a possible nominee for the chair in political economy. Welling never es- 
tablished the chair, but Ward continued to argue for the rest of his life that 
Washington needed to be the center of American intellectual life. 
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Ward’s faith in the establishment of a true national philosophy came 
from his participation in the work of government science. He saw the pos- 
sibilities that a national approach to the nation’s ills could bring as early as 
the abolition of slavery in the Civil War, and that faith remained unshaken, 
in fact it grew only stronger, as he witnessed the expansion of the nation in 
the years following. He hoped for a different kind of republic in the late 
nineteenth century-a republic governed by the principles of social sci- 
ence. Ward’s political vision included a greatly expanded role for govern- 
ment in the American political system, especially in the formulation of 
national economic policy. Informed by the experience of working in the 
scientific bureaucracy of Washington, Ward and other intellectuals in 
the city envisioned a centralized and organized process of information 
gathering based in the nation’s capital, and a system to put this informa- 
tion in the hands of the nation’s policymakers. The Washington scientists 
and intellectuals looked to a structure of scientific research based at the 
seat of the national government, rather than scattered across the country in 
the many universities and voluntary professional societies of the growing 
nation. Organizing scientific work in this way, they argued, was absolutely 
essential to begin solving the American ”social question.” By the mid- 
188Os, it seemed that their quest made important gains in the knowledge 
of national de~elopment.4~ 

The power of Washington’s scientific community was remarkable by 
the middle of the decade. By this time, John Wesley Powell had assembled 
one of the leading scientific organizations in the United States at the Geo- 
logical Survey, developing extensive alliances with major scientists 
throughout the country whether or not they worked for him. At the Sur- 
vey, the Smithsonian Institution, and the host of scientific societies 
founded in the capital city, scientists and intellectuals discussed and de- 
bated the scientific and social problems facing the nation. 

The growth and power of science in the capital city was so extensive 
that Congress launched an investigation of the practices of the scientific 
community in 1885; these were, after all, organizations provided appro- 
priations from public funds. The Joint Commission of the House and 
Senate on the role of scientific bureaus in American life heard weeks of 
testimony from a variety of well-known scientists and intellectuals. Their 
hearings were only the first attempt to analyze the role of science in the 
federal government. Throughout the last two decades of the nineteenth 
century, Washington scientists came under increasing scrutiny by con- 
gressmen, and they were constantly put on the defensive for their ideas 
about centralization and the uses of expansive public government.@ 

Congress created the Joint Commission, popularly known as the Alli- 
son Commission, after its leader, Senator William H. Allison of Iowa, in 
order “to secure greater efficiency and economy of administration of the 
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public service.”45 For over a year, the commission devoted most of their 
work to dull fact gathering, but the hearings became much more heated 
when the one member of the commission openly hostile to government 
science, Representative Hilary Herbert of Alabama, asked for a report on 
government scientific work from Professor Alexander Agassiz, the son of 
the famed scientist Louis Agassiz, and a frequent contributor to studies 
of the United States Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

Herbert and Agassiz made strange comrades in their battle against gov- 
ernment science. Herbert was a conservative southern democrat, the son of 
a wealthy planter and former slave owner, and a scion of Alabama’s planta- 
tion society. He served during the Civil War as an officer in the Confederate 
Army, becoming a congressman after the ”redemption” of his home state in 
1877. He remained in Congress until 1893, when he left office to take over as 
President Grover Cleveland’s secretary of the navy. Herbert also later au- 
thored Why the Solid South? (1890), the preeminent tract of southern re- 
deemers, which argued that the South had been saved from the supposed 
horror of Reconstruction government once the federal authorities simply left 
the southern states alone. He was staunchly opposed to almost all expansive 
powers of the federal government. ”I am radically democratic in my views,“ 
Herbert once said, ”I believe in as little government as possible--that gov- 
ernment should keep its hands off and allow the individual fair play. This is 
the doctrine I learned from Adam Smith & Mill & Buckle, from Jefferson, 
Benton, and C a l h o ~ n . ” ~ ~  Herbert was a direct threat to the expansive vision 
of government science and government power that Ward, Powell, and oth- 
ers in Washington’s intellectual community envisioned for the nation’s 
future. The kind of social reform Ward hoped would spring from under- 
standing social evolution was an anathema to men like Herbert. 

Agassiz, on the other hand, was an immigrant, born before his father 
came to the United States in the 1840s and educated in European schools 
as a young man. Trained in science, natural history, and philosophy in uni- 
versities in Europe as well as under his father’s tutelage at the Lawrence 
Scientific School at Harvard University, Agassiz counted among his ac- 
quaintances William and Henry James, Charles Sanders Peirce, and other 
luminaries of the Cambridge, Massachusetts, intellectual community. For 
many years, Agassiz helped his father supervise the scientific work at his 
offices, comfortably housed in the rarefied intellectual atmosphere of Har- 
vard. Moreover, Alexander Agassiz made a fortune in copper mining in 
Michigan and believed the government should not interfere in the market. 
He opposed government involvement in any kind of enterprise: land dis- 
tribution, western irrigation, regulation of transportation, and all eco- 
nomic practices. Agassiz shared Herbert’s enthusiasm for laissez-faire 
political ideals and his distaste for the government-funded projects of the 
Geological Survey. 
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In November 1885, Herbert wrote Agassiz arguing that ”Major Powell 
is transcending the rule you lay down, that Government ought not to do 
scientific work which can properly be accomplished by individual ef- 
fort.”47 Agassiz also strongly disapproved of government science, except 
the work of the Coast Survey, and regarded Powell as far too powerful in 
his unofficial role as leader of the Washington scientists. Agassiz wanted 
the federal government out of the business of science entirely and could 
not understand why science should not be left to companies, universities, 
and private individuals. He regarded government financing of scientific 
work as terribly extravagant. ”I do not see why men of science should ask 
more than other branches of knowledge, literature, fine arts, e t ~ . ” ~ ~  Both 
Agassiz and Herbert offered a vision of government science diametrically 
opposed to the vision of Ward, Powell, and most members of the Wash- 
ington scientific community. 

Agassiz was partly motivated by a profound personal animosity to- 
ward Powell. Powell, as director of the Geological Survey, believed that 
all scientific work lay essentially under his purview and had little interest 
in the work of the Coast Survey. In addition, in his testimony before the 
commission, Powell suggested a complete restructuring of government 
science. He recommended organizing all the ”informational bureaus” of 
the government under the control of a board of regents appointed by the 
Smithsonian Institution and the National Academy of Sciences. Both 
Powell and the National Academy also wanted to create a National Uni- 
versity dedicated to training members of the government to work in the 
nation’s burgeoning informational organizations-a goal Ward had long 
championed as well. Members and leaders of other bureaus were often 
frustrated by Powell’s success in securing funding, his ability to obtain 
some of the best scientists in the country to participate in his organization, 
and his general disregard for the duties of the other bureaus. 

In addition to Agassiz’s testimony, the commission also heard of com- 
plaints against Powell from other quarters-notably from University of 
Pennsylvania scientist Edward D. Cope and government geologist E. M. 
(Fred) Endlich, both employees of the competing western surveys before 
they became consolidated into the United States Geological Survey in 
1879. Cope and Endlich did not like Powell, and they liked even less his 
total control over the topographic and reclamation work of the U.S. gov- 
ernment. By 1885, they circulated among scientists and government offi- 
cials a wide variety of complaints against Powell. Hilary Herbert listened. 
Herbert wanted to destroy the Geological Survey, and he was opposed to 
any and all “wasteful and extravagant” government support of science. 
Herbert was especially critical of paleontology, the basic work Ward was 
engaged in while he studied the fossil history of North American flora. 
Although Herbert specifically mentioned only the studies of Otis Mason, 
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whom Cope hated, he had no interest in funding any fossil studies in this 
country and did not see how it assisted the mapping duties of the Geo- 
logical Survey. 

Powell’s lengthy response to this criticism pointed out the discrepancy 
in the visions of government science among scientific intellectuals and 
politicians in Washington. Powell was an adept politician, and he handled 
the criticism of himself and his scientists with grace and style. In his re- 
sponse before the commission, he defined an economics of knowledge for 
the country. His testimony spoke to the general concerns of all Washing- 
ton scientists and echoed some of Ward’s own interest in scientific educa- 
tion and expansive public government. Ward himself was to refer to these 
hearings in his essays and lectures in the late 1880s and early 1890s, espe- 
cially as he further outlined his conception of ”sociocracy,” and his words 
there reflected Powell’s tutelage. Powell’s response is worth quoting at 
length for its clear expression of the Washington scientists’ faith in knowl- 
edge: 

Possession of property is exclusive; possession of knowledge is not exclusive; 
for the knowledge which one man has may also be the possession of another. 
The learning of one man does not subtract from the learning of another, as if 
there were a limited quantity of unknown truth. Intellectual activity does not 
compete with other intellectual activity for exclusive possession of truth; 
scholarship breeds scholarship, wisdom breeds wisdom, discovery breeds 
discovery. Property may be divided into exclusive ownership for utilization 
and preservation, but knowledge is utilized and preserved by multiple own- 
ership. That which one man gains by discovery is the gain of other men. And 
these multiple gains become invested capital, the interest on which is all paid 
to every owner, and the revenue of new discovery is boundless. It may be 
wrong to take another man‘s purse, but it is always right to take another 
man’s knowledge, and it is the highest virtue to promote another man’s in- 
vestigation. . . . While ownership of property precludes other ownership of 
the same, ownership of knowledge promotes other ownership of the same, 
and when research is properly organized every man’s work is an aid to every 
other man’s.49 

Powell won this round of political attacks on the Survey’s scientific mis- 
sion in 1885. The commission ignored Herbert despite his evident anger 
over Powell’s domination of the testimony. In his closing remarks, Her- 
bert quoted from English historian H. T. Buckle on the importance of 
laissez-faire policy: ”Buckle is right. Government patronage shackles that 
spirit of independent thought which is the life of science. Who can say 
that the views of that chief who thinks and speaks for all, before a Com- 
mission of Congress will not unduly preponderate in the consideration of 
scientific questions.” Powell countered that he hardly controlled the work 
of the bureau’s scientists and that there were no men more ”independent 



160 A True National Philosophy 

and self-poised as those who are engaged in original resear~h.”~~ Despite 
Powell’s admirable defense of his coworkers and employees, however, 
this was not the last time that he would be forced to defend the work of 
government science. 

All of this debate and argument was not lost on Ward, who worked 
closely with Powell at the Geological Survey. Ward was more than just 
one of Powell’s staff members. More than any other member of the Sur- 
vey, Ward had the intellectual ability and interest to write about the philo- 
sophical issues affecting government science. Where Powell was the 
consummate politician, able to use his abilities to gain favor and obtain 
federal funding, Ward was the theorist, prone to speculation but still more 
willing than Powell to explain the philosophic background of the work of 
government research bureaus. Even in his congressional testimony Pow- 
ell did not theorize or speculate; he was statesmanlike, thorough, and well 
aware of the precariousness of his position in front of a hostile Congress. 
In Ward, Powell found a fellow scientist willing to put in print the ideas 
of government planning that were at the heart of the Washington scien- 
tific community; he also had the intellectual grounding to establish the 
theoretical ideas between the vision of expanding government power as a 
whole. 

Ward was deeply troubled by debates over the legitimacy of government 
science and the continued attacks by laissez-faire advocates on the Wash- 
ington scientists’ ideals. In an address given at the Anthropological Society 
of Washington in 1885, Ward outlined the forms of social progress he iden- 
tified as key elements of the study of society, echoing Powell‘s congres- 
sional testimony in the conception of a political economy of knowledge. 
Ward began by examining the moral progress of mankind throughout his- 
tory and argued that those who favored the ”let alone” course of natural de- 
velopment assumed much more than they knew. Man’s moral progress had 
actually been very slight, despite the celebration of democratic revolutions, 
economic progress, and the throwing off of tyranny in the eighteenth cen- 
tury. “In the great ocean of moral action so nearly equal are the tidal ebbs 
and flows that only the stoical philosopher whose vision ranges back into 
the remotest past or forward unto the remotest future, with utter contempt 
for the conscious present, can perceive the minute increments of secular 
change.” Ward likened the study of man’s moral progress to the geological 
study of the earth’s surfacmnly the very long view of history can provide 
any sense of growth and change over time.5I 

If moral progress was slow to develop, checked by what Ward called 
”the waste of competition,” then human material progress provided the 
direct contrast. Material progress-human artifice, technological achieve- 
ment, and invention-was the result of conscious human effort, the prod- 
uct of the discovery and application of laws of social development to 
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man’s needs. Guided by reason and intellect, man’s material development 
proceeded through successive stages of progress from savagery to civi- 
lization. He had learned from Powell’s criticism of his anthropology in the 
review of Dynamic Sociology that the Major had written a few years earlier. 
Ward followed the system of evolutionary change he outlined in Dynamic 
Sociology and he now combined this with the work of Washington an- 
thropologists under Powell’s direction. These anthropologists argued that 
that the functional application of human technology and artifice were 
keys to the development of society and the solution to all human social 
problems; these were problems led by the powers of the human mind and 
reason, conscious decisions shaping social developments. For these 
anthropologists, material progress of man through stages of social devel- 
opment proved the power of thought and invention in human history. 
Building on these ideas, Ward argued that “natural” forces of progress 
played little role in social development; man’s mind and artificial 
progress through his own creation proved to be the most important force 
in social change.52 

For the modem social scientist the question was whether moral and 
material progress ever converged: could human action and the human 
mind be utilized for moral ends? Ward‘s answer fell squarely within the 
ideals of the Washington intellectual community: ”Knowledge, ingenuity, 
skill, and industry need to be applied to moral ends and directed to the 
attainment of social well-being. At present science and art are only poten- 
tial factors in civilization. The need is that they be converted into actual 
factors. . . . Intelligence, far more than necessity, is the mother of inven- 
tion, and the influence of knowledge as a social factor, like that of wealth, 
is proportional to its di~tribution.”~~ Hence, Ward believed, this is why 
government needed to be fully involved in the political economy of the 
nation not only for knowledge but also for other aspects of the nation’s so- 
cial order. 

The problems of industrial society thus directed Ward’s attention to the 
connection between moral and material progress. Inequalities of produc- 
tion and consumption in modem industrial society prove “that the in- 
dustrial system is out of order, and that we live in a pathological state of 
society. The vast accumulation of goods at the mills avail nothing to the 
half clad men and women who are shivering by thousands in the streets 
while vainly watching for an opportunity to earn the wherewithal to be 
clothed. The storehouse of grain held by the speculator against a rise in 
prices has no value to vanished communities who would gladly pay for it 
in some form.” Possession of both the wealth and knowledge of the world 
depended too much on the ”thousand accidents of life-the conflicting 
wills of men, the passions of avarice and ambition, the vicissitudes of for- 
tune, the circumstances of birth and social station, the interests and 
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caprices of nations and These were the fruits of competition 
without the guiding hand of the nation. The intellect was simply not tak- 
ing part in the nation’s transformation from a small-scale economy to a 
large-scale industrial giant. 

Ward‘s essay, as his friend James Welling argued, was a kind of jeremiad 
against the lack of social foresight and intelligent action to control and di- 
rect the distribution of wealth and knowledge available in the world. 
Ward’s assumptions about labor and value structured his vision of the con- 
scious use of human thought for social ends: “It is the paralysis of the 
strong hands of science and art as they cooperate with labor in the pro- 
duction of value. It is the stubborn, protracted resistance which the moral 
forces of society offer to its material as well as its moral progress.”55 Ward 
left no doubt that progress could not simply be left alone. 

As he became more and more interested in the subject of political econ- 
omy, Ward made the problems of the nation’s industrial and social trans- 
formation in the late nineteenth century the central subject of a series of 
popular essays expanding on the themes of Dynamic sociology: poverty, 
industrialization, rapid social and political change, partisan strife, and 
corruption. These were the same issues that provided material for a wide 
range of social reformers in the 1880s and 1890s who fashioned their own 
criticisms of the modern industrial republic. Conventional social theory, 
especially the influence of laissez-faire assumptions in political economy 
and government, many social reformers argued, threatened any attempts 
at national change and reform. Traditional American social thought did 
not seem to offer any way to solve the mounting social problems of Amer- 
ican society. Ward wanted to change how Americans thought about the 
way their government functioned in social evolution. 

Although Dynamic Sociology had enjoyed quick sales in the first month 
after publication, it languished soon afterward and had sold only some 
five hundred copies by the end of the decade. It is not surprising that the 
sales of Ward’s book were limited. Dynamic Sociology was lengthy and dif- 
ficult. Ward‘s language and style hardly lent themselves to a large read- 
ership. He was always at his best in lectures and the short essay format of 
periodicals. In the ten years following publication of the book, Ward 
turned more and more to these venues for the presentation of his ideas- 
writing many essays on public philosophy, science, and the social prob- 
lems of American life. “The central idea of all my popular writings,” he 
later wrote to his friend Edward A. ROSS, ”has always been to extract the 
practical essence from scientific teaching. They are philosophical and sci- 
entific, but they are practical. They generalize and put things together in 
new ways to teach something not thought of before.”56 

In these short essays, Ward gained a popular following and his book 
found an audience far beyond what the volume of sales indicated. He be- 
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came especially popular among young intellectuals and reformers in the 
emerging social sciences. In the seminar rooms of Johns Hopkins, Colum- 
bia, the University of Wisconsin, and, by the 1890s, the University of 
Chicago, in the settlement houses emerging in the 1880s as key arenas 
of urban reform, as well as in the newly formed professional organiza- 
tions of social science (especially the American Economic Association), 
professors and reformers read Ward‘s work, assigned it to their students, 
and recommended it to their friends. When Dynamic Sociology finally 
went into a second printing in the late 1890s, Ward was well known and 
well regarded in the emerging professional societies in social science 
and in reform circles among such thinkers as Charlotte Perkins Stetson, 
Franklin Giddings, Richard Ely, Albion Small, Simon Patten, and Edward 
Ross. Sociologist Albion Small, one of the founders of the so-called 
Chicago School of sociology, best captured what these men and women 
felt when they first discovered Ward‘s sociological treatise and recognized 
his deep interest in scientific and social reform. When the Russian gov- 
ernment banned the translation of Dynamic sociology in 1891 as “too so- 
cialistic,” Small wrote Ward celebrating the publicity: ”If the report is true 
that Dynamic Sociology has been glorified in the flames of Russian inquisi- 
tion you should be a happy man. Surely the two volumes contain enough 
to make absolutism tremble, but few men have the satisfaction of seeing 
their own ideas produce such effects.” Small concluded, ”At last Ameri- 
cans will discover . . . that an epoch-making book has been before their 
eyes since 1883, and only a handful of them have had the wit to discover 
it.”57 From the late 1880s onward, many American, English, and European 
social thinkers would discover Ward’s work. 
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The Great Social Problem, 
1886-1893 

hroughout the middle of the 1880s and 1890s, Lester Ward‘s intellec- T tual work found a wide audience outside the circle of Washington sci- 
entific associations. Beginning in the mid-l880s, he published essays in 
popular magazines examining the social problems of American democ- 
racy. Many of these essays resembled an early form of muckraking jour- 
nalism, which was to become standard reporting fare in the early 1900s in 
the work of journalists such as Ida Tarbell, Lincoln Steffens, and others. As 
early as the 1880s, a magazine publishing revolution radically changed 
the character of journalism in America, allowing for cheaper printing and 
a much larger circulation. This revolution affected older, staid journals of 
opinion such as The North American Review, Harper’s Weekly, and The Na- 
tion, but it also created a market for more confrontational magazines such 
as The Arena, McClure’s, and many others. Ward’s essays were not as ag- 
gressive and confrontational as the later muckraking journalists, but he 
did seek to explain to a popular audience the causes of national social 
change and to analyze the contemporary social scene. 

Although the social problems Ward examined in these essays had roots 
in the nineteenth-century development of market capitalism, industrial 
expansion, constant population movement, and urbanization, they took 
on a new import for young social scientists trained in graduate programs 
in the emerging American university. By the mid-l880s, the first genera- 
tion of professionally trained social scientists-in economics, social work, 
political science, and history-aggressively tackled what they called the 
”American social question.” When these young social scientists and re- 
formers read Ward’s book, they found in it a theory of social evolution, 
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national progress, and reform of American institutions. His book and his 
essays served as Ward’s introduction and clarion call into expanding in- 
tellectual communities in the late nineteenth century. Despite the changes 
and alterations he was to make in his system of social science over the 
next twenty to thirty years, Ward’s remarkable consistency in relying on 
the set of principles established in Dynamic Sociology-positive science, 
expansive education, and a producerist interpretation of government 
policy-remained hallmarks of all of his intellectual work. 

His most frequent outlet for publishing these essays was in the mass 
circulation monthly magazine, The Forum, established by Isaac L. Rice in 
March 1886 under the editorship of Lorettus Metcalf and, by the late 1880s 
and early 1890s, under the direction of the well-known editor and jour- 
nalist Walter Hines Page. The editors quickly established a magazine that 
examined the American “social question”: problems of labor unrest, the 
farmers’ revolt, socialist politics, and other similar subjects became 
the main topics of discussion in the magazine’s pages. The editors ex- 
cluded fiction, trying instead to develop a magazine based on debates on 
similar questions or problems, a style that prefigured much of what the 
later professional academic journal published. Metcalf summed up the vi- 
sion of the magazine when he wrote Ward a letter shortly before the ap- 
pearance of his first essay. Most important, Metcalf argued, it was ”the 
great middle class of intelligent, but not necessarily educated men, that I 
am anxious to reach.”’ 

In these shorter essays, Ward found a critical voice that gained him a 
much larger audience than the initial sales of his first book. By the late 
1880s and early 1890s, sales of The Forum reached into the tens of thou- 
sands every month; it was, according to magazine historian Frank Luther 
Mott, probably the most important journal of national opinion in the 
1880s and 1890s. Moreover, in the words of Page’s biographer, ”education 
was the Forum’s hobbyhorse,” an editorial interest that fit well with 
Ward’s professed social philosophy? 

His first contribution to The Forum, ”Broadening the Way to Success,” 
appeared in December 1886. In this essay, Ward continued his attack on 
false assumptions concerning government and policymaking in the late 
nineteenth century. The essay originated as a ”Saturday Lecture’’ spon- 
sored by the Smithsonian Institution, a format designed to allow scientists 
to give talks to a wide audience; it was a perfect essay for the pages of The 
Forum. Originally entitled ”Heredity and Opportunity,” it proved to be 
one of Ward’s most enduring essays and lecture topics; throughout the 
1880s and 1890s, he gave it to audiences of African American school teach- 
ers in Washington (introduced by the only African American member of 
the U.S. Senate, Blanche K. Bruce), to the members of the Social Science In- 
stitute in New York, to students in classes at the University of Chicago 
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and West Virginia University, and to women’s clubs in a number of Amer- 
ican cities. 

The subject of the essay was the recent popularity of English social 
thinker Francis Galton’s ideas about hereditary genius and the question of 
nature versus nurture as factors in human social development. Galton, 
born in 1822 (and Charles Darwin’s cousin), had received close attention 
in the United States and England since the publication of his popular 
book, Hereditary Genius (1869). In a lengthy study of the genealogy of 
famous men, he argued that individual inheritance rather than the sur- 
rounding environment affected all human mental and physical character- 
istics. Genius, and hence success, was simply a product of having the 
right ancestors. Moreover, man could control the future of the human race 
by what Galton called eugenics, a science of heredity that sought to rid so- 
ciety of undesirable characteristics through proper breeding. 

Ward, not surprisingly given his own background and struggle to 
achieve learning and success, found Galton’s idea of hereditary genius ab- 
horrent. The proper goal of any society should be to ”abolish the god Ge- 
nius,” he said; Americans should ”dethrone the monarch success,” and 
establish ”a true democracy of ideas, based upon an equal chance for all.”3 
In many ways, Ward spoke of himself, his fears as well as his successes, 
as he described the struggle of self-made men against notions of heredi- 
tary privilege: ”The fact that many do struggle up out of obscurity does 
not so much show that they possess superiority, as that they happen to be 
less inextricably bound down than others by the conventional bonds of 
society. And those who have succeeded in bursting these bonds have usu- 
ally done so at such an immense cost in energy, that their future work is 
rendered crude and well-nigh valueless. Such is the character of most of 
the results accomplished by so-called self-made men. To attain a position 
where they can labor in any great field, they must carry on a life long bat- 
tle against  obstacle^."^ 

Ward‘s own life might have served as his guide in this vision of 
self-made men: he had struggled up from obscurity and was fiercely am- 
bitious, hardheaded, and often stubborn. In his unpublished autobiogra- 
phy, he described himself as friendless for the most part because his 
intellectual labor and work left him little time for social interaction. 
His only friends, he said, were “plodders like himself,” men like John 
Wesley Powell, and later in the 1880s younger social scientists like Ed- 
ward Ross, who also struggled to gain their own ed~cat ion.~ 

In an unpublished essay, “The Enlargement of State Functions,” written 
just after his first contribution to The Forum in late December 1886 and Jan- 
uary 1887, Ward commented on the fears of enlarging government’s role 
in American life, maintaining his firm belief in the power of education to 
free citizens from poverty, hardship, and Galton’s vision of hereditary 
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privilege. The current labor crisis, represented most horrifically by the vi- 
olence in Chicago’s Haymarket Square in May 1886, was never far from 
Ward‘s mind in his analysis of social problems. This essay suggested that 
state power was the only way to solve American society’s mounting social 
ills in the late nineteenth century. Looking back to the closing days of the 
Civil War, when unfounded fears of a tyrannical government and military 
rule gripped the public imagination, Ward argued that “all this [talk 
against government] reminds me of certain classically educated persons 
whom I heard talk towards the close of the war, when the great armies of 
Grant and Sherman occupied . . . parts of the Southern territory. . . . These 
intelligent and well-read individuals likened . . . these armies and their 
leaders [to] those of Caesar and Pompey, and confidently predicted that 
the next great trial of strength would be between the army of the Potomac 
and the army of the Cumberland for the mastery of a great empire on this 
continent.”6 It was a foolish mistake, as foolish as the current fear of ex- 
panding federal government. 

The state must play a central role in social developments affecting the 
entire nation-especially in areas where monopolistic corporations threat- 
ened to control all social progress. The antimonopoly theme again reveals 
Ward’s debt to antebellum categories of political and social rhetoric, par- 
ticularly the key moral elements of his producerist idealism: free labor, the 
dignity of work, and the value of individual production. He even read 
back into the nation’s republican revolution to seek justification for the ex- 
panding role of government in American life. The establishment of re- 
publican government itself, he wrote, represented an expanded role for 
the state, ”the first blow aimed by society at individualism.” No one cur- 
rently argued against the municipal government’s function in forming 
police units and fire companies to protect urban citizens, developing mu- 
nicipal water supplies, or punishing crime in city and state courts. In the 
national arena the problems were just as pressing and just as desperately 
in need of state efforts to control them. Telegraph and communication 
lines did not belong in the hands of private corporations that might lord 
their power over the individual citizen. Ward listed other problems that 
required national control: the ownership of railways, which dominated 
American commerce; the need for a system of national savings banks 
without which it was a “cruelty to the working classes of this country” to 
leave their money in the hands of speculators; and finally, “the most im- 
portant of all national enterprises,” public schools must be under govern- 
ment contr01.~ 

Explaining the connections between the nation’s liberal commitments 
to individualism and liberty and his desires to see more national and col- 
lective solutions to social problems remained close to Ward’s heart in the 
mid-1880s and 1890s. As he mulled over the possibilities for a new book, 
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he commented on the fears of social degeneration in the country in his 
second contribution to The Forum. Ward outlined a politics of philan- 
thropy to improve the conditions of labor. The wealthy classes should 
work for the benefit of society. Borrowing from the meritocratic ideas of 
classical republicanism, Ward argued that “as men of state, far removed 
from partisan strife, they should draw their principles direct from history 
and from science, and lay the foundations of ideal government.” But 
Ward argued even more forcefully that this philanthropy did not com- 
plete the social obligation to protect the nation’s needy citizens. ”Wealth 
alone does not make true manhood. Birth, rank, social position-none of 
these can alone make useful men. Not even genius . . . can suffice. Culture 
alone can make these possessions real. Industry alone can make them 
count as social factors.”s 

The key to his producerist faith was not a bitter and unending conflict 
between capital and labor. Ward never advocated revolution or class con- 
flict, or felt that there was a need for the overthrow of American demo- 
cratic traditions. Instead, he maintained a faith in steady progress guided 
by scientific intellect that could in time create a producerist paradise in- 
side an industrial republic: ”The revolutions of the future are likely to be 
social, not directed against the state, but against a power higher than the 
state-the power of wealth-producing great monopolies and sustaining 
a large non-producing and idle class, or caste, sheltered behind the forms 
of law, but odious to the changing spirit of the age.”9 The social revolution 
Ward referred to was essentially a transformation of the way Americans 
thought about the operations of politics. 

It was a common strain in producerist thought he shared not only with a 
group of ”middle-class” radicals but also with a variety of working-class or- 
ganizations as well; it was preached by such radicals as Eugene Debs, Ter- 
ence Powderly and the Knights of Labor, and even the rural Americans (like 
his brother Lorenzo Ward) belonging to the Grange movement and the later 
Populist Party. Like Ward, these radicals shared a belief in the fundamental 
primacy of labor and toil as legitimizing claims for political and social 
power against wealth and privilege. For Ward, the producerist ethic paved 
the way for a more scientific investigation of social problems and the oper- 
ation of a truly democratic political system. His comments about labor and 
class were widely shared in reform circles: ”NO right-minded artisan be- 
grudges the millionaire his millions,” Ward wrote. “The manufacturer, the 
merchant, and even the railroad king are stirring, industrious men. They or- 
ganize the production, exchange, and distribution of wealth, and are essen- 
tial to society.” What distinguished Ward‘s view from those of the genteel 
advocates for social reform was his focus on the dignity of labor and the 
importance of the producers’ position in society: ”Honest and industrial 
people, those who with hand or brain labor for society, create its wealth, 
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and effect its proper distribution-all, in fact, who really work-have a 
right to complain that so much of the wealth of their creation has fallen into 
the hands of idle persons who despise every form of labor, even the en- 
nobling pursuit of science, art, and authorship.”10 

The clearest expression of his faith in a new scientific politics came in 
his third essay for The Forum, “False Notions of Government,” published 
in June 1887. Government for Americans had often meant either a ”power 
essentially hostile to the people” or a necessary evil “fastened on them by 
fate.” But government could ideally serve as a social guardian; it did not 
guard against hostile outside forces but from “the evils of organized ag- 
grandizement, the abuse of wealth, and the subtle processes by which the 
producer of wealth is deprived of his share in it.”” Government did not 
threaten individual liberty, as it did when the American Revolution took 
place. Those fears of government tyranny no longer fit the reality of a 
growing urban and industrial society. The nation could no longer go on 
with a distrust of government. National power was necessary for contin- 
ued progress. 

The ”irrational distrust” of the government by many Americans must 
be remedied, especially in light of the needs of the country’s working peo- 
ple. American workers have no need of ”revolutionary schemes of social- 
ism, communism, or anarchy,” Ward concluded, suggesting that ”the 
government was their own. . . [and] they should learn to look upon it as 
a creature of their will.” His call for a “people’s government” was a testa- 
ment to his enduring faith in the democratic republic-even if it suffered 
from the effects of industrial change: 

The true solution to the great social problem of this age is to be found in the 
ultimate establishment of a genuine people’s government, with ample power 
to protect society against all forms of injustice . . . coupled with a warm and 
dutiful regard for the true interests of each and all, the poor as well as the 
rich. If this be what is meant by the oft-repeated phrase ”paternal govern- 
ment,“ then were this certainly a consummation devoutly to be wished. But 
in this conception of government there is nothing paternal. It gets rid entirely 
of the paternal, the patriarchal, the personal element, and becomes nothing 
more than the effective expression of the public will, the active agency by 
which society consciously and intelligently governs its own conduct.** 

This general call for the people to take control of politics became Ward’s 
rallying cry when it came to discussions of political and social change. He 
had a generalized faith in the power of the people, if properly educated 
by a national system of instruction, to solve the problems of a rapidly in- 
dustrializing republic. This meant, of course, that local officials and local 
politics needed to be receptive to the nationalized control Ward and his 
supporters believed the nation needed. And, as they had discovered 
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when it came to irrigation, this was not always to be the case. Nonethe- 
less, Ward’s political vision found a receptive audience among workers 
and others in the social reform movements of the late nineteenth century. 
By the turn of the century, in fact, socialists and populists in particular 
celebrated Ward’s ideas, counting him among their key intellectual sup- 
porters. 
In a fourth contribution to The Forum, Ward reported on his fact-finding 

tour of the public schools of Washington in the spring of 1888, led by 
William Powell, John Wesley’s brother and the superintendent of schools 
for the District of Columbia. He once again argued that the power of for- 
mal educational training could lift up all students and provide them es- 
sential opportunities for their success. The public schools, he insisted, 
should teach a combination of manual and intellectual training useful to 
all citizens. ”Education furnishes opportunity,” he wrote, and public 
schools allowed all individuals access to science and technology. ”It is 
hoped that in the near future the artisan as well as the engineer may not 
only receive a good education. . . but may also have such training of the 
eye and the hand as will enable him to perceive and to effect all possible 
reforms in his chosen field of labor.” The broad international movement 
for public schooling, he concluded, “is the first effort by society to lift the 
work of civilization out of the empirical groove and place it upon the high 
plane of systematic science.”13 

Ward’s first four essays for The Forum attempted to reach sympathetic 
readers interested in the social, political, and economic problems of an in- 
dustrializing society. His casual form of muckraking journalism appealed 
to a wide range of Americans in a way his book could not. The essays also 
revealed his strong political and social attitudes toward government pol- 
icy, which his philosophic system sometimes seemed to obscure. One 
of the major audiences receptive to the range of ideas in Ward’s essays 
were the members of the women’s reform movement. In addition to the 
social problems of the laboring classes, and the unwillingness of govern- 
ment policy to attend to them, Ward‘s examination of the “woman ques- 
tion” reflected his general interest in the problems of social change; his 
notion that his vision of government “gets rid entirely of the paternal, the 
patriarchal” found a wide audience among social activist women in 
the late nineteenth century. Ward had long advocated for the indepen- 
dence of women in the United States, dating back to his suffrage activities 
of the 1860s. The new political culture he envisioned for the republic 
meant that the relationship of gender and politics was an important part 
of his philosophic system. 

Ward had only briefly discussed women’s reform in Dynamic Sociology. 
Ward shared with a wide variety of social thinkers many of the common 
late-nineteenth-century assumptions about women’s nature: women 
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were passive, for example, and their social roles were still defined by 
their reproductive duties. Yet many members of the women’s movement 
held these assumptions as well and believed that they could be turned to 
the advantage of reformers in asking for more educational opportunity 
as well as more power for women in the public sphere. 

In his fifth essay for The Forum, ”Our Better Halves,” Ward outlined 
what he was to call later a “gynaecocentric theory’’ of evolution. He ar- 
gued that the female sex had always been superior in nature, and that 
only in human society had this superiority been reversed. Men were 
secondary evolutionary elements-not elements of progressive change: 
“Accepting evolution as we must, recognizing heredity as the distinctive 
attribute of the female sex, it becomes clear that it must be from the steady 
advance of woman rather than the uncertain fluctuations of man that the 
sure and solid progress of the future is to come. . . . Woman is the un- 
changing trunk of the great genealogic tree; while man, with all his 
vaunted superiority, is but a branch, a grafted scion. . . . True science 
teaches that the elevation of woman is the only sure road to the evolution 
of rnan.”I4 

What made Ward‘s argument important to those interested in women’s 
reform was that it ran squarely against the grain of late-nineteenth- 
century scientific thought about human nature and Darwinism. Historian 
Cynthia Russett has argued that much of nineteenth-century scientific 
thought formed a basis for opposition to the women’s movement. Most 
male social scientists in the late nineteenth century did not support 
women’s reform, and Darwinian evolution was a powerful source for 
their opposition. In a response to Ward‘s article, Grant Allen, the English 
biologist and disciple of Spencer who had written one of the most nega- 
tive critiques of Ward‘s first book, followed the traditional line of scien- 
tific thinking in denying women the power of independent intellectual 
activity. Allen argued that women possessed only a power of intuition, 
rather than a genuine power of mind and reason, an instinctive function 
that was provided them by their essential role in reproduction. Education, 
he concluded, only led women away from their traditional roles as moth- 
ers. Although Ward agreed that women might have some kind of an in- 
tuition that men lacked, he suggested in his response to Allen that any 
lack of intellectual power resulted only from insufficient educational ex- 
perience rather than innate ability.15 Women, he announced in a speech to 
an association of women’s college graduates, must take active roles as 
thinking forces of social progress, and education played a key role in the 
expansion of women’s place in society.I6 

The response to Ward’s essays and lectures on women’s intellect was 
proof enough for him of the error most social thinkers made when they 
used Darwinian and Spencerian ideas to defend social conservatism. 
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Mary Phelps Dodge, a well-known women’s suffrage activist and writer, 
thanked Ward for the ideas he expressed in his essays and also informed 
him that Mrs. James G. Blaine, wife of the late senator, liked his ideas as 
well.17 A professor at a small college in Macon, Georgia, Ms. E. F. An- 
drews, wrote Ward that his work “contains more sound sense and sound 
logic than anything that has been written upon this much vexed ques- 
tion.”’* Ward’s essays prompted other readers to turn to his first book, in- 
cluding Professors Carrie Harris and Ellen Hayes of Wellesley College, 
who used his work in their classes and regarded him as a key figure in so- 
cial reform.I9 Hayes, a professor of mathematics and one of the most rad- 
ical feminists on Wellesley’s campus, often referred students and friends 
to Ward, predicting that women were soon to realize the importance of his 
work for reform. She likened his chapters in Dynamic Sociology on the sub- 
ject of women’s education to John Stuart Mill’s The Subjection of Women. 
When speaking of Ward’s book, she wrote later, “I do not readily think of 
any other book to which I owe so much, or without which I would be 
more reluctant to part.”20 

There was more at stake in the debates about the women’s movement 
than the importance of women’s education alone. The bases for many ar- 
guments against women’s reform were false assumptions about Darwin- 
ian science and Spencerian evolution; the same mistakes, Ward suggested, 
made by laissez-faire political economists and the opponents of labor re- 
form. There was a clear connection between the language of political 
economy and assumptions about gender. Ward always felt that the hu- 
man capacity for progress and change was limitless when the social forces 
came under conscious control. Women’s social condition was not some- 
how simply a natural or a given function of social change incapable of 
alteration; it was instead the result of definable forces and causes in evo- 
lutionary history that were within human capacity to alter, understand, 
and reshape.21 Ward‘s forceful arguments against the critics of women’s 
education endeared him to a number of women reformers during his life- 
time. In the late 1880s, one of the first to support his arguments, and even- 
tually introduce him to a wider audience of readers, was Helen Campbell. 

Helen Campbell was born in 1839 and became a prominent journalist 
and reformer in the 1880s and 1890s with wide interests in poverty and 
welfare reform as well as the movement to establish domestic science as a 
field of study in American universities. With the assistance of economist 
Richard Ely, she earned a position as professor of household economics at 
the University of Wisconsin’s school of sociology in 1894 and later 
worked at the State Agricultural College of Kansas. Unhappy with her 
position in Kansas she returned to journalism and an active career as a 
publicist and reformer in the late 1890s and 1900s. Although she was 
a longtime activist for the poor and for national welfare reform, Campbell 
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remained rather cautious about women’s suffrage-much more so even 
than Ward. Still, she was an active supporter of Ward‘s work, and she 
counted among her friends some of the leading suffrage activists in the 
women’s reform movement.22 Campbell wrote Ward about his essays in 
1889: “One thing delights me in books and pamphlets-the refusal to con- 
sider the ’woman question’ in the light chosen by the ultra-suffragists . . . 
the elevation of man must come through the ennobling of woman. . . . I 
hug your pages to my heart, as the coolest and most scientific putting of 
the faith.”u In her popular treatment of domestic science, Household Eco- 
nomics (1896), Campbell offered even more lavish praise for Ward’s work: 
“No sharper arraignment of the inadequacy of women has ever been 
made, nor any more inspiring demand upon her highest faculties. The 
faith in what woman is to do is tremendous, and the call to higher action 
like the sound of a trumpet.”24 

Over the rest of his career Ward continued to make analysis of sex and 
gender central to his evolutionary theory and to his ideas about social 
change. His belief that the female was superior and original in nature 
helped to reverse a deep bias among scientists and social reformers about 
the biological inadequacies of women; his belief that examination of the 
place of women in the social order was central to all sociological analysis 
was rare among late-nineteenth-century social thinkers (and even some 
twentieth-century intellectuals as well). His ideas also struck at the heart 
of all biblical justifications of inferiority, a justification Ward had long ago 
rejected and now attacked more forcefully in his scientific interpretation 
of evolutionary history. In the 1890s and 1900s Ward turned to these ideas 
again and again, and they also attracted one of the most important femi- 
nist intellectuals in American life, Charlotte Perkins Stetson (later Char- 
lotte Perkins Gilman). Ward‘s friendship with Stetson in the 1890s was 
sparked, in part, by the contributions he made to mass circulation maga- 
zines. 

In essays published in other magazines in the 1880s and 1890s, Ward 
continued to examine the problems facing the American nation, especially 
the two major interests of government reformers in the late nineteenth 
century: tariff legislation and civil service reform. He argued that the tra- 
ditional American political education-directed through party organiza- 
tions alone-was woefully inadequate. In a partisan political system no 
national election had yet expressed the true will of the people. The na- 
tion’s genteel civil service reformers, men such as George Curtis and oth- 
ers, too often invested their cause with political rhetoric rather than the 
patient logic of science and fact; moreover, he argued, they nayvely mis- 
understood the nature of reform and the structure of American political 
institutions. They overstated the extent and nature of corruption within 
the national political system. 
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Instead, Ward wanted ”true civil service” reform rather than the series of 
tests and examinations for public work recommended by conventional gen- 
teel reformers. ”There is an evil, remediable by true civil service reform, 
which affects all the issues in the country. This is the recognition of the ques- 
tion of holding office as a political issue. It is not using too strong language 
to characterize this as political debauchery.” By considering elective office 
only as a political issue, rather than a duty and responsibility in a republic, 
reformers confused interest with principle and “destroy [ed] the honesty” of 
any true political conviction. ”It is here that reform is needed,” Ward wrote. 
“By the side of this great national demoralization the peccadilloes of office 
holders sink into insignificance . . . unless the present tendencies are 
checked there is a danger that all great questions of human rights, as well 
as the business interests of the country, might be seriously neglected and 
American politics degraded into a disgraceful scramble for office.”25 

The complaint that a ”disgraceful scramble” in political life corrupted 
American institutions was a common refrain among social reformers in 
the late nineteenth century, and it is no surprise that Ward rejected politi- 
cal parties and partisan strife. Ward‘s simple faith in the objective power 
of scientific investigation, as many later critics charged, made him some- 
what utopian in approaching the hard political questions of the late nine- 
teenth century. The managerial system he believed in did not seem to 
protect democracy, and in the hands of twentieth-century efficiency ex- 
perts it led some to completely reject democratic participation. But Ward 
did not see a contradiction. True civil service reform, he argued, should 
focus on the creation of a national academy to train government officials, 
an institution recommended not only by Powell and the National Acad- 
emy of Sciences but also by Secretary of the Interior Lucius Q. C. Lamar 
and Commissioner of Education William Torrey Harris. The institution 
should create “a national system of instruction in the science and art of 
government, and the diffusion in the most liberal manner of correct in- 
formation relative to the methods by which public business is transacted, 
and the nature and magnitude of governmental operations. The civil ser- 
vice academy should form a part of this . . . system, and might well be a 
special ’school’ of the great national university recommended by Wash- 
ington, Adams, Jefferson, and Madison.”26 

The establishment of a national university would train legislators and 
government staff interested in the operation and practice of sociology ap- 
plied to social problems and not party spoils. An issue such as tariff reform 
could easily be studied by just such a national organization and taken out 
of the partisan arena and the hands of classical economists who argued a 
priori for free trade as a national economic panacea-the basis of all ideas 
of classical liberal political economy. As far as Ward was concerned, 
protectionism in tariff legislation was a positive use of government power 
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that induced citizens ”to put forth exertions which are foreseen to be ben- 
eficial to the society at large.”27 This was ”artificial” or progressive legisla- 
tion; it was the most important way government could play a role in 
ensuring social progress. 

The national university could serve both as a superstructure to guide 
the research of the federal government’s scientific bureaus and as a grad- 
uate school in the art of government and legislation. In the years follow- 
ing the Civil War, John Hoyt spearheaded the movement for the creation 
of a national academy, a frequent advocate in the 1880s and 1890s for a 
congressional bill to establish a national university. Ward was one of 
Hoyt’s good friends in the movement, and Hoyt counted on Ward‘s sup- 
port and friendship when he came to the city to lobby CongressF8 It was 
no surprise that Ward supported the movement since it fit so well with 
the purposes of his social science. In a Saturday Lecture at the Smithson- 
ian in 1888, Ward referred to the hostility of some members of the Allison 
Commission toward the creation of such a university, insisting that the 
current scientific organizations already provided the basis for its estab- 
lishment. Washington as the national center was the best place for the es- 
tablishment of a central education institution. Knowledge was the most 
important factor in social development and ”the chief engine of civiliza- 
tion.” The success of any social system required the ”increase and diffu- 
sion of knowledge among men.”29 

In 1891, when he spoke to the American Association for the Advance- 
ment of Science (AAAS) in Washington, Ward further argued that “noth- 
ing short of a national institution, created and authorized by law to teach 
the science and art of government, could successfully carry out this 
scheme of [national] education. As a safeguard to our institutions, not less 
than as a means of national progress and enlightenment, no other educa- 
tional scheme is equal to it in imp~rtance.”~~ The university must be ”dis- 
tinctly national” and ”the creature of the American people . . . devoted to 
their use and needs.” Only an institution that was the product of the na- 
tional government, one that could teach ”all that serves as true states- 
manship’’ and the practical workings of government bureaus, could solve 
the social problems of the late nineteenth century. The foundation was al- 
ready in place with the existing scientific organizations of the city-all 
that was required was to complete the organization with a capstone sys- 
tematizing the connections between the government’s research bureaus 
and private scientific  association^.^^ As Ward had indicated in his letter to 
Welling when he resigned his teaching position in botany at Columbian 
University, the economists and social thinkers interested in political econ- 
omy engaged in a mission to construct a national philosophy of govern- 
ment and reform necessary to the continued growth and progress of the 
republic; a national university served as an essential part of this mission. 
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Ward‘s contributions to The Forum and other magazines enabled him 
to reach a much wider audience far beyond the initial readers of his first 
book. Powell continued to offer him the time to write on social issues 
outside the confines of his daily duties to the Survey. Ward still con- 
ducted his scientific work, however, compiling the yearly reports of his 
division and writing many articles on botany and paleobotany. In 1887, 
for example, he completed the second half of his historical examination 
of paleobotany, entitled “The Geographic Distribution of Fossil Plants,” 
a major examination of the fossil findings of plant life in ancient Europe 
and North America. 

Far more important than his scientific work, however, were the rela- 
tionships he established with young social scientists emerging from 
European academic training and embarking on careers in the American 
university. It was the essays he wrote in the 1880s to which many of these 
scientists first turned, but soon they found Ward’s book as well, helping 
him to become a major participant in the intellectual formulation of social 
science in the late nineteenth century. Four men were most significant in 
shaping his intellectual concerns in economics and social science in the 
late 1880s and 1890s: Richard Ely, Franklin Giddings, Albion Small, and 
Edward A. Ross. 

Although all of these men were slightly younger than Ward-for ex- 
ample, none of the four men were old enough to have served in the Civil 
War-each had social experiences remarkably similar to Ward’s own; they 
were ”plodders” like Powell, men whom Ward found congenial to his 
personality and his thinking about society and politics. These younger so- 
cial scientists did have one major advantage in their educational experi- 
ences: all of them had advanced educations. Three of the four men were 
trained in German universities, members of the broad generation of 
young intellectuals in the late nineteenth century who sought training in 
German research methods and scholarship. Their vision of a higher schol- 
arship and their advanced education in fields such as economics, political 
economy, history, and philosophy differed from Ward‘s haphazard and 
eclectic self-education and the little training he received in college. More- 
over, these younger social scientists learned in Germany of the perils of 
“English economics” and the devotion to classical liberal and laissez-faire 
ideas about economic practices. Already old enough to witness the social 
dislocations of American industrialism, trained to criticize classical eco- 
nomics, and seeking cohorts and followers for their ideas, the young so- 
cial scientists discovered a prophetic voice when they read Ward‘s book 
and his essays on society, science, and 

Richard Ely, born on 13 April 1854, was the son of a stern Presbyterian 
preacher heavily involved in the political and social causes of the antebellum 
era. But Ely enjoyed a more settled education than Ward’s autodidacticism. 
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In the 1870s, he attended Dartmouth and Columbia, and, with a fellow- 
ship in hand, he eventually left the United States for three years of univer- 
sity training in Europe. Ely had originally been interested in the study of 
philosophy, but his dissatisfaction with the work, and his chance meeting 
with Simon Patten, another young American studying in Germany, led him 
to choose economics as his field of study for university training. Ely worked 
with Karl JSnies, a German economist interested in historical economics 
rather than the abstractions of classical economic theory. In the words of 
Ely’s biographer, Knies argued that ”Man . . . rather than the abstract me- 
chanical laws of the classicists, should stand at the center of all economic 
study. Economic science should attempt to prescribe formulas which al- 
lowed man to square his ethics with reality.”33 

Ely combined the ethical interests in reform he inherited from his fam- 
ily with the academic training he received in Germany. Like Ward, he had 
no interest in classical laissez-faire economics, and his training in the Ger- 
man school of historical economics further strengthened his resistance to 
it. Ely returned to the United States in 1880 and, after seeking work and 
“tramping” in New York City for a year, as well as writing a few articles 
for newspapers and magazines, finally won an appointment as an in- 
structor at Johns Hopkins. Although at first he had difficulty teaching at 
the university, his courses and seminars slowly grew in popularity. Ely be- 
came one of the leaders of the “new economics,” and, again like Ward, 
battled the theorists of classical economics throughout his career. 

Ely sought an economic science that lent support for reform causes, a 
social vision shaped by his family’s commitment to evangelical Protes- 
tantism. In the 1880s and 1890s, Ely carried this early religious zeal into 
the social problems of the Gilded Age. In 1885, along with other econo- 
mists and social scientists such as E. R. A. Seligman and Herbert Baxter 
Adams, he helped found the American Economic Association (AEA) with 
a “proclamation of emancipation,” a revolt against the classical econo- 
mists of the American Social Science Association (ASSA). The circular, 
written by Ely, announced that “we regard the state as an educational and 
ethical agency whose positive aid is an indispensable condition of human 
progress . . . we hold that the doctrine of laissez-faire is unsafe politics and 
unsound in morals; and that it suggests an inadequate explanation of the 
relation between State and citizen.” It is no wonder that when Ely read 
Ward’s book and his essays, he thought he found a fellow-traveler in the 
debates over American economic policy.34 

Ward first came to know Ely as a correspondent. Always his own pros- 
elytizer, Ward had for years kept lists of social scientists, reformers, and 
leading intellectuals to whom he mailed his essays, books, and notices. 
Ely was one of the men most impressed with Ward‘s work-especially his 
arguments about enlarging the functions of the federal government. Ely 
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asked Ward to join the AEA and ”take part in our work” against the pre- 
vailing economic theory of the 1880s. The two often exchanged their 
books and essays, and by 1887, when Ely was getting ready to publish his 
Introduction to Political Economy (1888), he felt deeply indebted to the ideas 
expressed in Dynamic Sociology for helping him to clarify his own theories 
about economics, socialism, and the social problems facing an industrial- 
izing democracy.35 

At Ely’s prompting, Ward joined the AEA and presented a paper at the 
annual meeting in late December 1888. The essay, entitled “Some Social 
and Economic Paradoxes,” again emphasized Ward’s interest in expand- 
ing the role of government and using legislation to solve social problems: 
”Social activities,” he argued, “may be artificially regulated to the advan- 
tage of society.”36 He was inspired primarily by the work of amateur econ- 
omist George Gunton, Wealth and Progress (1887), but also by Henry 
George’s Progress and Poverty (1879). Gunton, much less well known than 
George, was a friend of Ward‘s from New York City, a former labor leader 
and a eight-hour-day advocate, who had served as an editor for the so- 
cialist publication The Labor Standard. His book was originally the work of 
labor leader Ira Steward, completed by Gunton after Steward’s death. 
Ward‘s older brother, Cyrenus, who was now working in Washington 
thanks to his brother and writing his own lengthy history of the laboring 
classes ”from antiquity to the adoption of Christianity by Constantine,” 
also knew Gunton through his participation in the New York City labor 
movement.37 

Ward argued once again in favor of a producerist interpretation of cap- 
ital. He was no socialist, unlike Gunton or his brother Cyrenus, nor did he 
go so far as to deny that the condition of labor had generally improved 
over time. But he did argue in this address that ”society is to be regarded 
as a great cooperative institution,” especially in the social production of 
wealth where capital and labor worked jointly in fostering its growth: ”To 
the power of production there is practically no limit . . . all that is needed 
to place in the possession of every member of society every object of his 
desire is the power to purchase it. . . . The problem is, therefore, no longer 
how to increase production, but how to increase consumption-not the 
desire to consume, for that already exists, nor the ability to render an 
equivalent, which is also abundantly possessed, but the chances to exer- 
cise that ability in the gratification of desire; in a word, the opportunity to 
earn.” The nation needed to heed to the demands for labor protection, for 
an eight-hour day, for the right to strike, all popular reforms with labor 
advocates such as the Knights of Labor. Labor in this country needed 
power and protection because capital already had the means available to 
protect itself.38 The response to his paper was positive. As he recalled in 
his notebooks: ”The hall was full and everything most propitious. I did 
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my ’level best’ and was perfectly composed. In fact my wits were some- 
what stimulated, and I put in several excellent things not in the manu- 
script. One could have heard a pin drop, so perfect was the attention. . . . 
The applause at the conclusion was vociferous, and I received many 
warm congratulations. I have many reasons for believing that it was a 
complete surprise to most of them.”39 

Ward’s relationship with Ely, his association with the AEA, and the es- 
says he wrote for popular magazines helped him gain a foothold in new 
intellectual communities. In addition to Ely, Ward also met Franklin Gid- 
dings, who later became a longtime champion of Ward’s contributions to 
American social thought, through his connection to the AEA. One year 
younger that Ely, Giddings also came from New England evangelical 
stock; his father was a respected Congregationalist minister in Connecti- 
cut. Giddings was educated at Union College in New York. Unlike the 
other three men Ward met in the late 1880s and early 1890s, Giddings 
never pursued a European education, turning instead to journalism after 
receiving his college degree in 1877. For most of the 1880s, he worked as 
a journalist for a variety of newspapers in Connecticut and Massachu- 
setts, but he also discovered economics and social science. 

Giddings’s newspaper articles focused on economics and the ”labor 
problem” confronting the late-nineteenth-century republic. His introduc- 
tion to formal sociological theory came through his reading of Herbert 
Spencer, as he recalled in a reflection on his professional life: “My interest 
in sociology, as I have on various occasions told, began while I was yet a 
youth, when accidentally a copy of the first number of the Popular Science 
Monthly fell into my hands a few days after its publication, and I read the 
first chapter of Spencer’s The Study ofsociology. Before I entered college I 
had read a lot of Darwin, Tyndall, and Huxley, and nearly half of what 
Spencer had then printed. At college, and during ten subsequent years of 
newspaper work, I kept up my interest and my reading in soci~logy.”~~ 
Giddings entered the academy in 1888, replacing Woodrow Wilson as a 
lecturer on politics at Bryn Mawr College. In 1894, he was invited to oc- 
cupy the newly established chair of sociology at Columbia University, 
where he spent the rest of his career. 

Giddings and Ward first met at the AEA in 1887, when Giddings read 
a paper on “The Sociological Character of Political Economy,” which 
Ward praised highly in his comments after the lecture. Giddings 
wrote Ward soon after the meeting to thank him, and to offer some ideas 
for the further study of social science that he had been contemplating. ”I 
have read with great interest and profit one of the articles you so kindly 
sent me,” Giddings began, ”and shall read the others at the first oppor- 
tunity. . . . Your views on government and education interest me exceed- 
ingly though I hardly agree with you on all points. If I can possibly find 
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the time for it I am going to re-read Dynamic Sociology. The truth is, that 
my economic studies are not the ones that most interest me. I drifted into 
them because that kind of work was demanded of me as a daily journal- 
ist. Philosophy in the broader sense was my first love and I hope some- 
time to return to it.”41 

Giddings increasingly turned to the study of sociology in the late 
1880s-the subject remained the focus of his intellectual output for the 
rest of his life. But he was far less sanguine about the possibilities for so- 
cial reform than Ward. Giddings’s early reading of Spencer convinced 
him that social evolution was a slow process not in need of man’s inter- 
vention. Moreover, his early interest in economics marked a significant 
devotion to quantification-by the end of his life he had established a 
group of students who took this interest into far more statistically so- 
phisticated investigations of human development, econometrics, and 
community studies, subjects that held no interest for Ward. Despite their 
differences on some sociological questions, however, the two men be- 
came fast friends and kept an extensive correspondence throughout most 
of the late 1880s and 1890s. Ward always sent Giddings his books and es- 
says, and for years Giddings made them required reading for his classes 
at Columbia. 

Even more important than the professional friendship and intellectual 
exchange that Ward forged with Ely and Giddings in the late 188Os, how- 
ever, was the relationship he established with two of Ely’s students: Al- 
bion Small and Edward A. Ross. In his classes at Hopkins, Ely frequently 
used Ward’s book and essays, and he introduced both Small and Ross to 
Ward personally. Small’s path to professional academic work was similar 
to Ely’s own. Born in 1854, Small was also the son of a cleric, a Baptist 
minister in Maine, and, even more than Ely, was strongly interested in the 
religious life. He pursued a career in the clergy before embarking on 
teaching and research in the 1880s. After his own college education and 
extensive clerical training at the Newton Seminary, Small went to Ger- 
many to study history and economics in the late 1870s and early 188Os, re- 
turning to his native Maine to teach the subjects at Colby College. But his 
interests in social science were broad, and he eventually sought a Ph.D. at 
Johns Hopkins in 1889 under the direction of Ely and Herbert Baxter 
Adams, another faculty member familiar with and receptive to Ward’s 
ideas. 

Small might have known of Ward before his tutelage under Ely, but he 
certainly became a devout follower during his graduate study. Ely intro- 
duced Small to Ward when he wrote him that the young professor was us- 
ing Ward‘s work in his classes at Colby College. When Ward wrote Small 
asking for his syllabus, Small was thrilled: “I can heartily say that I regard 
your work as a challenge to sociological study more important than any 
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other single work of American scholarship. . . . I esteem it . . . not only a 
privilege, but a scholarly duty to call attention to your work, wherever I 
have the opportunity, among students of social  relation^."^^ The syllabus 
itself reflected the influence Ward held over Small’s ideas about social sci- 
entific study. Small’s introductory note said that “Mr. Ward deserves a 
rank among social philosophers which his contemporaries have appar- 
ently failed to concede.“43 

After his training at Hopkins, Small quickly became well known in so- 
cial science circles. When William Rainey Harper, president of the newly 
created University of Chicago, sought a professor for the first chair in so- 
ciology in 1892, he hired Small-partly because of his intellectual abilities 
and partly because of his Baptist background. Small became one of the 
leading commentators on social science and sociology and a mentor for 
numerous early-twentieth-century students of social science. Chicago 
also eventually became one of the leading universities in the country, an 
important place of intellectual support for Ward in the 1890s and 1900s. 

Ward’s most important friendship, however, was with another Ely stu- 
dent, Edward Ross. Ross’s life might be regarded as something of a car- 
bon copy of Ward‘s. Born on the Iowa prairie in December 1866, Ross was 
the youngest of the social scientists Ward befriended in the 1880s and 
1890s. Like Ward‘s own parents, Ross’s parents were frontier pioneers; his 
father, William Carpenter Ross, was a yeoman farmer who searched for 
gold in California before returning to the middle border for a more settled 
farm life. Edward Ross’s mother, Rachel Ellsworth, was born in south- 
western Pennsylvania. She went West like many young women before the 
Civil War to teach school, eventually making her way to the Iowa prairie. 
Ross’s mother died when he was only eight years old, and he was raised 
by his father’s relatives in Iowa until he left to attend Coe College in 
Cedar Rapids. The educational institutions in the middle border region 
had grown tremendously since Ward’s youth, and Ross profited from this 
institutional expansion in his much more extensive formal education. He 
graduated from Coe College in 1886 and taught in country schools in 
Iowa for two years before embarking on academic training in Germany. 
Although he had originally planned to study comparative literature, he 
soon turned to economics and social science as fields better fitted to study 
the problems of modern industrializing societies. After his return from 
study in German universities, Ross applied for graduate education, fi- 
nally accepting an offer from Richard Ely to study at Hopkins.44 

It was probably the similarity in their backgrounds, both from the Iowa 
prairie region, both “sons of the Middle Border,” that made Ward so en- 
amored of the younger Ross. It was in Ely’s seminars that Ross probably 
first heard of Ward’s sociological opus. Ross recalled the experience years 
later in his autobiography. After a party in the spring of 1890, during 
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which he contracted food poisoning, Ely told him to consider reading 
Ward’s book and essays. He spent his recovery reading Dynamic Sociology: 
“The magnificent sweep of Ward’s thought made me almost forget my in- 
ternal misery,” he recalled. ”I stirred up others to read it and soon Hop- 
kins had a little band of Wardians. At the next gathering of economists in 
Washington there was a reception at the Cosmos Club which several of us 
attended. A mate sought me out and whispered excitedly, ’Come have a 
look at Lester F. Ward!’ I beheld a stooped man of fifty with thick iron 
gray hair and strongly molded features, every inch the Thinker. I gazed 
with awe.“45 Many later critics of Ward‘s work and place in American so- 
cial thought forgot just how large he stood for some of these young intel- 
lectuals. In the world of social theory and argument, Ward was one of the 
few voices in this country arguing for more reform. 

At the same time as his meeting with Ward, Ross also met Rose Ward’s 
niece, Rosamund Simons, who lived in Washington. Ross courted and 
soon married Rosamund, and called Ward his “Dear Uncle” for the rest of 
his life. When Ross embarked on his teaching career, after receiving his 
Ph.D. in economics in 1890, Ward remained his intellectual father figure 
and a constant correspondent. Ross felt so close to Ward that he named his 
son after him. 

Ward’s relationship with these four men came at an important time in 
his life. He was thinking more and more about the possibility of another 
book-one that investigated issues of social reform, education, and the 
mind in a way that engaged more people than his first book; a book that 
he believed could tackle the problems of politics, economic growth, west- 
ern expansion, and social unrest in late-nineteenth-century American de- 
mocracy. The other factors influencing Ward‘s decision to write a second 
book were new developments and debates in professional science, which 
he confronted in the scientific associations in Washington and his daily 
work at the Survey. 

During 1889 and 1890, Ward served as president of the Biological Soci- 
ety of Washington, one of the city’s major scientific groups, and as presi- 
dent he was responsible for delivering the society’s annual address. 
Although his addresses were ostensibly aimed at the technical problems 
in his field-such as the nature of plant evolution, arguments about peri- 
odization in geological history, and the problem of nomenclature in 
botanical science-Ward also demonstrated his extensive interest in social 
problems. Science and social thinking were always closely linked in 
Ward‘s mind. This was no less true for most of those in his audience as 
well. 

His first address, delivered in January 1890, examined “the course of bi- 
ologic evolution,” and covered the rather technical ground of paleobotan- 
ical evolutionary change. He later regarded the address as ”one of my 
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most important contributions to science.” But he closed the speech on a 
much different note, claiming that studying the evolutionary develop- 
ment of the mind remained one of the most important and most neglected 
fields of scientific analysis. Psychology and psychological motivation, he 
argued, were natural sciences demanding attention to the same laws of 
study as any science. Without paying attention to the mind, scientists 
could not cover one of the most important problems of social develop- 
ment.46 

In his second presidential address, delivered in January 1891, Ward re- 
turned to a theme that he had highlighted in the essays he had done on 
Francis Galton and the role of women’s education in America: nature ver- 
sus nurture in human character and the impact of heredity or the envi- 
ronment on social evolution. He returned to this subject because of a 
renewed attention to competitive ”social Darwinism” prompted by the 
work of German biologist August Weismann and his followers, dubbed 
the Neo-Darwinists. In the late 1880s and early 1890s, Weismann devel- 
oped a theory of a germ plasm while testing the belief in acquired trans- 
mission of characteristics: hereditary characteristics, he concluded, were 
free from any environmental effects. Jean Lamarck, whom Ward had read 
while he worked on ”The Great Panacea” in the 1870s, was the French 
natural scientist most closely associated with the theory of acquired char- 
acteristics. Lamarck argued that changes to an organism as a result of en- 
vironmental forces were passed on from generation to generation. The 
most famous example, although Lamarck himself only referred to it in 
passing, was that the giraffes’ long neck and legs were the result of gen- 
erations of giraffes reaching upward and straining their bodies to reach 
leaves at the tops of trees. It was a theory of species change over time that 
held firm throughout the nineteenth century-Darwin himself supported 
the general idea that an organism’s efforts to change could be passed on 
over the long course of evolutionary history.47 

Weismann, however, suggested that the germ plasm was entirely sepa- 
rate from environmental effects on the body and could in no way be al- 
tered by specific individual changes within an organism’s life. It was an 
early theory of genetic transmission, one developed before the knowledge 
of Gregor Mendel’s studies of transmission in cross-breeding peas. In 
short, Weismann argued, the Lamarckian doctrine that acquired charac- 
teristics from an adult organism could be passed on to offspring from gen- 
eration to generation was simply wrong. Although Weismann himself did 
not make heredity the sole determining factor in evolutionary change- 
he actually argued that environmental factors belonged in a category en- 
tirely separate from genetics-followers often invoked him to support 
arguments in favor of heredity alone. Although this biological debate 
might have seemed remote from the social problems of the United States, 
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it became deeply embroiled in debates about theories of social change. 
Weismann's work challenged the notion that even cultural changes in so- 
ciety could be passed on from generation to generation. Thus, his work 
gave laissez-faire social Darwinism a new impetus in the early 1890s. It 
now seemed obvious to some that the effort to interfere with the natural 
process of evolutionary growth had no effect whatsoever. If this was true 
in nature, why bother to interfere with social development or social 
growth? 

The renewed attention to metaphors of struggle had a particular res- 
onance in the United States in the early 1890s, especially on the debate 
over the continuing struggle between labor and capital. The American 
economy seemed a site of constant struggle, and the Darwinian notion 
that the survival of fittest explained social evolution, even if Darwin 
himself doubted its application to human society, seemingly defined 
modern economic life. In the face of such arguments, Ward defended 
Lamarckian science and the doctrine of acquired characteristics. As 
a Lamarckian, Ward feared the results of applying these pessimistic bi- 
ological arguments of constant struggle to social change and reform. His 
faith in universal education as the instrument for social improvement 
absolutely required the transmission of acquired characteristics from 
generation to generation-how else, he asked, could society move pro- 
gressively forward? His biggest problem with Weismann's conclusion 
was that his supporters tended to follow the same lines of argument as 
classical economists, those who placed the world firmly in the grip of 
natural forces of social development. "In fact," Ward argued, "the whole 
burden of the Neo-Darwinian song is: cease to educate, it is mere tem- 
porizing with the deeper and unchangeable forces of 

Ward was not alone in his faith in Lamarckian biology. Many of the 
leading biologists in the United States supported the Lamarckian idea of 
the transmission of acquired characteristics. Many scientists assembled 
evidence of experiments (although now known to be faulty) that demon- 
strated change from environmental effects: tails cut off of rats, for exam- 
ple, eventually produced a breed of rats without Darwin always 
supported Lamarck's ideas, as did Spencer and numerous other English 
and European social thinkers. The debate over Lamarckian genetics was 
not settled until after the turn of the century, when European biologists re- 
discovered Gregor Mendel's studies. Modern genetics had carried the day 
by the early 1900s, when biologists were unable to replicate the alleged 
studies of rats and other organisms with induced environmental changes. 

In the late nineteenth century, however, Ward's commitment to Lamarck- 
ian principles was not unusual within the American (or European) scientific 
community. Lamarckism had a special resonance with American scientists, 
especially with those interested in social evolution such as the Washington 
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anthropologists. Ward’s Lamarckism was strongly influenced by work 
done within the Washington intellectual community, especially by Powell’s 
emphasis on the cooperative nature of knowledge, which he had so force- 
fully explained in his testimony before the Joint Commission in 1885. Pow- 
ell’s anthropology, and the anthropology of his associates in the Bureau of 
Ethnology, emphasized the cooperative power of man freed from the effects 
of natural selection; a struggle for existence, these scientists found in their 
ethnographic studies, did not define human destiny. 

In an essay published in 1891, “The Transmission of Culture” (based on 
his second address to the Biological Society), Ward wrestled with the Neo- 
Darwinian argument against Lamarck, and, in Ward’s view, against the 
very possibilities for systems of social progress. Ward hated the essay‘s ti- 
tle. He wanted to call it ”Is Education Hereditary?” but succumbed to an 
editorial suggestion by the editors of The Forum to change it. Ward admit- 
ted that knowledge itself was not transmittable from adult to offspring- 
but he did believe that the ability to learn was passed on from generation 
to generation. By focusing on social development rather than on the 
biological characteristics so many Neo-Darwinian scientists analyzed, 
environmental changes passed from generation to generation seemed ob- 
vious, however unclear the evidence might be to scientists. Intellectual, 
ethical, and aesthetic concerns, Ward argued, ”have arisen, grown power- 
ful, and been attended with intense emulation” from generation to gener- 
ation. These faculties, despite the denial of Weismann and the Neo- 
Darwinists, must be transmittable in order to improve society. Ward con- 
cluded that ”if they [the Neo-Darwinists] are right, education has no 
value for the future of mankind, and its benefits are confined exclusively 
to the generation receiving it. So far as the inculcation of knowledge is 
concerned, this has always been admitted the case, and the fact that each 
new individual must begin at the beginning and acquire all knowledge 
over again . . . is sufficiently disc~uraging.”~~ 

Ward equivocated rather than reject the arguments for heredity; per- 
haps the popular suggestion that the development and strengthening of 
the mind could somehow be preserved through heredity was not all 
wrong. Until scientists could find sufficient evidence and sufficient exact- 
ness in the laws of heredity, society must ”hug the delusion” that trans- 
missibility of characteristics is possible or the defense of a system of social 
change seemed impossible. Many American scientists praised Ward’s crit- 
icisms of Weismann’s ideas. Samuel Langley wrote Ward that his ideas 
provided the basis for stronger criticism of Weismann’s supporters, and 
Cornell University biologist J. H. Comstock suggested that ”it is a mag- 
nificent treatment of the subject and pricks the Weismann bubble.”51 

Unknown to Ward at the time, the Neo-Darwinian argument against 
Lamarck and against acquired characteristics prefigured a much larger 
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debate in American biology about genetic transmission. It also signaled a 
more modernist interest in experimental biology as distinct from the sys- 
tematic, philosophical science of Ward and many Washington scientists. 
By the turn of the century, developments in university biology outpaced 
the kind of work federal government scientists like Ward and Powell did 
and set off research in entirely different directions. Yet Ward chose to cling 
to his Lamarckian faith and his faith in universal education for social 
progress. His contribution to the Neo-Darwinian debate did not become 
the focus of his science, however, and he essentially dropped the subject 
after his addresses to the Biological Society. But it did help to convince 
him that another book was needed; a study that focused on social prob- 
lems and social growth was absolutely necessary in order to extend his 
system of social science first proposed in 1883.52 

In the summer of 1891, still thinking about the possibilities for a second 
book, Ward received word that his first book had been burned by Russian 
and Polish authorities. He heard the news from his friend George Kennan. 
Kennan spent seven years in the 1870s and early 1880s in Washington, 
D.C., as the assistant manager of the Associated Press. An avid natural sci- 
entist with wide interests in plants and flowers, Kennan often partici- 
pated in the meetings of Washington’s scientific associations, which was 
probably how he met Ward. He traveled extensively in Russia in the mid- 
1880s, writing a well-known and popular book on the Russian prison sys- 
tem, Siberia and the Exile System. In the late nineteenth century, Kennan 
was easily the most well-informed and knowledgeable American about 
Russian society and culture, and a good friend to a variety of Russian rad- 
icals and reformers. 

Kennan informed Ward of the popularity of his work among Russian 
liberals and radicals in the 1880s and 1890s. Ward’s faith in social reform 
and his belief in a scientific and collective approach to solving national 
problems found a ready audience in Alexander 111’s and later Nicholas II’s 
Russia. With the rising tide of protest against czarist oppression in late- 
nineteenth-century Russia, and the wide participation of the Russian in- 
telligentsia in this protest, Ward’s work remained quite popular among 
social thinkers. The most prominent of these Russian intellectuals was the 
renowned Russian thinker M. M. Kovalevskii, a liberal political theorist 
and evolutionary sociologist. Kovalevskii championed Ward’s work in 
Russian intellectual circles even during long years in exile from the czars, 
and in the twentieth century when he returned to Russia after the Revo- 
lution of 1905 he remained a strong partisan of Ward‘s. The two met and 
spoke during international conferences in the early twentieth ~entury.5~ 
Polish sociologist Ludwig Gumplowicz was another champion of Ward‘s 
ideas abroad, and he too would strike a very close friendship with Ward 
in the late 1890s and early 1900s. Gradually Ward’s ideas were becoming 
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more widely known, part of the international movement of ideas in the 
trans-Atlantic intellectual community of the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries. 

But Kovalevskii’s support, and that of other liberal political intellectu- 
als in Russia, could not save Ward’s book from the czars. In July 1891, 
Kennan wrote Ward that ”Once before I had the pleasure of giving you 
some news with regard to the reception that your book Dynamic Sociol- 
ogy had met with in Russia. . . . I most heartily congratulate you. In this 
prosaic and indifferent age, it is not every man who achieves the distinc- 
tion of having his books burned by order of a council of ministers. . . . I 
have tried in my humble way to serve the course of liberty in Russia, but 
I haven’t been able to do it with ability to get my writings burned. You 
are evidently a very dangerous man.”54 Ward was in some ways thrilled 
with the rejection. It testified to the power of ideas (although the czars 
did ban many books during the late nineteenth and early twentieth cen- 
turies). 

Ward began writing his new book on 1 January 1892, working in the 
evenings when he returned home from his office. In mid-August that year 
he attended the annual meeting of the American Association for the Ad- 
vancement of Science (AAAS) as vice president of the section on econom- 
ics and statistics. There, he presented some of his first ideas for his new 
book. Ward was unsure whether this essay, ”The Psychologic Basis of So- 
cial Economics,” belonged in the manuscript and wanted to test his ideas 
in front of an audience of fellow social scientists. Expanding on his earlier 
concern about the relationship of psychology and biology to social phe- 
nomena, Ward asked whether man’s social experience arose from strictly 
biological processes or psychological ones? 

His answer was obvious to those who had read his work of the previ- 
ous decade. Echoing the arguments he had been making about the power 
of mind and intellect over social reform, the necessity for the expansion 
and diffusion of the world’s knowledge, and the wastefulness of natural 
versus human economics, Ward concluded that the laws of biology and 
nature were separate from the laws of mind and could be expressed in a 
general law for sociological study: ”The environment transforms the ani- 
mal while man transforms the environment.” Nature’s processes were 
enormously wasteful, and much of the creative energy of nature was ex- 
pended in attempts at mere survival. But forces other than natural com- 
petition shaped human social and cultural life, he concluded, and did not 
involve the same waste of energy. When he left the AAAS meeting to at- 
tend the Chautauqua meeting of the AEA in late August 1892, Simon Pat- 
ten, an economist and good friend of Richard Ely, asked Ward for a 
copy of the essay for possible publication in the Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social 
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At the same time that Ward read the essay to the members of the AAAS, 
he began a subscription to Edward Bellamy’s nationalist paper, The New 
Nation. Although Ward never formally joined one of the nationalist clubs 
that emerged after Bellamy’s publication of his utopian novel, Looking 
Backward, in 1888, Ward sympathized with the ethical goals of the move- 
ment. He was a fan of Bellamy’s short novel, a “sugar coated bomb” he 
called it, and liked the novel when he read it in the late 1880s. ”I do not, 
like so many well meaning people, take his utopia seriously, any more 
than I do Thomas More’s or Plato‘s, or any of the rest. Still I consider that 
he has done the world a real service in setting up in such an admirable 
manner an ideal so high and so pure and in awakening thought on the 
sublimest of all themes, the possibilities of humanity.”56 
In the early 1890s, when Ward read a poem of writer and women’s re- 

former Charlotte Perkins Stetson on Bellamy’s book, he penned an addi- 
tional verse adding to her interpretation of the conservative opponents of 
social reform. He sent the verse anonymously to E. L. Godkin, the editor 
of The Nation, who had recently written a harsh critique of Bellamy’s 
novel. The verse mocked Godkin’s liberal individualism and extended 
Stetson’s vision of the nation’s future commonwealth based on Bellamy’s 
novel: 

There once was a Yankee romancer, a poet and a seer, 
who told some pretty stories that the ladies loved to hear 
One night Prophetic Genius transported through time 
And set him down in Boston in nineteen ninety-nine, 
And bade him then look backward to nineteenth century days 
And contrast our awkward doings with wisdom’s better ways. 
And when at last he wakened from his vision fresh and green 
He wove into a romance all the wonders he had seen. 
Said he: “In one short century there‘s going to be a change 
That will exceed your wildest dreams in the grandeur of its range. 
We’re going to banish poverty, and idleness, and gain, 
We’re going to have equality in fact, as well as name. 
We’re going to have abundance in this rich land of ours, 
And none will need to labor beyond his natural powers.” 
But the wise men and philosophers, the millionaires and kings, 
Declared it was all nonsense to talk about such things. 
Said they: “If all were equal who’d do our menial work? 
And but for competition all except us would shirk.” 
“To realize,” said Godkin, “your nationalistic scheme, 
you must alter human nature!-it is nothing but a dream.”57 

Stetson loved the doggerel. “Nothing has ever pleased me more in rela- 
tion to my work,” Stetson wrote when she heard about the stanza, ”than 
the use which I heard you made of ’Similar Cases’ in a recent lecture.”58 
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Edward Bellamy also read Ward’s essays and addresses. He wrote 
Ward in January 1893 about his AAAS address: ”I have just read your al- 
together admirable address . . . upon ’The Psychologic Basis of Social Eco- 
nomics,’ and cannot refrain from congratulating you upon so masterly a 
statement. It would be extremely beneficial to the cause of social reform if 
some way could be devised to give it general cir~ulation.”~~ Bellamy in- 
cluded sections of the essay in his paper on 25 April 1893, under the title 
”The Psychologic Basis of Nationalism”: “Our readers will do well,” he 
wrote, ”to read somewhat carefully the article reprinted in the present 
number from Lester Ward. It will bear study as furnishing the best of am- 
munition for replying to the ’survival of the fittest’ argument against na- 
tionalism.”60 

Bellamy was not the only nationalist partisan of Ward’s ideas. Albert 
Chavannes, an obscure nationalist from Knoxville, Tennessee, used 
Ward‘s ideas as the basis for his utopian novel, The Future Commonwealth; 
or, What Samuel Balcom Saw in Socioland (1892). Chavannes was an immi- 
grant farmer with intense interests in Bellamy’s nationalism, utopian so- 
cialism, and sociology; from 1883 to 1885 Chavannes published a small 
journal, The Sociologist, which included numerous quotes and excerpts 
from the work of major social theorists, especially Ward. Chavannes actu- 
ally retained a wide regional popularity in the upper South and Midwest 
during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, a minor social 
thinker who popularized a number of reform ideas. 

His utopian novel follows protagonist Samuel Balcom’s future travels 
to the Commonwealth of Socioland in 1950, based in the appropriately 
named fictional town of Spencer, Africa. Sociologists founded the com- 
monwealth after fleeing the problems of the American republic, designing 
the town as a planned community based on scientific sociology. Balcom’s 
guide through the wonders of the new society, Mr. Walter, was a fictional 
portrait of Lester Ward. Chavannes even became an occasional corre- 
spondent of Ward, telling him of the reception of his ideas from the local 
nationalist societies, and criticizing some of Ward’s theories of sociology 
and psychology. In 1895, Chavannes again drew on Ward’s ideas for a 
second utopian novel, In Brighter Climes; or, Life in Socioland, which traced 
more of the development of a nationalist commonwealth made by socio- 
logical laws. Ward, however, never seemed to have much interest in Cha- 
vannes’s utopian socialism.61 

Ward never published his AAAS essay on economics and psychology 
in separate form. Simon Patten, although he supported Ward’s ethical and 
moral idealism, did not accept Ward‘s vision of economic study and pre- 
vented its publication in The Annals, a rejection that later colored Ward‘s 
relationship with the prominent economist. Patten was long opposed to 
the sociological turn in economic study and the attempt to model the so- 
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cia1 sciences on Comtean schemes of scientific classification. Because of 
the positive response to the essay at the conference, however, Ward de- 
cided to include it in the book manuscript and expand the argument into 
an entire chapter on the economy of nature and the economy of mind.62 

The burning of his book in Russia and Poland, the renewed interest in 
Darwinian ideas and genetics, and his growing audience among reform- 
ers and young social scientists prompted Ward to reconsider Dynamic So- 
ciology while he wrote an entirely new book. In a brief essay about his first 
book, “Sociology in its Relation to Modern Socialistic Tendencies,” he 
tried to connect his philosophic system to the “living issues” of the mod- 
ern American republic. He published it in April 1892 in the journal of the 
Anthropological Society of Washington, The American Anthropologist. 
Ward agreed with his critics that his first book presented no clear 
”schemes of social reform.” Previous schemes of reform, he argued, have 
involved “a more or less radical revolution in the nature . . . of organiza- 
tion.” Instead, his understanding of social development recognized no so- 
cial polity, no particular political agenda, but only the ”coolest intellectual 
processes.” The great social movement in the nation toward reform “is 
crude, ill-digested, and sporadic, making unreasonable and often impos- 
sible demands which are calculated to repel the sober judgment of the 
conservative element and ultimately bring about a reaction.” What social 
scientists needed to do, and what he felt his work in sociology actually 
did, was to help ”check these wayward tendencies” and keep the move- 
ment within “normal channels of safe and healthy development.” He con- 
cluded that if this is not done, ”those who are likely to suffer by its 
ravages are certain to resist its whole current until, no longer capable of 
restraint, it will burst forth in open revolution. . . . The problem of today 
is how to help on a certain evolution by averting an otherwise equally cer- 
tain rev~lut ion.”~~ 

Ward decided that his second book should attempt to outline in more 
detail the kind of government and social reforms he envisioned for an in- 
dustrial republic. He struggled throughout 1892 to prepare the manu- 
script, called “The Social Forces and Their Direction; or, the Psychologic 
Basis of Sociology,” constantly keeping Ross updated on his progress. He 
found his title cumbersome, however, and with Ross’s help finally settled 
on Psychic Factors of Civilization, in order to show the importance of the 
mind in the study of social reform. In early 1892, he wrote Ross that 
”would it not be more taking, sound more original, look more as if I were 
doing something new and not threshing old straw? Nearly every point I 
make in psychology is, so far as I know, altogether new. . . . I am at work 
on the grand trunks to show how mind came into existence. It is an un- 
trodden field. . . . My point of view is so different from every one else’s 
that I rarely find anything I can use.”@ 



192 The Great Social Problem 

He spent many months finding all the references he needed to support 
his argument and decided to show the connection between the first book 
and the second by including many quotations from Dynamic Sociology at 
the opening of each chapter. Most important was the dedication of the 
manuscript since he hoped to show its relationship to American historical 
development. In his final version he dedicated the book to the nation as a 
whole: “To America, the experimental ground of civilization, this book, 
written wholly within the quadricentennial year of its discovery and 
published in that of the great Columbian Exposition, is dedicated, 
and consecrated to the cause of social progress and mental enlightenment 
on American 

Ward‘s book was not his only concern in the early 1890s. The political 
animosity toward science in Washington again threatened the work of the 
bureaus, and Powell was forced to defend the work of all the members of 
his staff. Continued attacks from Congress, concerned with funding the 
scientific work of the bureaus in the face of another depression cycle in 
the nation’s economy, threatened to halt all work of the Survey. The Irri- 
gation Survey, formerly undertaken in 1888, angered a wide range of in- 
terests in Congress, since nearly all public land sales and distribution 
in the West were halted to wait for the results of watershed and topo- 
graphic studies by Powell’s scientists. In 1890, William Hosea Ballou of 
The New York Herald provided a forum for Edward Cope, who had long 
opposed Powell’s work. ”Scientists wage bitter warfare,” the headlines 
blared, sparking a fury of publicity over the issue of scientific research 
and government funding. Cope and his protege, Henry Fairfield Osborne, 
hated Powell and the domination of his scientists over the study of pale- 
ontology and geology. False charges that the Survey’s work was poor sci- 
ence and badly managed forced Powell on the defensive. 

Ward remained distant from this specific battle, which concerned Pow- 
ell’s personal animosities, but it nonetheless hurt the image of govern- 
ment science in Congress. By 1892, the pressure became even more 
intense. In that election year, which would see the rise of Democrat 
Grover Cleveland and attacks on wanton government spending, Powell 
had to defend his agency, its spending, and the purposes of the work he 
and his scientists were performing. Hearings before the House Appropri- 
ations Committee again brought out Hilary Herbert’s ire against Powell, 
and this time Powell’s budget for the work of the Survey was cut severely; 
he lost more than $200,000, including support for much of the work done 
on paleontology, one of Ward‘s subjects of interest. In fact, Ward’s job was 
slated to be cut out of the Survey. Powell saved Ward‘s job from the con- 
gressional ax. In July 1892, Ward recorded in his notebooks that ”Congress 
[has] cut down the appropriation for the geological survey so as to neces- 
sitate a general re-organization and many removals. Major Powell called 
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me over to see him and offered me one of the two positions as Paleontol- 
ogist. . . until further changes could be made. I accepted it.”66 Ward’s as- 
sistants, however, had to resign because of the budget cuts. Others had to 
go as well. The spirit of the Survey remained shaken for years. 

Congressional opposition to science eased in 1893-despite the efforts 
of a number of congressmen to further cut the budget-but Powell was 
noticeably tired. Losing interest in the geological work and complaining 
that his health was suffering as well, Powell eventually resigned as the di- 
rector of the Geological Survey in the spring of 1894. He decided to devote 
his energies to the Bureau of Ethnology, and at the same time he began a 
lengthy book on the philosophy of science, a project he mostly had aban- 
doned since the mid-1880~.~~ 

His job fully secured, Ward finished his manuscript and sent it to Ginn 
and Company, the young Boston publishing house, in the summer of 1893. 
With his manuscript safely at the publisher, he left Washington for Chicago 
in the summer of 1893. He had been asked by the planners of the 
Chicago World’s Columbian Exposition to serve as a member of the advi- 
sory board for two intellectual congresses held in conjunction with the 
world’s fair. The fair was also the site for a family reunion with his siblings, 
nieces, and nephews. He spent a happy summer traveling in the Midwest 
and West conducting scientific work for the Survey as well as meeting with 
far-flung correspondents from the region. He was happy to be away from 
the turmoil of Washington and out of the political firestorm. 

In October 1893, Ward gave a lecture at the People’s Church in Wash- 
ington, ”The Solution to the Great Social Problem,” introducing his book 
just before its publication. Much of the lecture quoted from Dynamic Soci- 
ology and from a recent issue of Bellamy’s The New Nation, recounting the 
problems of American society in the early 1890s. “The evils of society,” 
Ward told his audience, ”are the result of the unregulated action of mil- 
lions of independent individual wills each seeking its own ends in its own 
way and leading to endless and hopeless conflicts and collisions.” What 
was essential for social progress, and the only way for Americans to solve 
social problems, was ”in the assumption by the great ganglonic center or 
brain of society-the state, nation, or government-of the controlling 
functions of consciousness, will, and intelligence.” Society must have 
knowledge of social principles in order to progress; without such knowl- 
edge the nation would continue to drift directionless: ”The great social 
problem must be solved by society itself, when it shall have become con- 
scious of itself, conscious of its power and sufficiently intelligent to exer- 
cise that power, in the execution of its own 

The Psychic Factors of Civilization finally appeared in early November 
1893. When Ross received a copy he wrote Ward that “I am sure no book 
I shall ever publish will ever give me the great pleasure I have received 
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from seeing those oft talked over thoughts in print. It is indeed a beauti- 
ful book. . . . When I read it I seem to hear the heavy regular tread of bat- 
talions. The weight and momentum of ideas is irresistible. It cannot but 
plough [sic] its way through all opposition. It is too good and too finished 
a book to become instantly popular. But it will march steadily forward 
and be as much in demand in ten years as in 

In Psychic Factors of Civilization Ward answered those critics who por- 
trayed his social thinking as too theoretical and even utopian. This was 
his contribution to a new science of politics for an industrial age; in this 
book readers were to find the forces that shaped modern society laid out 
for their understanding. He was not alone in his quest for a new Ameri- 
can politics in the late nineteenth century. By the 1890s, a trans-Atlantic 
intellectual community engaged in the process of redefining the social 
policy needs of the modern world. Using broad-based government initia- 
tives to reshape social policy in England, France, and Germany, these re- 
formers attacked the problems they saw hindering the development of 
society. American reformers and social scientists learned from the English 
and European examples, sharing in the interest to fix the ills of the grow- 
ing urban nation. Some of these men and women, including Edward Ross, 
Helen Campbell, Albion Small, and Richard Ely, had already discovered 
Ward’s work but more began to read him as well; women reformers such 
as Charlotte Perkins Stetson and economists such as Simon Patten found 
in Ward‘s work important contributions to the developing efforts to repair 
social dislocation. By the time a second edition of Dynamic Sociology ap- 
peared in 1897, Ward had garnered significantly more readers than he had 
with the first edition. 

Ward believed that this book would help him be recognized as one of the 
leading thinkers on the international scene of social reform and social phi- 
losophy. The Psychic Factors of Civilization incorporated all the work Ward 
had done in the decade following the publication of Dynamic Sociology. All 
the essays on poverty, social reform, and expanding public government 
came together in this slim volume, a book much more lively and compact 
than his first massive study. His primary goal was to ground sociology in 
psychology rather than biology. Too often, as Ward had been arguing for 
years, metaphors of Darwinian biological struggle defined systems of so- 
cial thought-especially in the hands of theorists like William Sumner. If 
his first book sought to define an agenda for social science by synthesizing 
the work of Comte and Spencer in the creation of a philosophic system en- 
couraging expanded education, this second volume defined the goal of 
social reform itself. The end purpose of Ward’s social science was a new 
understanding of politics or what he called ”socio~racy.”~~ 

Ward inherited his understanding of psychology from the moral phi- 
losophy of the mid-nineteenth century, the field in which he received his 
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earliest intellectual training. The human mind was separated into a hier- 
archical series of branches developed over the course of evolutionary his- 
tory: a mechanical branch instinctive in operation and having no control 
over external events (associated only with the simplest of organisms); the 
animal branch of instinctive feelings and emotions representing the self- 
ish desires to survive in competition with others; and a rational branch of 
conscious control of individual desires and external events-a product 
of the human mind and reason.71 Ward studied the dual nature of the ra- 
tional mind, which he separated into two faculties: the subjective, con- 
cerned with feelings and emotions, and the objective, concerned with 
intellect and reason. Feelings in this system motivated social action, as 
Ward had argued in Dynnmic Sociology, but now he concerned himself 
with the ways society might control passion and feeling-seemingly 
without direction in a competitive and partisan political system. The 
works Ward relied on to develop his ideas reveal his debt to the old fac- 
ulty psychology although he did update these studies with his knowledge 
of evolutionary theory. A glance at the bibliography he provided with the 
book shows his interest in the works of Scottish moral philosophy, partic- 
ularly Francis Hutcheson, David Hume, and Sir William Hamilton. 

Ward's faculty psychology again demonstrated his debt to antebellum 
habits of thinking. In his early life and intellectual training, the qualities of 
human character, education, and hard work framed his understanding 
of faculty psychology; they were, in fact, key elements of psychological 
thought in the mid-nineteenth century. Although he discarded the em- 
phasis of moral philosophers on religion and theology, Ward retained the 
basic structure of their psychology of the mind, an emphasis that went 
against the grain of most of the major psychological thinkers of the late 
nineteenth century. His interest in these older categories betrayed his de- 
votion to taxonomy and order in scientific classification. In his rather hap- 
hazard training in science and philosophy, he missed some of the major 
developments of recent social thought, especially the new changes in aca- 
demic psychology and philosophy. 

By the 1890s, especially in the studies of William James and John Dewey, 
psychology had undergone a functionalist revolution. James's Principles 
of Psychology was the major text in the field in the 1890s. Although James 
shared with Ward an interest in the active possibilities of the mind (a teleo- 
logical agent in the works of both men), as well as an interest in the impli- 
cations of Darwinian theory for the study of human thinking and society, 
he was much more attuned to the nature of social experience and human 
personality than Ward. James was harshly critical of the simplistic faculty 
psychology dominating much of nineteenth-century thought. Instead, he 
turned to the idea of a "stream of consciousness" framing human experi- 
ence. In one of the most famous phrases from his book, James wrote that 



196 The Great Social Problem 

“consciousness . . . does not appear to itself chopped up in bits. Such words 
as ‘chain’ or ‘train’ do not describe it fitly as it presents itself in the first in- 
stance. It is nothing jointed; it flows. A ’river’ or a ’stream’ are the 
metaphors by which it is most naturally des~ribed.”~~ Human psychology 
was no longer considered a fixed component by the 1890s, and psycholog- 
ical studies of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries eventually 
turned to the socialization of the individual as a key process of social 
change and development. Moreover, James strongly opposed organized 
systems of social thought. ”The reader will in vain seek for any closed sys- 
tem in the book,” he wrote in Principles. James’s view of psychology was 
probabilistic: no system of social thought, he argued, could fashion a clear 
blueprint for social reform or an explanation for the ways human personal- 
ity might be shaped by experience. 

The implications of James’s insights into the nature of human thinking 
became central to psychological study in the twentieth century, but Ward 
gained little from the volume. Ross had originally prompted him to read 
it, mentioning the chapters Ward should concentrate on, but he never ab- 
sorbed much of it. James’s volume examined the paradoxes of human 
psychology-the nature of the individual self, the capability of positivist 
science to elucidate the science of psychology, the role of free will in the 
formation of personality-but Ward made only a few scribblings in 
the margins and collected a few quotes without absorbing more of 
James’s work.” 

It was not that Ward was completely ignorant of the developments in 
psychological theory-or that his lack of interest put him so far behind the 
times. Given his concern for character and self-improvement as elements 
of his own life and educational ideals, it is not surprising that he remained 
devoted to the basic categories of moral philosophy and faculty psychol- 
ogy. They fit well with his interest in systems of scientific thought, in the 
organization of scientific knowledge, and taxonomy-something that 
the experimental and experiential ideals of functionalist psychology did 
not consider. But he was nonetheless dated in the changing landscape of 
understanding human personality. Here Ward demonstrated that those 
antebellum categories of analysis might no longer fit the modern indus- 
trial world. And many younger social thinkers were to take him to task 
for these problems in his social thinking. 

Ward’s psychology was clear in his examples of the ways the mind re- 
lated to experience. Unlike James’s insight that human relationships to 
experience were not sequential, simplistic responses, Ward argued that 
the departments of the mind related to experience in separate ways. 
”When the end of the finger is placed against any material object two re- 
sults follow. There is produced a sensation depending on the nature of the 
object, and there is conveyed to the mind a notion of the nature of the ob- 
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ject. The sensation and the notion are not one and the same but two dis- 
tinct things, capable of being contemplated ~eparately.”~~ The sensation is 
first experienced by a subjective side of the mind; the notion of what the 
sensation might be is interpreted by the objective department of the mind. 
Ward updated the categories of faculty psychology by focusing on the 
stages of social evolution and the evolutionary development of mind and 
soul. In his opening chapters, he traced this development and explained 
that ”the soul is the great transforming agent which has worked its way 
up through stages of savagery and barbarism to civilization and enlight- 
enment, the power behind the throne of reason in the evolution of man.”75 

In the first third of the book, Ward examined social action and social 
friction as aspects of the subjective side of the mind’s development. Feel- 
ing and desire motivated social action: ”Nearly all the activities, and es- 
pecially the substantial achievements of man fall under this head. The 
great variety and intensity of human desires, all finding expression in 
those actions which are intended to secure their satisfaction, has . . . 
wrought [great] changes in man’s en~ironment.”~~ Human desires repre- 
sent the “transforming agency“ of society. Understanding subjective psy- 
chology, Ward concluded, provides a ”heart and soul” for a philosophy of 
action and “a key . . . to past history and future progress.”77 Unlike moral 
philosophers, who constantly sought to check passion and control its ex- 
pression, Ward reveled in the free play of passion and desire as the true 
social forces and objects of social progress. 

The object of these feelings and desires is universal happiness achieved 
through individual action, the fundamental belief of utilitarian philoso- 
phy. All individuals seek to secure their own happiness and direct their 
feelings and desires to whatever can accomplish that fundamental goal. 
For society, however, the result of progress based only on subjective feel- 
ings and desires has generally been social friction: the goals of society and 
those of the individual are in constant conflict. The argument of “individ- 
ualists,” whom Ward equated with conservative laissez-faire social 
thinkers, failed to recognize this most important fact. Social progress can- 
not result from the operation of these individual demands for happiness: 
”So long . . . as society remains under the unconscious product of the in- 
dividual demands of each age, so long will the organized social state con- 
tinue to be found out of accord with and lagging behind the real spirit of 
the age, often so intolerably so as to require more or less violent convul- 
sions and social  revolution^."^^ It was this kind of individualism that most 
frustrated Ward. The only way to escape the destructive forces of indi- 
vidual competition, he argued, was to focus on social interests, social 
needs, and social desires. ”Evil is merely the friction which is to be over- 
come or at least minimized. This cannot be done by exhortation. It must 
be done by perfecting the social mechani~m.”~~ 
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The key to controlling the process of social development is the second de- 
partment of the mind: the objective faculty (i.e., the intellect and reason). The 
objective faculty of the mind evolved from the subjective side through 
the course of human history. Ward traced through successive chapters on 
”inventive genius,” ”creative genius,” and ”speculative genius,” the evolu- 
tion of the objective mind into its highest faculty: the reasoned intellect. This 
perspective, Ward felt, provided sufficient ammunition against the Neo- 
Darwinist’s attack on the notion of acquired characteristics. Succeeding gen- 
erations of humans throughout evolutionary history acquired each of the 
”derivative faculties” constituting the intellect through a kind of cultural 
transmission-despite the fact that they had “the least value in rendering its 
possessor capable of survival” in the struggle for existence. ”The fortuitous 
commingling of favorable germs . . . offered by Weismann and his disciples 
as an explanation, is unintelligible and wholly inadequate, and we are 
forced to conclude that these biologically useless acquired characters are re- 
ally transmitted.”80 Having dispensed with his scientific critics Ward 
demonstrated how the intellect directed passions and reduced social fric- 
tion. ”It is of prime importance to distinguish the intellect from the dynamic 
agent of the mind. . . . The principle object of this work is to show that while 
the subjective factors of mind furnish the true social forces the objective 
forces furnish the guide to those forces.”81 Man is primarily a rational being, 
Ward argued, and could direct into rational and purposive avenues the 
progress of society. 

The question occupying the final section of the book is how to combine 
subjective desires with objective reason to develop a comprehensive and 
frictionless program of social change: a ”social synthesis” of the factors of 
mind affecting society. In a lengthy chapter on “The Economy of Nature 
and the Economy of Mind,” Ward examined the competitive forces af- 
fecting the social system of the republic. He drew heavily on his earlier 
work in Dynamic Sociology and his essay ”The Psychologic Basis of Social 
Economics,” arguing that nature is wasteful, unthinking, and uncaring in 
operation. Animal economics demonstrated the competitive struggle for 
place in nature. 

Human economics, on the other hand, should be entirely different. The 
rational faculties of intellect and mind placed man above the brute forces 
of competitive behavior, creating the ability to establish social structures 
capable of mitigating the forces of competition. Unfortunately, according 
to Ward, most social philosophy had ignored this fact. This was what 
Ward meant by focusing sociology on psychological phenomena instead 
of the competitive forces of biological change-even though his model for 
the study of psychic factors remained natural science. “[Alny system of 
economics which is to deal with rational man must rest upon . . . a psy- 
chologic and not a biologic basis . . . but the only system of social eco- 
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nomics that we possess, and the only social philosophy [we have] . . . com- 
pletely ignore it and treat the human animal only as an animal. . . . A 
system of so-called ’political economy,’ in which the political aspect, i.e., 
the relation of state to society, is for the most part ignored, has grown up 
and been reduced to a series of dogmatic canons which until recently it 
was considered next to sacrilege to question or criticize.’@* 

Ward argued that the defects of the current social system, unremitting 
and wasteful competition and conflict between capital and labor, ”can only 
be properly considered in the dry light of science.” He called the study of 
social problems and their solutions meliorism, ”the science of the im- 
provement or amelioration of the human or social state.”s3 Most important 
in Ward’s understanding of political institutions and social relationships is 
his assumption that this improvement could not be undertaken solely by 
individuals in a partisan and competitive party politics. He had an old re- 
publican fear of partisan interests that he believed a scientific understand- 
ing of politics could overcome. Since he was entirely meritocratic as well 
there did not seem to be any threat to democracy in this vision of Ameri- 
can political life (though many would not agree with Ward that democracy 
was not threatened by his scheme of planned government). Ward wanted 
an extraparty, administrative government that prevented the domination 
of competitive individual interests for the good of a social whole: “[The in- 
dividual] will always pursue a narrow destructive policy, exhausting the 
resources of the earth, caring neither for the good of others now living nor 
for posterity. . . if this is ever to be prevented it must be by society putting 
itself in the place of the individual and seeking its interests . . . caring for 
the welfare and comfort of all its members.’’84 

Ward’s chief objection to the current reform ideals was the exclusive fo- 
cus on individual efforts. In fighting for change after the Civil War, gen- 
teel social reformers-the ”moralists” as he liked to call them-made 
faulty assumptions about the ability to improve the social state: T h e  
moralists have undertaken the impossible task of removing the so-called 
evil propensities of man. [The science called] meliorism teaches that there 
are no The need, instead, was for scientific legislation put into 
practice by an administrative-oriented government. Only the national 
government represents the collective will, conscience, and intellect of 
society. ”Government is becoming more and more the organ of social con- 
sciousness, and more and more the servant of the social will. Our decla- 
ration of independence which recites that government derives its just 
powers from the ’consent’ of the governed has already been outgrown. It 
is no longer the consent but the positively known will of the governed 
from which government now derives its powers.”86 

Here Ward finally arrived at the whole point of his argument, calling the 
social system that developed from a proper understanding of evolution, 
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mind, and nature ”sociocracy.” Although he had coined the term more 
than a decade earlier, he never clearly laid out what he meant or described 
in any detail what such a society might look like. It was a neologism that 
he developed to distinguish the ideal society from a wide variety of com- 
peting social theories and ideas about collectivism.87 

In his chapter on sociocracy, Ward traced the social evolution of mod- 
ern government-a terrain well known to most Americans-from monar- 
chy and aristocracy to democratic revolution. But nineteenth-century 
American democracy, he argued, had become too dependent on a plutoc- 
racy of wealth and knowledge, ”which thrives well in connection with a 
weak democracy. . . and aims to supersede it entirely.” The problem is the 
American distrust of strong national government. Ward’s producerist 
ideals were most evident in his conception of the social problems facing 
the modern industrial republic. It is a powerful statement of his reform 
ideals: 

Under the system as it now exists the wealth of the world, however created, 
and irrespective of the claims of the producer, is made to flow toward certain 
centers of accumulation, to be enjoyed by those holding the keys to such sit- 
uations. The world appears to be approaching a stage at which those who la- 
bor . . . will receive, according to the ”iron law” formulated by Ricardo, only 
so much for their services as will enable them ”to subsist and to perpetuate 
their race.” . . . These are great and serious evils, compared with which all the 
crimes, recognized as such, that would be committed if no government ex- 
isted, would be trifles. The underpaid labor, the prolonged and groveling 
drudgery, the wasted strength, the misery and squalor, the diseases resulting, 
and the premature deaths that would be prevented by a just distribution of 
the products of labor, would in a single year outweigh all the so-called 
crime[s] of a century, for the prevention of which, government alone exists. 
This vast theater of woe is regarded as wholly outside the jurisdiction of the 
government, while the most strenuous efforts are put forth to detect and 
punish the perpetrators of the least of the ordinary recognized crimes. This 
ignoring of great evils while so violently striking at small ones is the mark of 
an effete civilization, and warns us of the approaching dotage of the race?8 

The same forces directing the individual must be harnessed by govern- 
ment and directed by society to the end result of all action, human happi- 
ness. In one of his most often quoted phrases Ward defined his view of the 
new liberal tradition that he and many others were working to define, a 
vision that would command attention in American political life into the 
late twentieth century. ”The individual has reigned long enough,” he pro- 
claimed, ”the day has come for society to take its affairs into its own 
hands and shape its own destinies.” Liberty and freedom had nothing to 
fear from government. Sociocracy differed from all previous conceptions 
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of planned and collective government by representing the known will of 
the people, the ”social consciousness” or ”social mind” of all members 
of society. Moreover, “sociocracy will differ from all previous forms of 
government that have been devised . . . [but] that difference will not be so 
radical as to require a revol~t ion.”~~ 

Ward attacked the partisan political system characteristic of American 
party democracy. In partisan political systems the winning of elections be- 
comes the primary goal of all social action. The interests of the people are 
lost in the political battles led by professional politicians. The losing party 
in any election ”regards the government as something alien to it and hos- 
tile, like an invader, and thinks of nothing but to gain strength enough to 
overthrow it” at the next election, resulting only in social stagnation. ”So- 
ciocracy,” Ward concluded, “will change all this. Irrelevant issues will be 
laid aside. The important objects upon which all but an interested few are 
agreed will receive their proper degree of attention, and measures will be 
considered in a non-partisan spirit with the sole purpose of securing these 
objects.”9o 

In an unpublished section of the manuscript, Ward recommended the 
nationalization of certain industries as essential to the improvement of la- 
bor and the political independence of the voting public. ”Capital is natu- 
rally conservative . . . capitalists and employers have a special reason for 
wishing to maintain a weak government, and one which shall take no step 
toward the disturbance of existing monopolies.” Instead, he called for the 
national government to compete with capital for labor arguing as he had 
when he discussed the government’s role in irrigation that only the nation 
could be totally disinterested in pursuing the interests of society. “What is 
needed is a disinterested competitor. . . . At present the state only employs 
comparatively few and these only in a few kinds of business. . . . But so 
far as it goes it sets up a standard of wages and of hours of labor which 
has a wholesome effect upon all industries that come into competition 
with it. If its sphere could be enlarged so as to embrace most of the in- 
dustries in which people engage . . . its beneficial effect would become 
general, and would, as it seems, greatly improve the condition of the la- 
boring classes.”91 Ward was angry when the publisher, in his words, “sup- 
pressed” this argument in the published manuscript, but he was able to 
make a similar call for nationalization in another context. When he re- 
viewed economist John Commons’s The Distribution of Wealth, an essay 
written the same year as the publication of Psychic Factors, Ward also 
highlighted the necessity of a large state power in the public administra- 
tion of the nation’s economy.92 

The science of sociology serves as the basis for Ward‘s sociocracy. Soci- 
ology as a science of politics and government concerned itself only with 
the investigation of the ”facts bearing on every subject” rather than the 
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passions (and partisan spirit) that surrounded them. The recognition of 
the ”social consciousness” of people, Ward believed, created cohesion be- 
tween members of society and erased the current class distinctions in the 
existing social order. Just as the objective faculty of the mind controlled 
the subjective desires of humankind, friction between members of society 
(i.e./ those pursuing their subjective feelings) could be controlled by the 
scientific government of sociocracy (i.e., intellect and reason). The educa- 
tional system Ward described in 1883, supported by the uniform distribu- 
tion of scientific knowledge and the creation of a national university, was 
to establish the rational basis of social consciousness. Ward concluded 
that ”in order to elucidate social problems it must be the dry light of sci- 
ence, as little influenced by feeling as though it were the inhabitants of 
Jupiter’s moons, instead of those of this planet, that were under the field 
of the intellectual te les~ope.”~~ 

Ward’s sociocracy was a managerial system that was to find expression 
in the recommendations of many American reformers in the 1890s. Ward’s 
attention to the money power and the plutocracy of wealth in the world 
found similar advocates in the Populist Party and Ignatius Donnelly, in 
Henry George and the Single Taxers, and in Edward Bellamy’s national- 
ists. It also found expression in John Wesley Powell’s conception of the 
controlled settlement of the western lands. These plans all sought to har- 
ness the social consciousness of the people without the system of partisan 
politics. Psychic Factors of CiviIizafion was by far Ward’s best book, the only 
one where he captured the same vigorous spirit as his essays and lectures 
of the 1880s. 

Sociocracy as outlined here combined all of Ward’s long political inter- 
ests: in the promises of producerism and free labor for success and eco- 
nomic growth; in the expansion of opportunity for all citizens regardless 
of wealth, class, sex, or race; in allowing the national government to har- 
ness the forces shaping the direction of social evolution and not leave it all 
to the mercy of competition. There is a genuine note of democratic opti- 
mism in Ward’s work that should not be forgotten. But, in addition, any 
managerial system of political culture such as this also bore a certain hos- 
tility to individual participation, to local politics and local decision mak- 
ing, and to those who might be hostile to decisions made by the agencies 
and bureaus charged with developing policy. Powell had confronted this 
undeniable political fact with the Survey’s work on irrigation. Ward felt 
these problems would be overcome in time if planning and foresight be- 
came the work of government agencies in solving the nation’s social prob- 
lems. Despite his best efforts, however, it was still not clear how this 
might happen. 



7 

Spencer-Smashing at 
Washington, 1894-1900 

n January 1894, just two months after the publication of his second I book, Lester Ward attended a meeting of the Washington Society for 
Philosophical Inquiry, where he listened to a lecture on agnosticism and 
philosophy in the work of Herbert Spencer. After the lecture, Ward com- 
mented on the criticism of Spencer’s work emanating from many quarters 
in the late nineteenth century, especially from his own community of in- 
tellectuals in Washington, D.C. “This society since its organization a year 
ago,” he said, “has been engaged in an almost uninterrupted onslaught 
upon [Spencer’s] doctrines.” And yet, he continued, Spencer’s work de- 
mands the close attention of all philosophers and social thinkers. He cre- 
ated a formidable system of thought that was not easy to overthrow. At- 
tacking Spencer required the creation of a scientific system equally as 
comprehensive and as commanding as the English social thinker’s cosmic 
philosophy. “Spencer-Smashing at Washington,” as Ward called the ef- 
forts of the intellectual community in the capital city, required an attempt 
to define a science of positive government and social policy that fit the 
needs of a rapidly industrializing and disorganized society, a systematic 
philosophy that departed from antiquated laissez-faire assumptions 
about governing the social system.’ What the nation needed was a new 
science of politics that allowed for the enlarged functions of the state and 
still protected individual freedom. 

This is precisely what Ward had tried to do with Psychic Factors of Civi- 
lization. The reception of his book was remarkably positive at first. Most of 
the early reviews were highly complimentary. And although he included 
coverage of previous essays and ideas, he connected his broad scientific 
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philosophy and political ideals to current social problems. Ward arranged 
to have his friend from Pennsylvania, William Owen, review the book in 
the New York Times, and Owen gave it a glowing recommendation. Alfred 
Russel Wallace wrote Ward a letter of hearty congratulation, although he 
did fear that his work might not reach a broad and popular audience. In 
addition, Edward Ross agreed to review the book for The Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science and promised to give it 
the favorable treatment he felt it deserved. 

Despite Ross’s best efforts, however, he was never able to publish his 
review. On 8 April 1894, he wrote Ward that “it looks as if I am not going 
to be able to serve the interests of the new book after all. I prepared at the 
suggestion of the Annals people a review of the book of about ten pages 
in length and sent it on for the March number. It did not appear, however. 
Prof. Patten pronounced it unsatisfactory and sent it back.”2 

Patten’s interference infuriated Ross. He informed Ward that Patten 
himself had decided to review the book for the Annals instead. The treat- 
ment of Ross’s review “astonished” Ward, and he complained to his 
nephew that Patten had done the same thing to his essay on ”The Psy- 
chologic Basis of Social Economics.” “Patten, with all his learning and his 
many good qualities, is apt to think that he possesses all the wisdom 
worth anything in economics. . . . I am not afraid of Patten’s attacks, al- 
though they will probably deter most of his followers from reading the 
book. He is utterly incompetent to criticize the psychical part and proba- 
bly will not do ~ 0 . ’ ’ ~  Patten did criticize Ward‘s psychology, however, and 
challenged him on his understanding of scientific method. Patten’s re- 
view, and his relationship to Ward generally, revealed the changing nature 
of the intellectual landscape of the 1890s. The intellectual lives of aca- 
demic social scientists like Patten markedly differed from Ward’s life in 
government science; the forces shaping academic social science in the late 
nineteenth century did not lead to the establishment of formidable sys- 
tems of social thought. Instead, these scientists defined the clear bound- 
aries of professional discourse in social science, a science in which 
all-encompassing systems of social philosophy had little value. 

Simon Patten was another product of the middle border, born in Illinois 
in 1852 and raised in the midst of the Civil War crisis of the republic. His 
father was an ambitious farmer, a New Englander who, like so many other 
antebellum pioneers, traveled westward seeking success and indepen- 
dence on the frontier. He served as a Republican in the Illinois legislature 
in the tumultuous 1850s and organized a military unit when the Civil War 
began. Simon Patten, however, benefited from a thorough academic train- 
ing, first studying law and philosophy at Northwestern in the 1870s before 
setting off for a European education. Like so many academics of the late 
nineteenth century, Patten was trained in German universities, and during 
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his study there he became intensely interested in historical economics. He 
was instrumental, for example, in Richard Ely’s decision to study econom- 
ics instead of philosophy. 

Patten had a keen mind but suffered from an almost pathological shy- 
ness and had great difficulty keeping close friends his entire life. Follow- 
ing his German university training, he taught in a number of American 
colleges before finally settling in a teaching position at the University of 
Pennsylvania’s Wharton School, where he remained for the rest of his ca- 
reer. Patten and Ward might have been good friends given the similarity 
in their backgrounds, and the two actually did genuinely admire each 
other’s work. But their personalities clashed. Ward’s own reluctance to ac- 
cept criticism, and Patten’s stern belief in providing it, obscured their gen- 
eral intellectual kinship. Ward never accepted criticism well, and Patten 
had little regard for the hurt feelings of those with whom he disagreed. 

Patten and Ward actually shared a similar producerist ethic and a faith 
that reform of national social problems was possible with the right kind 
of social theory. Patten’s first major book, Premises of Political Economy 
(1885)) argued strongly in favor of the rights of American working people, 
producerist cooperatives, and reform of the nation’s working conditions. 
But Patten was a member of the professional ranks of academic econo- 
mists and deeply interested in defining the professional role of economics 
as social science. His education made him far more concerned with the 
problems of rationality and relativism in scientific thinking, subjects Ward 
never considered seriously. Unlike Ward with his interest in systematiz- 
ing all science in a Comtean scheme, Patten did not believe that scientific 
thinking evolved toward a predetermined end. Social science and social 
scientists should concentrate on change, in the conditioning role of expe- 
rience shaping social systems. 

William James’s psychology deeply influenced him, and the relativism 
inherent in James’s approach to human experience and personality shaped 
Patten’s approach to the economic problems of a modem industrial de- 
mocracy. Patten’s most important contribution to social science came in his 
conception of the surplus economy and the psychology of market con- 
sumption. Patten’s interest in consumption was not only an aspect of eco- 
nomic theory, it also represented a new psychology for the modem citizen, 
a new way of thinking about the relationship of citizen and market, gov- 
ernment and the economy. Although he shared Ward‘s ethical concerns and 
assumptions about the American producer and the moral value of work 
and labor, Patten’s concern for an abundant consumer society marked a sea 
change in the social approach to personality, a shift that was to deeply in- 
fluence all the fields of social science by the early twentieth century. 

In Patten’s review lay the seeds of Ward’s later demise as a popular so- 
cial theorist, the first time he was seriously challenged by someone who 



206 Spencer-Smashing at Washington 

nonetheless shared his political and ethical goals. Although he liked 
Ward‘s politics and was pleased with Ward‘s visions of a new government 
and a new science of politics, Patten did not think that Ward‘s conception 
of the mind or the psychological basis of sociology furthered the devel- 
opment of sociology and economics. 

Patten’s essay-cum-review, ”The Failure of Biologic Sociology,” did not 
actually refer to Ward’s book very often. Instead, he classed Ward with 
”biologic sociologists” who applied biological analogies to the study of 
society, even as they supported reform goals rather than classical laissez- 
faire economic theory. Patten knew that Ward intended his book to place 
the study of social phenomena on a psychological basis. But he also knew 
that Ward‘s model for the study of society and the mind came from natu- 
ral science and from his understanding of the Comtean hierarchy of pos- 
itivism. Patten had his own theories of social change built on a faith in the 
liberal progress of American institutions in market competition with one 
another. Synthesizing Comtean positivism and Spencerian evolutionism 
did not advance social philosophy, Patten argued. It merely perpetuated 
the same mistake made by social conservatives who applied analogies of 
struggle to social theory, despite Ward’s reform-oriented political ethics. 
“I believe that the biologic bias creates erroneous notions of social phe- 
nomena and stimulates activity along fruitless lines of investigation,” Pat- 
ten wrote. ”Moreover, I hold that the only entrance to sociology and to 
psychology as well, lies through the economic studies which have already 
proved so fruitful of results in an adjacent field.”4 Patten had a strong case 
against Ward. Since Ward relied so heavily on natural science categories 
for his analysis he missed the larger epistemological problems with his 
ideas. The problem, for Patten, was not simply the ways in which scien- 
tists interpreted and applied Darwinian categories. The problem was that 
the biological basis itself was deeply flawed for social analysis. 

Patten criticized Ward’s very notion of the scientific hierarchy in posi- 
tivism, arguing instead that it is economics, a science of man even older 
than sociology, that contains the true inductive method of science for the 
study of society. Sociology in Ward’s hands offered only what Patten 
called a Comtean ”ghost science” with no ability to clearly articulate the 
study of human social development. How can the science of man be left 
to generalization and abstraction? The study of society, Patten concluded, 
should rest on empirical economics as a science and resist the biological 
turn. Ward’s emphasis on the study of desire betrayed his unfortunate de- 
pendence on biological method and theory. If he really wanted a more 
concrete psychological study he needed to focus on psychological im- 
pulses: “It is impulse and conviction that leads the members of society to 
act together and thus increase the utilization of the general environ- 
ment.“5 
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Patten wrote Ward a few weeks after the review in order to explain his 
position in more detail. The two men had known one another casually 
through their common acquaintances-Patten was friendly with Ely, 
Ross, and Giddings-as well as their mutual interest in the activities of 
the American Economic Association. "I hope you will regard me friendly 
even if outspoken in the criticism of ideas with which I do not agree," Pat- 
ten wrote. "You have made a fine start towards the discussion of the fun- 
damental problems of sociology. If it can be followed up by discussion of 
particular points we will soon have the science on a sound basis."6 

What made the animosity between Patten and Ward so mystifying is 
just how much they admired each other's work. Ward reviewed Pat- 
ten's book, The Theory of Social Forces, in 1896, and he became one of 
Patten's leading advocates in the late 1890s and 1900s, one of the few 
admirers Patten actually had among leading American intellectuals. 
Ward liked parts of Patten's book, especially his arguments about the 
nature of the pain and pleasure economy, arguing that Patten's book ex- 
amined "the most pressing of all the problems of practical philosophy" 
when he wrote of the meaning and function of the social forces. It is no 
wonder Ward approved of much of The Theory of Social Forces. Patten's 
language, style, argument, and ethics were close to Ward's own. Still, 
Ward harshly criticized Patten, calling him ignorant of most modern 
philosophy and opaque in style, concluding that "Dr. Patten may be 
mad, but he certainly has lucid  interval^."^ 

It was Patten's vision of a "social commonwealth'' that most attracted 
Ward to the economist's work. By the turn of the century, Ward often 
borrowed terminology from Patten and encouraged a number of social 
theorists to pay closer attention to what he had to say about modern eco- 
nomics. Patten was thrilled when the second edition of Ward's Dynamic 
Sociology appeared in 1897: "Quarrel as we may over details," Patten in- 
formed him, "sociology has come to stay and for this part the science 
owes to no one more than you."s The two men, however, were both rather 
thin-skinned and easily annoyed; they never became close despite the 
connections in their social ideas. 

Ward later remembered Patten's review of Psychic Factors as "showing 
a complete failure" to understand his work. But Patten's attack on Ward's 
scientific methodology was not the only substantial criticism he received. 
The other critical review, which dealt much more directly with Ward's 
book, was written by John Dewey, then a young philosopher who had just 
left the University of Michigan to teach at the University of Chicago. 
Dewey was in the process of rethinking his own social philosophy and 
psychology-influenced in part by the work of William James and his 
own concerns about the direction of his thinking about science, psychol- 
ogy, and social reform. Initially under the powerful influence of Hegelian 
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idealism, Dewey moved away from this metaphysical abstraction over 
the course of the 1890s. In doing so, as biographer Robert Westbrook has 
pointed out, Dewey began a process of reshaping American liberalism 
and became the nation’s most prominent and dominant public intellectual 
into the 1950s. 

In the 1890s, Dewey was just beginning this process of rethinking his 
philosophical idealism. He had already made a name for himself in psy- 
chology with the publication of his own textbook on the subject in 1886, 
and he had become even more well known as he challenged some of the 
basic arguments of nineteenth-century psychological thought (including 
some of James’s ideas) in such essays as “The Reflex Arc Concept” (1896), 
which criticized the simplistic psychology of stimulus-response. Dewey 
thought of psychology as a conditioning process to the environment-an 
ongoing series of nonsequential stimuli and responses shaping the human 
mind and social experience. Moreover, Dewey believed that individual 
personality was itself socially created, an idea that radically differed from 
Ward’s faith in the established faculties of the mind through evolutionary 
history. 

These issues must have been prominent in Dewey’s mind when he read 
Ward’s book. If there was unremitting conflict between individual goals 
and social goals, as Ward suggested, Dewey asked how Ward could see 
any progress of society through history. He challenged Ward‘s faculty 
psychology as well, complaining that “Mr. Ward is so under the spell of 
an old psychology of sensation that he fails to relate the radical psychic 
fact . . . [of] impulse . . . without which we cannot go.” Ultimately, Dewey 
argued, with the sharp break between culture and nature advocated by 
Ward, an increase of intelligence through education could only ”bring the 
[social] conflict into clearer relief,” benefiting neither individual nor social 
progre~s.~ Moreover, where was reform to go with Ward’s belief that 
education could carry it forward. Something more complex needed to 
happen, Dewey believed, in the American understanding of politics, in- 
dividualism, and social reform. Dewey made his career out of these prob- 
lems of political thought but in the 1890s he had not yet formulated his 
answers. But like Patten he had hit on a difficulty with Ward’s social phi- 
losophy, one that Ward never really adequately addressed. 

It was unclear whether Ward gained much from Dewey’s criticism of 
his book. He did write James McKeen Cattell, professor of psychology at 
Columbia University and one of the leading commentators in academic 
psychology in the late nineteenth century, shortly after reading Dewey’s 
review: ”[Dewey] is the only one of my reviewers thus far who to my 
knowledge has even touched upon what I regard as not only the most 
original but also the most important part of the book, viz., Part 11, in 
which I have offered, so far as I know, the only scientific theory thus far 
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proposed on the origins of intellect.”10 Ward made little other commen- 
tary on Dewey’s ideas, and he never seriously answered the issues raised 
by either Dewey’s or Patten’s reviews of his book. 

The criticism of his social thought by Patten and Dewey pointed more 
to a methodological and epistemological debate rather than an argument 
over social or political ethics: the purpose and detachment of modern eco- 
nomics and philosophical study against Ward‘s notion of a generalized 
social and political study of the economy and its functions. The debate 
reflected the development of professional methods of study within the so- 
cial science disciplines, trends that were far removed from Ward‘s intel- 
lectual life and interests. It also pointed to a slow changing of the guard 
in social science and reform circles in the mid-1890s. Ward remained im- 
portant to all the debates and developments in American social thinking 
into the twentieth century but he nonetheless seemed more and more out 
of touch with the main lines of thinking about political economy, govern- 
ment, and the social problems of the republic. He did try to respond to 
these changes but by the end of his life it became apparent that his at- 
tempts did more to obscure his contributions to American thinking about 
social development and social philosophy than they helped. 

By the middle 1890s, despite the criticism of his second volume, Ward 
turned more and more frequently to the study of social philosophy in his 
professional life. In essays written from 1894 to 1896, including another 
contribution to The Forum, Ward examined key issues facing social scien- 
tists and the American republic. For example, when he studied social sci- 
entific ethics, another contribution to his “Spencer-smashing” efforts, 
Ward noted the impact that modern social change had on the world soci- 
ologists studied. He had always abhorred Spencerian ethics, and now he 
severely criticized Spencer’s volume on the subject in a lengthy review 
written in 1894. Spencer had little understanding of the function of the 
modern state, ignoring the important factors of mind and psychology. 
Spencer’s ethics rested too much on biology and demonstrated ”no bond 
of mutuality between government and the citizen.” Spencer’s volume on 
ethics deeply disappointed Ward-his views had moved backward from 
those of a revolutionary social theorist to those of a social reactionary. 
”Mr. Spencer’s sociology . . . ,” Ward concluded, “which would minimize 
government to the utmost, and even hints at its ultimate elimination, is an 
essentially destructive, and in no sense a constructive system. His politi- 
cal ethics which denies the right of society to adopt ways and means for 
its own improvement and advancement, is a censure of the whole course 
of human history.” His work now ”stands in the way of the accomplish- 
ment of an urgent social demand.”” 

Unlike the ethics Spencer recommended, and in contrast to the study of 
ethics as a philosophical problem unrelated to current social issues, Ward 
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recommended a more activist ethics as a branch of professional sociology, 
a reformist theory designed to reduce social friction: 

Now the moral progress of society has consisted, and must continue to con- 
sist, in a . . . series of steps in reducing the friction of society. When we look 
back over the history of the world and realize how much better it is than it 
once was, especially in public life, it looks as if we had come a long way; but 
when day after day we scan the heads of newspapers and note the ever re- 
curring horrors of our present state, we are compelled to admit that the 
moral world is still in the stone-boat stage of its history, dragging its heavy 
body over the rugged field of human life with the utmost friction and the 
smallest ethical economy. It is the painfulness of this feature of life that so 
arouses the quickened sympathies of mankind and lends such an intense in- 
terest to all ethical questions.12 

The issue of moral progress and the bond between the citizen and the 
government served as Ward‘s subject in his sixth contribution to The Fo- 
rum, ”Plutocracy and Paternalism,” published in November 1895. He 
opened the essay with a reference to the issue of Populist Party politics, 
an especially pressing concern just a year before another national presi- 
dential election. Since the end of the Civil War, farmers in the Midwest, 
West, and South organized political opposition to monopoly capitalism. 
Ward’s brother Lorenzo had himself been a member of Iowa’s Greenback 
Party. By 1892, the Populist Party was fully capable of challenging Demo- 
crats and Republicans in state-level elections, winning a number of con- 
gressional seats, governorships, and state legislative seats, and national 
elections as well. The party platform of 1892 became a rallying cry for the 
nation’s rural citizens, and the demand for coining silver became a con- 
stant refrain of local Populist politics. 

Ward’s essay spoke directly to these concerns, one of the few times in 
his career that he was to address a specific political issue. “To judge from 
the tone of the popular press,” he began, “the country would seem to be 
between the devil of state interference and the deep sea of gold.”13 Ward‘s 
essay harshly criticized a vision of government that offered support to the 
wealthy citizens of the state without offering protection for the nation’s 
poor. Protections for monopoly and privilege were just the sort of the 
problems that led to unrest in the republic: ”[The government] legalizes 
and promotes trusts and combinations; subsidizes corporations and then 
absolves them from their obligations; sustains stock-watering schemes 
and all forms of speculation; grants without compensation the most valu- 
able franchises, often in perpetuity; and in innumerable ways creates, de- 
fends, and protects a vast array of purely parasitic enterprises, calculated 
directly to foster the worst forms of municipal corruption.” Complaints 
against laborers and artisans from the wealthy and privileged, Ward in- 
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sisted, deny the ”claim of the defenseless laborer and artisan to a share in 
this lavish state pr~tection.”’~ In short, the nation already had govern- 
ment and state interference in the economy and in political life. The prob- 
lem was that it was all biased in favor of those with capital, wealth, and 
power. 

The general crisis of the republic in the mid-1890s lay behind this criti- 
cism of government policy and ethics. By the early 1890s, the nation had 
descended into a deep depression that lasted until at least 1897. The de- 
pression of the 1890s hit both cities and rural areas very hard-creating an 
unemployment crisis and poverty across the entire nation, and prompting 
a profound reconsideration of American progress and growth. The worst 
year was 1894, when Jacob Coxey marched on Washington at the head of 
a mass of unemployed and angry farmers, workers, and artisans, a 
”Commonwealth of Christ,” protesting against inaction for the poor and 
downtrodden of the nation. Many recoiled in horror as Coxey’s army 
neared the nation’s capital. But Ward watched this army as it marched 
into the nation’s capital and commented to a local reporter that he did not 
fear Coxey’s army (unlike many middle-class residents of the city). In- 
stead he suggested that Americans must understand the difficulties that 
poverty created in individuals who only seek work in a broken economy. 
The America of the mid-l890s, it seemed, required a much more scientific 
politics than it ever had before.15 

In addition to the unrest in America’s cities and factories, the Populist 
revolt in the countryside interested Ward even more-from personal ex- 
perience as well as a problem of scientific political policy. Ward’s older 
brother Lorenzo had purchased a half interest in a Populist newspaper, 
The Farmer’s Alliance, published in Independence, Iowa, shortly before his 
death in September 1892; the lead quote read ”Labor for the Laborless, 
Money for the Moneyless, Homes for the Homeless.” The political inter- 
est in better government was a familial and a personal concern. When 
Ward heard of his nephew Edward Ross’s popular pamphlet on the 
coinage of silver, one of the key elements of the Populist Party’s platform, 
he wrote his young friend about the problems of Populism and rural pol- 
itics: “I understand that you are acquainted with Bryan and desire his 
election. Have you read [the] two recent addresses by Andrew D. White? 
He sent them to me. He appeals to patriotic Democrats to support McKin- 
ley on non-partisan grounds. . . . Can you tell how a gold king is 
worse than a silver king? . . . I would probably go farther toward true pop- 
ulism than you. No one is more anxious to throttle the money power, but 
is ‘free silver’ the panacea? I am very dull on matters of finance, but I have 
been through one inflation period and I do not want another.”I6 

Ward did not vote in the pivotal election of 1896. He had not voted in a 
national election since Reconstruction. He never explained his decision to 
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avoid politics, but part of his reasons must have been his frustration and 
the partisanship and corruption of party politics in the 1870s and 1880s. 
Many Radical Republicans from the days of Reconstruction felt that the 
party had largely abandoned their concerns and the response of a few was 
to abandon political life altogether. Moreover, the scars of political battle 
suffered by the Survey scientists did little to enamor Ward of political life. 
Nonetheless Ward remained deeply interested in the reform issues that 
the Populist Party advocated, interpreting them as the beginning of the 
nation’s political reorganization. In a long letter to his friend Andrew 
Dickson White, the president of Cornell University, Ward commented on 
the issues confronting the nation in the presidential election campaign. 
White was one of the major commentators on science and religion in the 
late nineteenth century and had been interested in Ward‘s books and es- 
says since at least the 1880s. White referred to Ward‘s scientific work in his 
famous study, The Wayfare Between Science and Religion, and the two men 
remained friendly although they shared different political ideals. In 1896, 
White wrote a number of essays and lectures asking “patriotic Ameri- 
cans” to support the Republican Party against the agitation of Populism. 

When White asked Ward to support the Republicans, he responded that 
he did not see the Populists as a true danger to the country’s institutions. 
”In politics I have always been a Republican,” he wrote White. “In fact, as 
a boy I was simply an abolitionist, and I served 27 months in the army not 
at all from patriotism-I had got beyond that and had no pride of coun- 
try so long as slavery existed. . . . But, although a Republican, I have been 
alarmed at the rise of the money power, and my matured sympathies 
have been transferred from the negro to the proletariat in general includ- 
ing the negro.” For Ward, the issue of slavery and race in the United States 
had never gone away; in fact, this older antebellum interest had been 
transferred to the problems of class. He never officially left the fold of the 
party of Lincoln but his interests in labor and the poor in general did not 
have much of a voice in the party battles of the Gilded Age. The rise of 
Populism was a challenge to the domination of parties who many felt had 
little concern for anything more than the spoils of electoral victory. 

And yet, despite his support for the views of the Populists, he did find 
the party and its followers somewhat ineffectual and na’ive, ”too inexpe- 
rienced, not wise enough, to come into power.” He did not fear the new 
political party. Instead, he saw it as the product of unconscious forces 
shaping society toward collectivism. ”I think you must see . . . ,” he told 
White, ”that there is a trend toward something. It looks like socialism, but 
I believe it will be very different from any of the schemes that have been 
drawn up by reformers. I call it sociocracy.” Moreover, Ward concluded, 
”We are apt to underrate the influences that are at work upon the public 
mind in producing social reforms and revolutions. . . . The Chicago con- 
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vention [of the Democratic party] has shown that one of the great parties 
of the country, though unwilling to admit it, has been honeycombed with 
populist doctrines. . . . They do not any of them seem to know what they 
are about, but the whole storm is the crude, chaotic product of these half 
unconscious agencies at work in the land. . . . I shall not draw the rash 
conclusion that it is all a temporary craze. I shall regard it as but the foam 
from a deep current that has not ceased to flow and will not cease until it 
is strong enough to carry the world with it, albeit this cannot happen un- 
til it assumes a form that will command the respect of ~tatesmen.”’~ 

The problems of rural politics and the nation’s money power recalled 
for Ward the antebellum battle against slavery and the slave power. In ad- 
dition to the economic concerns that led Ward to examine politics in the 
1890s, he also extended his interests to the relationship between gender 
and the American political order. He was deeply involved in women’s 
suffrage, a major social and political issue in the mid-1890s. Helen Camp- 
bell, Ward’s friend and correspondent from the middle 188Os, introduced 
him in 1896 to one of the country’s leading feminist thinkers and suffra- 
gettes, Charlotte Perkins Stetson.’* Charlotte Perkins was born in 1860 
into the well-established New England upper class; she was the grand- 
daughter of the famed minister Lyman Beecher and counted among her 
aunts and uncles Harriet Beecher Stowe, Catharine Beecher, and Henry 
Ward Beecher. She married Walter Stetson in 1884. After their marriage, a 
disastrous relationship for the young Charlotte Stetson, she went through 
a deep depression and nervous breakdown after the birth of their daugh- 
ter and their later divorce; she wrote of these difficult experiences and her 
controversial diagnosis of ”neurasthenia,” which demanded complete 
bed rest, in her famed story, The Yellow Wallpaper. Stetson, despite her dif- 
ficulties, became one of the leading activists and reformers for women’s 
rights in the country-an extensive list of publications followed her name 
by the middle 1890~.’~ 

Stetson and Ward first met at the National Women’s Suffrage confer- 
ence held in Washington, D.C., in 1896. Ward already knew of Stetson’s 
work and during the conference the two quickly became friends. After 
Stetson’s speech to the suffrage convention, Rose and Lester Ward held a 
lavish reception at their home for her, inviting most of the Washington in- 
tellectual community to join them. Stetson was touched by the Wards‘ 
party and later wrote a letter thanking them for the party and for sending 
copies of Lester Ward’s essays and books: ”I take great pleasure in your 
work, it is so clear, so direct, so simple, and so unavoidably true.”20 At the 
end of her life, she recalled that Ward’s early article in The Forum on 
women and education was ”the single greatest contribution to the world’s 
thought since Evolution.” Ward, she concluded, was ”quite the greatest 
man I have ever known.”21 
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Stetson’s well-known Women and Economics: A Study of the Economic Re- 
lation Between Men and Women as a Factor in Social Evolution, first published 
in 1898, depended heavily on Ward‘s terminology and arguments for ex- 
panding public government and improving the downtrodden position of 
women in the modern world. Stetson’s book is a remarkable examination 
of the subjugation of women to men. She relied heavily on Ward‘s cate- 
gories of social analysis, particularly his gynaecocentric theory from his 
essay ”Our Better Halves,” in her examination of the ways in which 
women (white women specifically) needed to be given power in ad- 
vanced civilizations. The most important problem of modern cultures, she 
argued, was the economic power of men over women, a situation that 
crushed women’s independence and threatened the advance of civiliza- 
tion. As historian Gail Bederman has shown, Stetson relied heavily on 
racial imagery in her portrait of white women’s degradation, a common 
view among late-nineteenth-century Americans regarding the advance- 
ment of the Anglo-Saxon race. Ward did not share this level of racial lan- 
guage or superiority. His publications never revealed this kind of strong 
sense of racial superiority, carrying as he did the legacies of Radical Re- 
publican political goals during the Civil War and Reconstruction. He did 
continue to see gender as central to the examination of social problems 
and he made it a significant part of his final books. Stetson eventually 
dedicated her second major book, Man-Made World; or, our Androcentvic 
Culture (1911), to Ward for his work in support of women’s reform. Stet- 
son was one of Ward’s most influential friends, and she remained a sin- 
cere advocate for his ideas throughout the early twentieth centuryF2 

Despite his interests and expanding circle of admirers in the mid-l890s, 
Ward’s position in Washington increasingly troubled him. He seemed to 
sense that he was on the margins of the intellectual community of sociol- 
ogists, set apart by his role as a government scientist. But he also felt iso- 
lated in Washington as well by the mid-l890s, less involved in the work 
of government science, which became a largely technocratic activity after 
Powell left his leadership position. Petty squabbles with friends had dis- 
enchanted him with the community of intellectuals in the city. It began as 
early as 1892, when members of the Geological Society of America, which 
had wide support from the members of the Geological Survey, refused to 
accept one of Ward’s papers for their annual meeting. Angered by this 
treatment, Ward resigned his position in the society and refused to partic- 
ipate in any of their activities. Herman Leroy Fairchild, a member of the 
society’s central committee, tried to placate Ward but to no avail: ”I be- 
lieve you are very sensitive,” Fairchild wrote, “and that your reserve and 
sensitive nature have together made you feel all the un-pleasant colder 
side of your contact with the society.”23 Fairchild’s plea was to no avail 
and Ward remained angry. 
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He also maintained an ongoing argument with ornithologist Elliot 
Coues, which at least partially soured his connection to the city’s intellec- 
tual community. Coues, one of the nation’s leading ornithologists and a 
longtime member of the Washington scientific community, had asked 
Ward to serve on the advisory council for the Psychical Congress at the 
World’s Columbian Exposition in 1893. Apparently not realizing that 
the intention of the Congress was to study psychic phenomena and spiri- 
tualism, rather than psychology as a science, Ward reacted bitterly when 
he read about the Congress’s work in an article Coues published in the 
Religio-PkilosopkicaI JoumaI. Coues, he complained, had not been honest, 
and had badly damaged Ward‘s reputation in scientific circles by con- 
necting him to the work of psychics. Coues, trying to soothe Ward‘s dam- 
aged ego, agreed to let him off the advisory council, but their subsequent 
relationship never improved.24 

Another squabble, this time with the leadership of the Smithsonian In- 
stitution, bothered him as well. On the advice of the secretary of the 
Smithsonian, George Brown Goode rejected one of his lectures, ”The Sta- 
tus of the Mind Problem” (originally delivered as a lecture at the An- 
thropological Society of Washington in 1894), for publication in the 
annual report of the Smithsonian Institution. Goode, the editor of the an- 
nual report, told him that the essay was ”too speculative,” and ”public 
opinion was becoming too critical” to include it in the publication. Other 
essays, including the controversial environmentalist essay by W J 
McGee, ”The Earth, the Home of Man,” were also left out of the publica- 
t i ~ n . ~ ~  Still concerned with congressional funding, leaders at the Smith- 
sonian like Goode decided to leave controversial or what they regarded 
as superfluous philosophical material out of the annual reports. Ward 
was hurt by the rejection, and fears of funding did nothing to soothe his 
growing isolation. 

Ever since John Wesley Powell decided to resign as director of the Geo- 
logical Survey in 1894, Ward felt less and less interested in his scientific 
work for the organization and his participation in the city’s scientific asso- 
ciations generally. Although he remained on the Geological Survey‘s pay- 
roll until 1905, most of his intellectual energy became devoted to social 
philosophy after the mid-1890s. Washington grew more and more dis- 
tant in his intellectual life, and the project to centralize information gath- 
ering in the nation’s capital also slowly slipped away in the years to come. 
“The Geological Survey had fallen into the hands of small men, and was 
no longer the grand institution that it was in the days when Major Powell 
was its Director. The policy seemed to be to set up captious criticism and 
obstruct the scientific work of members of the staff. It was a case of bu- 
reaucracy. There was no longer any esprit de corps, and no one was certain 
that his work would be approved by petty officers at headquarters.”26 The 
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problem was that no matter where he searched he never really found the 
same spirit. 

Over the next ten years he gradually lost interest in the activities of the 
Washington intellectual community, and he spent less and less time work- 
ing with the Geological Survey, the institution that had nurtured his many 
years of work and study. The bureaucratic managers, the red tape, and the 
daily work of federal scientific projects that had previously enlivened him 
became drudgery. He seemed to spend all of his time merely compiling 
reports and writing agency letters rather than doing scientific work in the 
field or writing about important social issues and social philosophy, 
the work he considered by far the most important in his life (and which 
Powell had always encouraged). 

The mid-1890s were thus a watershed in Ward’s life. He had finally 
achieved some of the influence and reputation he had sought ever since 
the publication of his first book in 1883. He could also finally add the ti- 
tle “Doctor” to his name when Columbian College gave him an honorary 
Doctor of Laws in 1897. Although the title was symbolic it was an 
important honor for him. His friendships with Small, Giddings, Ross, 
Stetson, Campbell, and Ely, among others, connected him to a wide com- 
munity of common believers-men and women dedicated to the promo- 
tion of an activist social science in the service of solving social problems. 
Friends and admirers counted Ward among the most important social 
thinkers in the country in the late nineteenth century. When Small re- 
flected on Dynamic Sociology’s importance, he remarked on the role the 
book played as a tool for young social scientists in the newly emergent 
graduate programs in social science: ”It certainly anticipated all the ques- 
tions of any consequence that have been discussed by sociologists since 
its publication and so far as sociological contents are concerned the trend 
of opinion has steadily accredited Ward’s pre~cience.”~~ 

By 1899, Ward resigned his membership in the Washington Philosoph- 
ical Society because it had become, he felt, strictly a physical and mathe- 
matical organization with little interest in the broad connections between 
all the fields of scientific endeavor. By the early 1900s, Ward decided that 
he had enough of the geological work and went on a per-diem salary; this 
freed him to write and do what he wanted with little concern for the daily 
work of the Survey. He spent most of his working hours on the project he 
had undertaken for the editors of the Century Dictionary, and on a second 
dictionary project, covering botanical entries for the supplement to Web- 
ster‘s Dictionary. 

With his growing stature as a social scientist and an intense desire to 
add substantially to his system of social philosophy, Ward turned 
to teaching, lecturing, and the promotion of sociology as his main activi- 
ties. As he wrote Ross in 1901, ”the more I work in sociology the richer the 
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field seems, and I think it a great privilege to be in the midst of such a 
young promising science, trying to help it get on its feet.”28 Ward finally 
had the opportunity to put his faith in education and scientific reform into 
practice. Nearly every summer from the middle 1890s until his death in 
1913, he taught at colleges and universities throughout the country, and 
during the year he lectured at local civic clubs, women’s organizations, 
and social reform groups, summarizing and promoting a lifetime of 
work and ideas. 

If it were possible, he wrote to Franklin Giddings in 1896, ”I would 
drop everything else and devote the rest of my life exclusively to sociol- 
ogy.’’ Teaching was a calling he had not earlier recognized as a profes- 
sional career. In many ways he found in teaching and lecturing the venue 
he had long searched for in the promotion of his ideas; and the relation- 
ships he had already established with his younger friends provided his 
entry to the growing academic world of social science, research, and 
writing. Ward spent the last few years of the nineteenth century and the 
opening decade of the twentieth slowly leaving the confines of Washing- 
ton’s federal science program, embarking on a new career as both a pop- 
ularizer of social science and a professional soci~logist .~~ 

Teaching was a natural outgrowth of Ward’s interest in social questions, 
and it was not entirely new to him; he had taught as a young man in the 
common schools in Pennsylvania and spent a short amount of time in 
the mid-1880s at the Corcoran Scientific School teaching botany. But he 
had never taught social science and sociology. C. D. Hartranft, a social ac- 
tivist and director of the Society for Education Extension in Hartford, 
Connecticut, offered him an opportunity to teach his first sociology 
classes in the fall of 1894 and again in 1895. The teaching was immensely 
productive for him-a surprise, he felt, for someone who had essentially 
been a lifetime bureaucrat. It refreshed him in a way the daily grind of the 
Washington scientific bureaucracy did not.3O 

In addition to the teaching, Ward also became interested in forming a 
professional sociology association. The history of Ward’s interest in such 
an organization dates to the early 1890s when a number of his colleagues 
tried to create a society, the American Institute of Christian Sociology, con- 
necting the growing sociological community with the Social Gospel 
movement in American religion. The evangelical background of a number 
of the younger social scientists such as Small and Ely made the organiza- 
tion seem a natural outgrowth of the development of social science itself, 
but it was an idea that struck Ward as profoundly wrongheaded. 

Richard Ely and Reverend George Herron, professor of applied sociol- 
ogy at Iowa College (later Grinnell College), founded the American Insti- 
tute of Christian Sociology at a Chautauqua meeting in 1893. It was 
essentially a Social Gospel organization-an offshoot of Herron’s interests 
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in the connections between religion and the criticism of capitalism emerg- 
ing from the social sciences. But the organization quickly succumbed to 
internal fissures. Ely was very uncomfortable with the institute’s work 
and the criticism of Herron by the American clergy, academic social sci- 
entists (especially Albion Small), and even Herron’s own college. Ely 
never did any formal work for the organization, and it never became a 
major association for American social scientists. Critics increasingly saw 
Herron as far too committed to his belief in the Christian aspect of socio- 
logical work. ”Either a religious movement, producing a revival such as 
the prophets dimly or never dreamed of,” Herron said in 1895, “or blood 
such as never flowed will remit the sins of the existing order.”31 

Christian sociology in Herron’s (and Ely’s) terms became a topic of fre- 
quent conversation among social theorists in the mid-l890s, especially 
with the popularity of Social Gospel reform. When the journal Bibliotheca 
Sacra asked Ward to offer his own definition of “Christian Sociology” in 
1895, he offered the following response: “I am in the habit of considering 
sociology to be a science, not a religion, cult, or programme of action, and 
therefore ‘Christian Sociology’ sounds to me about as would ’Christian 
Mathematics,’ ’Mohammedan Biology,’ or ‘Buddhistic Chemistry.’ If it is 
no better than Christian Astronomy, Geology, and Geography used to be 
in the days when such things were recognized, it is a rather poor arti- 

One year later, in a review of Franklin Giddings’s book, Principles of So- 
ciology (1896), Ward again argued that the so-called Christian sociologists 
should read Giddings’s study and correct their misplaced faith in theol- 
ogy. These men and women, he wrote, have placed upon ”the word soci- 
ology a burden of unscientific and half-charlatanic applications . . . that 
threaten to sink it as deeply into obloquy and contempt as a similar pro- 
cedure sunk that etymologically better word p h r e n o l ~ g y . ” ~ ~  

Ward did support an attempt to revive the organization but lessen the 
influence of Christian theology. The ethical ideal of applying the methods 
of sociological study to national problems still held great appeal for him, 
and a national organization seemed to offer the best possible way to pro- 
vide organizational coherence for sociological work. In 1895, Giddings in- 
troduced Ward to the Reverend L. T. Chamberlain, who asked Ward for 
his support in the creation of an American Institute of Sociology and So- 
cial Ethics. Although Ward had remained friendly with Ely, he never 
really supported his heavily evangelical social philosophy, and Chamber- 
lain assured Ward that ”the names of Ely and Herron are not to appear on 
the New Council. We cannot afford to have that flavor about the organi- 
2ati0n.I’~~ One of the key schemes Chamberlain had in mind for his or- 
ganization was the creation of a new journal to popularize sociology. 
Ward did not fully support Chamberlain, however, and quickly gravi- 

cle. ”32 



2894-2900 219 

tated toward his old friend Albion Small’s newly established sociological 
journal, The American Journal of Sociology (AJS) .  

Small organized the A J S  at the University of Chicago, and, following its 
creation, one of the first people Small turned to for assistance was Ward. 
Small wrote Ward in May 1895, ”You know that Chicago men move rap- 
idly when an idea seizes them. . . . They have, almost upon the spur of the 
moment, authorized me to organize the instructors of my department into 
the editorial board of The American Journal of Sociology. . . . I want to have 
associated with us ‘advising editors’ or ’consulting editors.’ . . . I hope that 
you will be willing to allow the use of your name under one of the desig- 
nations suggested above . . . and I hope that you will be willing to advise, 
counsel, and criticize with as much freedom as though you were one of 
the local managers of the p~blication.”~~ The journal eventually became 
(and still remains) one the leading organs of social scientific study in the 
United States, serving as a central instrument for defining the profession 
of sociology and the boundaries of the social sciences into the twentieth 
century. Throughout the late 1890s and 1900s, the A J S  served as the main 
forum for social scientists debating methodology, organization, subject 
matter, and the epistemological questions surrounding social scientific 
data. 

At the same time that American social scientists defined their fields of 
study and founded journals such as the A J S  to publish their ideas, Euro- 
pean social scientists were also organizing major sociological associations, 
groups founded to popularize social science to a wider audience. Ward 
joined one of the earliest of these associations, the Institut International de 
Sociologie (IIS), based in Paris (and still in existence to this day). The IIS’s 
founder, Ren6 Worms, approached Ward to join the society in 1896. 
Throughout the late 1880s and 1890s Ward’s theoretical sociology was 
gaining an audience among social thinkers in England and Europe; he 
had translated much of his published work himself and because he knew 
a number of languages (especially French and German but also a passing 
knowledge of Russian, Italian, and Spanish) he kept a wide correspon- 
dence with scientists and theorists he befriended. His work was already 
well known among a number of Russian intellectuals, most of whom 
worked in exile in universities across the continent. In addition, his prac- 
tice of mailing his work to well-known social thinkers helped him gain 
the attention of a number of social thinkers already well attuned to the 
idea that social reform could be directed and controlled by the state. 
Ward‘s work was part of a trans-Atlantic community’s efforts at reconfig- 
uring the meaning of liberalism, democracy, and the role of g~vernment .~~ 

The 11s bore a striking resemblance to the scientific community in 
Washington; it was a comfortable place for Ward as he drifted away from 
the activities of Washington science. Worms was a career civil servant and 
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a longtime admirer of Ward‘s work, which had been translated into 
French during the 1890s. Worms’s career was a French equivalent of 
Ward’s, and his goal was to create an international forum for sociological 
work. He founded the journal Revue infernationale de sociologie, the IIS, and 
the Paris Society of Sociology in the early and mid-1890s as ways to fur- 
ther the development of social science in Europe. Unlike that of his fellow 
countryman and social scientist, Emile Durkheim, Worms’s career (like 
Ward’s) lay outside European universities and colleges. Durkheim’s sup- 
porters and the network of scientists who wrote for his journal L’annke so- 
ciologique came from the career academics and university teachers in Paris 
and other European capitals. Worms’s cohort, on the other hand, bore a 
striking resemblance to the scientists in Washington: professional civil 
servants, teachers, and intellectuals often outside the realm of major uni- 
versities. Worms’s association ”attractted] people from a variety of aca- 
demic, theoretical, occupational, and national backgrounds . . . [the] circle 
was more heterogeneous than the rival Durkheimiens . . . [and] combined 
promotion of sociology with the career of a civil servant and the role of oc- 
casional teacher and For the rest of his life, Ward served as an 
advocate for Worms’s association and encouraged the participation of all 
his friends in the association’s activities. 

Armed with a renewed interest in sociological work and seeking a 
wider audience for his ideas, Ward left for Europe in the summer of 1897. 
The tri-annual meeting of the 11s was to be held in Paris that year, and 
Ward prepared a paper to deliver to the group of European social 
thinkers. He practiced his French for days before his arrival in Paris, hop- 
ing to impress the audience with his presentation. His paper on the pain 
and pleasure economy restated the arguments he had made in the past 
about economic motivation and also praised the ideas of his friend and 
critic, Simon Patten, whose books were just reaching Europe in the late 
1 8 9 0 ~ . ~ ~  The address, published in English as ”Utilitarian Economics,” 
lavishly praised Patten’s work, although Ward actually misrepresented 
Patten’s vision of economic study, using it for his own purposes. Ward es- 
sentially interpreted Patten’s economics as aspects of his own philosophic 
interest in happiness and progress. Patten, Ward argued, ”presents us 
with two very different kinds of economy-a pain economy and a plea- 
sure economy. This puts the whole question [of the purpose and meaning 
of human life and society] in an entirely new light, and opens up novel 
and promising lines of discussion looking to its solution.”39 Ward also in- 
troduced his own division of the social forces into positive and negative 
ones controlled by the operation of the intellect. In this way he was able 
to introduce his ideas to a wide circle of European social scientists who 
had not read his previously published work. The meetings helped him es- 
tablish relationships with a number of European social thinkers to whom 
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he later sent his publications; always his own promoter, Ward added the 
names to his mailing list for future books and articles. These trans- 
Atlantic networks proved helpful to Ward in the next few years and ener- 
gized him to work further in social theory as he tired of the continued 
problems with the politics of Washington. 

When he returned from Europe, Ward spent the remainder of the sum- 
mer and part of the fall of 1897 teaching courses in social theory and soci- 
ology. In May, at the invitation of Franklin Giddings, he gave a series of 
ten lectures at Columbia University, and that same month accepted an in- 
vitation from Small to teach at the University of Chicago. ”University lec- 
turing is all new to me,” he wrote Ross, ”and I am afraid I may fail to give 
satisfaction. It is not the lecturing that bothers me, but the pedagogic 
part-assigning tasks, examining, quizzes, etc. . . . Dr. Small says I must 
make them At age fifty-six, it was a daunting task for him to un- 
dertake what amounted to a new profession. But it kept his hand in the 
field of sociology, and it proved much more rewarding than the bureau- 
cratic work in Washington. 

When he arrived in Chicago all his fears were quickly allayed; the teach- 
ing thrilled him. His lectures dealt with the history and theory of sociology, 
mostly spoken from notes based on his major books and essays. ”I am re- 
ally having a grand time here and it would be egotistical in a high degree 
to attempt to give you any idea of my reception. They gave me a banquet 
at the Wellington Hotel the other night which would have spoiled me en- 
tirely if there had been anything to spoil. The lecture courses are certainly 
a grand success and I am amazed at the number that have come from all 
parts of the country to hear them-about sixty. The interest is intense, and 
so far as one in my position can learn, the satisfaction is ~omplete .”~~ Ward 
spent August, September, and early October teaching at the university. It 
was, he wrote Ross, the “most inspiring summer of my life.”42 

When he left Chicago in the fall the students presented him with yet an- 
other banquet and gave him a engraved cane, a gift that he cherished for 
the rest of his life. He was somewhat startled by the reception. He had 
worked his entire life in the insulated community of Washington mostly in 
relative obscurity and always in the shadow of much more powerful and 
well-known colleagues including Powell. Although he had always desired 
national recognition as a social theorist, when it finally seemed to arrive he 
was startled: “It began to dawn upon me that I was popular! I was aston- 
ished to see how well I was known.” Ward’s time in Chicago revived his 
spirits. As he distanced himself from the Washington intellectual commu- 
nity, still suffering from congressional attacks on the scientific bureaus, 
Ward found an outlet for his intellectual energy in teaching. 

Later in the fall of 1897, he went on a geological excursion to Kansas 
where much to his surprise he was also recognized and popular. “I was 
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induced to give two lectures [at a local college] to the priest-ridden peo- 
ple of puritanical Kansas,” he recalled, “in which I tried to wake them up 
out of their theological slumbers.”43 When he told Ross of his personal 
reawakening because of his teaching and lecturing, the young social sci- 
entist hoped it would become permanent: ”In bringing such a man as you 
in contact with the picked body of students most capable of appreciating 
such ideas, the University of Chicago is doing a great service and ‘de- 
serves well of the republic.’ If the National University is founded at Wash- 
ington as seems quite possible,” he concluded, ”I trust they will put you 
at the head of the Department of Sociology.”44 

Ross always remained Ward‘s champion, defender, and close intellec- 
tual companion, his most frequent correspondent when Ward began writ- 
ing a final set of books after the turn of the century as a capstone to his 
system of social philosophy. Ward‘s relationship to the younger Ross was 
the closest he ever came to having a true student and follower; their 
friendship was as deep and important to Ward as his friendship with 
Powell. It was Ross who provided Ward with important encouragement 
for his teaching and research. In one letter, written shortly after the ap- 
pearance of the second edition of Dynamic Sociology, Ross remarked that 
“it has made me indignant to feel that in assemblages of economists you 
were not awarded the appreciation I knew you deserved. I am so glad that 
the groups of sociologists who know your writings and appreciate your 
personality are increasing so rapidly in American uni~ersities.”~~ 

But the path Ross followed in academic social science after Ward’s 
death took him far afield of his uncle’s original ideas. Ross liked Ward and 
remained devoted to him for most of his life, but he never had the same 
shared goals as Ward had with Powell. Ward never fully understood the 
intellectual forces shaping the development of the American university in 
the late nineteenth century, an experience that was not a part of his social 
or intellectual worldview. Ward still believed that scientific work re- 
mained a social and government duty, one of the reasons that Worms’s 
society so attracted him. For the present, however, it was Ross who con- 
stantly encouraged Ward’s attempt to continue to pursue a grand system 
of social philosophy. 

The lectures that Ward delivered at the Hartford School and at the Uni- 
versity of Chicago also excited Small’s interest. Between 1894 and 1898, 
while he taught at Hartford, Columbia, and Chicago, Ward constantly 
rewrote his lectures, reorganizing his thoughts on social science from the 
accumulated work he had done in Dynamic Sociology, Psychic Factors of Ciu- 
ilization, and the short essays written for opinion journals throughout the 
1880s and 1890s. In 1895, he published the first of a two-and-a-half-year se- 
ries of articles for the AJS under the general heading, “Contributions to So- 
cial Philosophy.” The series provided summaries of Ward‘s major ideas 
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from his first publication in 1883 through his later essays and covered the 
major topics he had been concerned with for the last fifteen years: 
the meaning of sociology as a science, its role in the public arena, the criti- 
cism of laissez-faire economists, and the hierarchy of sciences in his grand 
system of social philosophy. By late 1897, Ward had decided to publish the 
essays in a book format. 

The Macmillan Company published the book, Outlines of Sociology, in 
1898, collecting the many essays Ward had worked on for the AJS. He 
dedicated the work to Small because, he wrote, he was ”the first to draw 
attention to the educational value of my social philosophy; the staunch 
defender of my method in sociology.” The bulk of the essays concerned 
Ward‘s familiar interests and themes from his work on systematic hierar- 
chical science, his interest in the mind, and the ethical positions of his so- 
cial reform. The most original and important chapters of the book dealt 
with Ward’s idea of sociological method-a subject he had spent little 
time on in his earlier publications but one of interest to academic social 
scientists, the audience he hoped to reach with this work. 

The methods of sociological study increasingly concerned academic so- 
cial scientists in the late 1890s as practitioners began to seek ways to de- 
fine the legitimacy of their expertise in social change, social policy, and 
even progress itself. What made social science “scientific” when com- 
pared to the physical sciences? How did objectivist interest in scientific 
data translate into reform, especially since Ward defined sociology as a 
science of politics and public policy? Ward’s answers to these questions 
not only summarized his work over the last fifteen years, they also set 
him an agenda for his final publications. His answers also led him into se- 
rious philosophical conflicts with the ways academic social scientists 
defined their purposes and their methods. Ward remained the most para- 
mount synthetic thinker in American social science-resisting the disci- 
plinary specialization that began to dominate American university life in 
the 1890s. 

In the chapter entitled ”The Data of Sociology,” Ward argued that soci- 
ology demanded special consideration of every field of scientific inquiry 
and was thus better suited to graduate study and application than to the 
undergraduate curriculum. “The special social sciences are numerous,” he 
argued, “and . . . there is room for differences of opinion as to what con- 
stitutes such sciences, but the following [are the] principal ones about 
which there is little dispute: ethnography; ethnology; technology; archae- 
ology; demography; history; economics; jurisprudence; politics; ethics. . . . 
No one of these, nor all of them together, can be said to form sociology, but 
sociology is the synthesis of them all.”46 As the synthetic science, sociology 
demanded a highly learned student, one already well schooled in all the 
fields and methods of scientific practice. It was the synthetic nature of 
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sociology that made it scientific, and although it was to serve the purposes 
of reform it did so only at the hands of well-schooled and well-trained spe- 
cialists. 

The last four essays in the book examined Ward's old interests in the 
origin of social forces, the ability of the individual to effect change (what 
he called "individual telesis"), and the social organization best suited to 
the development of social progress (what he called "collective telesis" and 
sociocracy). In these brief examinations of his original ideas, Ward added 
a more complete consideration of the formal purpose of sociology; in 
many ways he tried to answer his previous critics and become much more 
precise in outlining his program and ideas on social change. He identified 
two camps among late-nineteenth-century sociologists: a "pure" camp al- 
lied with the ideas of Spencer; and, an "applied" or "dynamic" camp, 
closer to the work Ward promoted in 1883. Pure sociologists and social 
scientists, he argued, suggest that the science of sociology was merely a 
branch of education and learning that examined social relationships em- 
pirically with no view to the ways in which society might be changed. "In 
a word, it regards sociology as a pure science, and deprecates all attempts 
to apply its principles. At least it implicitly denies the ability of sociolo- 
gists, either as teachers or writers, to point out its applications either to 
students or readers, and would leave this wholly to practical men, 
whether in the business world or in politics."47 

In contrast, the dynamic or applied school fully accepts the ideals of 
pure sociology simply as an early passive phase of social investigation, 
moving the science toward an active realm, a purposive science of social 
activism: "The dynamic school . . . clearly perceiving the chaotic condition 
of both the industrial and the political world, and recognizing that most 
of the evils of society result from a lack of scientific knowledge on the 
part of so called practical men, claims the right and feels the obligation to 
accompany the statement of facts and the definition of laws and princi- 
ples with an indication of their significance and their necessary bearing 
upon social affairs and rn~vements .~ '~~  Ward acknowledged that his books 
and essays fell squarely within the second of the two camps he outlined. 
His final chapter in this book, "Collective Telesis," another term for so- 
ciocracy, again reaffirmed his ideals of social change and "disabuse[d] in 
advance the minds of any who may think that I have abandoned the po- 
sition originally taken, however little sanguine I may have been and still 
am of rapid progress toward such an 

In restating the main arguments of his two major books, Ward con- 
cluded that the pure and applied schools were stages in the development 
of a scientific intellect capable of sustaining and organizing social 
science-a scientific intellect, it was important to note, that had not yet 
been fully formed. In one of his clearest passages on the purpose of soci- 
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ology Ward argued that the science should have as its most fundamental 
goal "the betterment of society." Building on the educational scheme he 
had long advocated, and on his understanding of the function of mind 
and the psychic forces of society, he argued that "the study of sociology is 
calculated to enlighten the individual purposes of men and harmonize 
them with the good of society. It will tend to unify action, to combine the 
innumerable streams of individual effort and pour their contents into one 
great river of social welfare. Individual telesis thus verges into collective 
telesis." In a managerial society every individual had a duty and a re- 
sponsibility to understand the forces of social change. Only the successful 
merging of every citizen's will could establish the new society: "In a de- 
mocracy every citizen is a legislator and government simply becomes the 
exponent of the social will and purpose. . . . The purpose of sociology is 
to enlighten communities and put an end to useless and expensive dis- 
sension~.' '~~ The harmony between individual wants and needs, and the 
demands of collective progress, lay within the realm of sociological work. 

The differences between pure and applied sociology became the focus 
of Ward's last two books. And this problem pointed to a major method- 
ological debate that would occupy the social sciences throughout much of 
the twentieth century. Ward concluded this brief volume of essays with a 
reexamination of his sociocratic ideal of national social reform but his next 
books would take up the challenge of pure versus applied sociology more 
directly. If sociology was the study of social laws, and the purpose of ap- 
plied sociology was to offer possible solutions from the understanding of 
those laws, how did these solutions actually get put into practice? It was 
through the organizational structure of the government. Government pro- 
vided organizational structure to society-a hierarchy of systems that 
sought solutions to social problems: "Government is the art that results 
from the science of society through the legislative application of sociolog- 
ical  principle^."^^ Moreover, he continued, it required sociologists and so- 
cial scientists to take an active role and participate in social change: "The 
sociologist and the statesman should cooperate in discovering the laws of 
society and the methods of utilizing them so as to let the social forces flow 
freely and strongly, untrammeled by penal statutes, mandatory laws, irri- 
tating prohibitions, and annoying  obstacle^."^^ 

Still, Ward offered little in the way of specific goals or ideas. Instead, 
he suggested that although society had not yet reached the stage where 
social consciousness shaped the course of national reform it was well on 
its way. Only a proper understanding of the sociologist's role can con- 
tinue this progressive movement and provide the discipline of sociology 
with purpose. Here, as in his other publications, he came down squarely 
in favor of an activist government working in tandem with the trained 
social scientist analyzing social facts. In a telling passage from Outlines, 
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Ward clearly differentiated his collectivist vision of sociocracy from the 
many competing theories of social reform in the nation: ”Individualism 
has created artificial inequalities. . . . Socialism seeks to create artificial 
equalities. . . . Sociocracy recognizes natural inequalities and aims to 
abolish artificial inequalities. . . . Individualism confers benefits on those 
only who have the ability to obtain them, by superior power, cunning, in- 
telligence, or the accident of position. . . . Socialism would confer the 
same benefits on all alike, and aims to secure the equality of fruition. . . . 
Sociocracy would confer benefits in strict proportion to merit, but insists 
upon equality of opportunity as the only means of determining the degree 
of merit.”53 

The marriage of Ward’s producerist ideals of labor and work and his 
collectivist vision of sociocracy offered one possible way to solve the 
problems of late-nineteenth-century and early-twentieth-century indus- 
trial democracy. Like a number of social scientists, and many social 
reformers as well, Ward saw sociology as a theoretical basis for national 
action. His social theory tried to find a middle ground between socialist 
collectivism and laissez-faire individualism built, he hoped, on a founda- 
tion of sociological knowledge about the functioning of the economy, the 
political state, business, and all social forces. The question he did not an- 
swer, however, was how to achieve a sociocratic nation. 

Reviewers paid little attention to the book-mostly because it went over 
ground thoroughly covered in Ward‘s other publications. The few who did 
consider the book regarded it as much more straightforward than some of 
Ward‘s other publications, but also much more devoted to what The Nation 
called “an elaborate philosophy. . . involving the improvement of man’s lot 
on earth.” For traditional genteel liberals like the editors of The Nation, 
Ward’s sociology was ”less a scientific system than a practical aim, in which 
he is entirely at one with every one who is interested in social problems. His 
book can hardly be taken as more than a series of essays on human society- 
many of them no doubt interesting, but not in any true sense systematic.”54 

It was an insightful criticism. Ward’s advocacy of reform still left him 
open to the argument that his position was neither an objective approach to 
social science nor a real contribution to a philosophic system of social sci- 
ence. If the sociologist participated actively with the statesmen how could 
one argue that the discipline was anything more than the handmaiden of 
politics itself? It was a question Ward was to try to answer in the years to 
come. His goal was to differentiate sociology from politics and reform, and 
to define more clearly the pure and applied camps of sociological study. But 
the ways in which Ward did this caused more problems than they solved. 
He seemed to abandon reformist politics for what he believed might be ob- 
jective neutrality in the social sciences, and this was never quite a success- 
ful answer to critics such as Patten, Dewey, and other later social theorists. 
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Despite the questions raised by the book, many of Ward’s friends con- 
gratulated him on the volume’s publication, hoping it might reach many 
members of the American reform community. Ely wrote him a letter of 
thanks and recalled their mutual debts to one another: ”It is a stimulating 
work which will be helpful in many different directions. I read with in- 
terest your dedication to Professor Small. I think he well merits the com- 
pliment you pay him. . . . I used to take special pains in Baltimore to call 
the attention of my students to your ’Dynamic Sociology,’ and unless I am 
very much mistaken it was through me that Professor Small became ac- 
quainted with your work. You may also remember what I said about it in 
very early days in my ’Introduction to Political Economy.’ So you see I 
claim some credit for making your merits known! Although we disagree 
upon more than one point I have always found your work personally 
helpful and have valued it very highly.”55 

The same year that he published Outlines, Ward also finished his last 
major project as a full-time employee of the Geological Survey. He had 
grown very tired of the Survey‘s work and very lonely in Washington. 
Most of the old friends he had known had left the government, and Ward 
had developed few friendships among the younger members of the Sur- 
vey. This final project occupied Ward‘s summers since the early 1890s 
when he began visiting the Black Hills and the upper Midwest in order to 
study the fossil flora of the region. Ward‘s massive study, “The Cretaceous 
Formation of the Black Hills as Indicated by Fossil Plants,” appeared in 
the Survey’s nineteenth annual report in 1898. It was a massive, four- 
hundred-page survey of the region containing detailed botanical obser- 
vation, as well as a catalog of the many plants of the Black Hills region. It 
was also an impressive scientific achievement, one of the proudest mo- 
ments in Ward’s scientific career. He received many letters of praise from 
members of the geological community about the massive work. As he did 
with all of his publications, Ward mailed this to his long list of acquain- 
tances and friends. ”In a few cases,” he later recalled, ”I inadvertently sent 
copies to sociologists. . . . Their letters were amusing. This memoir simply 
‘made their eyes stick out.’ Supposing that I was devoting my whole life 
to sociology (and many expressed their surprise that I could do so much 
work!) they were simply amazed to see that my real vocation was geology 
and that sociology was only my av~cat ion .”~~ 

Giddings was one of those amazed social scientists. When Ward sent 
him even more geological reports at the turn of the century, Giddings com- 
mented on the impressive range of his intellectual interests. It was a testa- 
ment both to Ward‘s self-advertising as well as to the differences between 
his polymath intellect, developed in an age before professional training 
and academic specialization, and the younger social scientists who be- 
friended him in the 1880s and 1890s. “You are the most indefatigable 
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worker I know,” Giddings wrote, ”and the range of your interests is pretty 
nearly as broad as science . . . [your works] have given me a vivid idea of 
your geological activity to supplement the knowledge I had of your untir- 
ing work in sociology and phil~sophy.”~~ 

Ward spent the summer and part of the fall of 1898 in Morgantown, 
West Virginia, teaching at the state university and considering exactly 
what to do with the rest of his life since government scientific work no 
longer interested him. Books, as they always had, provided solace and 
time for reflection. Back in his home on Rhode Island Avenue by late fall 
1898, he spent much of his time reading with Rose, her sister Sarah Com- 
stock, and her niece Sarah Simons, a talented social scientist in her own 
right. Rose continued her practice of collecting reviews of all of Ward’s es- 
says and books, patiently pasting them into the notebooks that the two 
kept in their home. She also remained one of his main botanizing com- 
panions for nature walks around the District of Columbia.58 

John Wesley Powell was on his mind as well in the late 1890s. In late 
1898, he read Powell’s recent book, Truth and Error; or, The Science oflntel- 
lection, and agreed to write a lengthy review of his mentor’s most recent 
work for the journal Science. Since his retirement and exodus from the 
rough and tumble of Washington political life, Powell had spent most of 
his time working with the ethnographers at the Bureau of Ethnology or 
at his retirement home in Maine. He spent his time reading, writing, and 
thinking about the meaning and purpose of science and government. 
Truth and Error was his magnum opus on science-a philosophical state- 
ment he had postponed writing while he worked in Washington’s scien- 
tific bureaucracy. 

Truth and Error is an incredibly difficult book to read, and it garnered 
few readers when it was published. A dense, philosophical meditation on 
the capability of objective scientific truth for progressive social achieve- 
ment, a paean to rational thinking about science, Powell’s tome remains 
mystifying to most readers to this day. He dedicated the book to Ward, his 
”philosopher and friend,” in honor of their longtime friendship and in or- 
der to return the favor of Ward‘s dedication in Dynamic Sociology. In Truth 
and Error, Powell created his own terms to explain his five-tiered notion of 
scientific knowledge and study: ”The whole book,” Ward wrote in his re- 
view, ”is, therefore, like a foreign language, and the readers’ first task is to 
learn the language.”59 

Powell’s philosophic language dealt with what he called the properties 
of all matter in the universe: unity, extension, speed, persistence, and con- 
sciousness. His goal was to correct the errors made by all previous 
philosophers in examining and measuring these properties. It is difficult 
to follow exactly what Powell intends by his classification, and his exam- 
ination of the philosophical attempts to explain the events of the natural 
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world marked a major turn toward the mystical in his thinking, much dif- 
ferent from his earlier efforts in writing about science, government, and 
ethnology. Ward had great difficulty in writing his review and remained 
at pains to both explain Powell’s argument-which he was never quite 
able to do-and return some measure of praise for his old mentor. While 
Ward worked on the review, he wrote Ross that he was “trying to review 
a book by Major Powell which he has dedicated to me, but I find it a tough 
job . ”60 

Powell’s use of language frustrated Ward, an odd criticism given his 
own penchant for neologisms, but Ward was often more insightful on 
other people’s work than he was on his own. ”[Powell] never seems to 
use a word that has a popular acceptance,” Ward complained, ”if he can 
find a synonym, however rare, or coin a new term.”61 Ward ultimately de- 
cided that while Powell’s book might offer something to the modern 
philosopher of science it was ultimately an intellectual failure: ”It seems a 
pity that a book which is obviously the product of such prolonged and 
profound philosophical meditation by a mind so well stored with scien- 
tific knowledge and direct experience with the real world should be [so] 
handicapped.”62 

The harsh review was a difficult experience for him, but he was assured 
by Powell that there was no ill will between them. Powell’s reply to his 
critics-as abstruse and confusing as his book-suggested that Ward mis- 
understood the problem of “truth and error” in philosophy and his five- 
tiered notion of matter. But Powell hardly offered any more clarity on the 
issues raised by the philosophy of science. His confusing terminology and 
language, and his frankly bizarre examination of the relations between 
particles, suggests that Ward was the more clearheaded thinker of the two 
when it came to social philosophy, and that he had resisted a mystical turn 
of mind that characterized Powell’s later years. 

Ward still found in Powell his only true intellectual companion and 
confidant. His departure from the scientific community in Washington 
was still a difficult blow for Ward. In 1902, less than three years after Ward 
reviewed Truth and Error, Powell died at his home in Maine. Although he 
was widely praised for his work in geology and ethnology many were to 
forget Powell’s more subtle contribution in mentoring careers such as 
Ward‘s own; careers made in the scientific bureaucracy Powell so effi- 
ciently controlled, understood, and organized. Despite the fact that they 
drifted apart in the last years of Powell’s life, Ward‘s reflections on their 
friendship offer one of the few glimpses of the deep personal and intel- 
lectual connection the two men shared: ”He was the type of true noble- 
man, and easily distinguished between a difference in our views and any 
personal difference . . . of all the men I have ever met he seemed to me the 
most truly great in personal character.” Despite the difference in their 
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power within the Washington bureaucracy, “he never made me feel that 
in the slightest. . . . If there ever was a man whom I could say I loved,” he 
concluded, “that man was Major 

By the late 1890s and early 1900s, Ward decided that he wanted to de- 
vote his full time to social philosophy. His dictionary work provided 
enough income for him and Rose to live comfortably, and the switch to a 
per-diem salary at the Survey offered much more time to consider social 
philosophy. He spent many of his days in the late 1890s and 1900s work- 
ing only half-time in his office at the National Museum. He was free to 
spend the rest of his day doing dictionary work, which he could combine 
with reading in social philosophy and social theory. David Hutcheson, a 
librarian at the Library of Congress and a friend of the Wards, kept him 
well supplied with books and articles about social theory. 

Yet, it was not entirely clear that a teaching career was a possibility for 
him. He was much older than many social scientists, lacked training in a 
professional graduate program, and noticed with a little apprehension 
that academics were coming under, increasing scrutiny for their political 
and social views. When he heard of Ross’s troubles at Leland Stanford 
College (now Stanford University) regarding his political support of free 
silver and populism, which was to eventually cause Ross to leave the Cal- 
ifornia institution, and when he reflected on the earlier ousting of E. Ben- 
jamin Andrews of Brown University for similar political views, he wrote 
Ross that ”the more I think of it the more I appreciate my own humble po- 
sition. . . one that never questions my words or actions so long as I do my 
official duty. They may talk all they please about the freedom of the uni- 
versities, but there is no freedom, and everybody I know is playing a role 
to conciliate controlling interests.”@ Despite any of these fears, or his fear 
of starting an entirely new career, by the early 1900s he sought actively a 
position in university teaching rather than remain in Washington. 

Ward also wanted to consider how to approach the completion of his 
system of social philosophy; and it was in the company of his relatives at 
home who read with him, and especially in correspondence with Ross 
(who visited Washington whenever his schedule allowed) that Ward 
slowly came to work out his final project. As he read more widely in re- 
cent social philosophy, three books helped spark his renewed interest in 
defining sociology as a science and explaining sociology’s intellectual 
purpose; and these were also to become important in convincing him to 
finish his systematic study of social science: Benjamin Kidd’s Social Evolu- 
tion, T. H. Huxley’s Evolution and Ethics, and Thorstein Veblen’s The The- 
o y of the Leisure Class. 

Benjamin Kidd’s Social Evolution (1894) prompted Ward to begin re- 
thinking his ideas about evolutionary theory. Kidd was an English writer 
and government clerk, self-trained and self-educated in social theory. His 
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book quickly became one of the most popular and readable accounts of 
Darwinian and Spencerian social theory and the implications of their 
ideas for modern society. Kidd attracted Ward with his faith in opportu- 
nity and social welfare and his support for government programs to im- 
prove the conditions of labor and the poor. But Kidd's book also argued 
that religion and religious thought allowed society to cling to the idea of 
progress and subsume individual interests to a collective good-one 
of Ward's key interests in the function of social progress. Religion, Kidd 
argued, offered a natural force for the mass of mankind and provided key 
explanations for the operation of social forces outside of their control. 
Kidd felt that although competition between nation-states and within na- 
tions themselves determined social life in the modern world, the rise of re- 
ligious faith and altruism in human history checked the competitive 
forces of self-interest. 

Although Ward believed that Kidd misunderstood the operation of the 
social forces, and he never believed that competition defined social life, he 
did see in Kidd's interest in religion another social force that controlled 
and affected human social development. Religion helped establish family 
relations through marriage, Ward argued in his essay "The Essential Na- 
ture of Religion," published in 1898, and also helped to organize social re- 
lationships. The early devotion to religion among human societies, he 
continued, checked the operation of egoistic (subjective) feelings that 
served as one of the main forces of the psychic factors of progress.65 This 
was a return of sorts for Ward, a man who had been raised in a world of 
evangelical piety. Despite his frequent diatribes against religion and reli- 
gious faith he still believed that it had an important effect in social evolu- 
tion. 

Ward felt that his insight into religion and religious faith, gained in part 
from his reading of Kidd, was one of his moments of true inspiration. Re- 
ligion was "a substitute in the rational world for instinct in the subrational 
world.'"j6 In short, it was a chapter in the history of the mind, in the his- 
tory of human evolution, that he had ignored in Dynamic Sociology and 
Psychic Factors. Religion was essentially a protective agent for mankind, 
an early attempt at a reasoned explanation for the phenomena of the uni- 
verse, although still a rather primitive one. Since passion and feeling were 
such essential social forces, as he had argued for years, "religion came for- 
ward as a more powerful curb to the excesses into which this new egois- 
tic agent would have otherwise plunged its unguided possessors, and for 
which instinct would have proved wholly inadeq~ate ."~~ But Kidd's in- 
sight into the role religion played was mistaken; religion was a conserva- 
tive and backward-looking force for society, offering no incentive for 
progress or growth and opposing change of all kinds, including the need 
to solve the pressing problems of labor. These were the province of science 
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and reason. Progress, he wrote, consisted in throwing off the necessary 
conservatism of religion in favor of reason.68 

Ward’s admission that religion played a role in the early history of man 
and mind was an important one, since he had so long opposed religious 
explanations for nearly all things. Albion Small badgered Ward for years 
for his stance on religion and theology generally, and even tried to as- 
suage some of his students’ concerns that Ward’s work threatened their 
faith. Science still remained Ward’s gospel, although he no longer sug- 
gested that it would entirely “swallow up religion, assume its functions, 
and stand wholly in its stead.”69 Some of Ward‘s harsher statements on re- 
ligion and religious faith can be seen as a youth striking out against 
received authority. Religion did play an important role in society, check- 
ing avarice, ambition, and demands for self-satisfaction alone. But he was 
still ultimately a rationalist, believing that the trained scientific mind 
could do much more than faith. 

T. H. Huxley’s collection of essays, although published in 1892, ini- 
tially failed to interest Ward. When he finally came to read the volume in 
the late 1890s, however, he was struck by the ideas of the famous English 
scientist and was even more surprised by what he saw as a remarkable 
similarity between Huxley’s ideas and his own. Although the two men 
had never met, Huxley was one of the many English scientists Ward had 
long admired. Throughout the 1880s and 1890s he sent his publications 
to Huxley-including his essay ”The Psychologic Basis of Social Eco- 
nomics.’’ After he read Huxley’s volume, Ward concluded that ”what 
struck me . . . [was] their thorough agreement with my own published 
conclusions, sounding, as they do, almost like my own voice, using ex- 
actly the same arguments and to a large extent the same illustrations, so 
that many passages from both placed in parallel columns would present 
a striking re~emblance.”~~ 

In ”The Gospel of Action,” an essay written in early 1899 as a response 
to EvoIution and Ethics, Ward continued his long argument with econo- 
mists over the nature of their studies and the differences between the sys- 
tematizing he did and the minutiae he felt they studied. He also became 
increasingly embittered by the lack of attention in the social science com- 
munity to his own work and publications. To a certain extent, Huxley’s 
fame bothered Ward as much as any similarity in their ideas. 

In reflecting on Huxley’s work Ward continued to attack the “nature 
worship” fallacy among social thinkers and the misuses of evolutionary 
theory by modern laissez-faire economists. He fully supported Huxley’s 
criticism of Spencerian evolution and determinism and the mistaken ap- 
plication of Spencer’s ideas to a wider social realm. But he was troubled 
by Huxley’s view of ethics as a way to comprehend the modern dilemmas 
of social scientific study. For Ward, ethics as a branch of philosophical 
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study was far too close to the old moral philosophy he had learned as a 
young man. “It is not the doctrine of inactivity, of the folding of the arms 
. . . of laissez-faire, that naturally and legitimately flows from a full com- 
prehension of the law of evolution, but a gospel of action, a recognition 
of the law of causation and of man as a great and potent cause in the 
world. The true crown of a system of scientific philosophy is not an ethics 
which seeks to restrain and circumscribe activity, but a Sociology which 
aims at the liberation of action through the directive agency of intelli- 
gen~e .”~l  Ward’s vision of political change-his whole notion of a socio- 
cratic state-was built on his activist social science; a science of society 
that when properly understood provided the essential answers to solve 
social problems. Huxley, on the other hand, was much less convinced 
about the possibilities for reform despite his criticism of Spencer’s ethics 
and political ideals. 

Ward also used Huxley’s ideas to criticize the movement toward the 
specialized discourse of professional economics; in part, this was a reac- 
tion to Patten’s earlier criticism of Ward’s systematizing and his eco- 
nomic ideals, as well as Patten’s suggestion that the fields of sociology, 
political economy, and economics were distinct sciences in their own 
right. Economists, Ward argued, conflated nature and culture far too of- 
ten and wrongly applied concepts of nature to social evolution. “The to- 
tal failure of all economists to note this fundamental distinction is the 
sufficient cause of the glaring discrepancies between economic theory 
and historical fact, and it is this which has not only brought political 
economy into disrepute, requiring its very name to be changed to eco- 
nomics, but has caused the rise of an entirely new school of economists, 
whose teachings are to a large extent diametrically opposed to those of a 
half century Ward’s “gospel of action” owed more to his produc- 
erist faith in labor, work, and a moral economy than it did to a thorough 
reading of Huxley’s naturalism and view of evolutionary ethics. But 
what this essay most importantly provided was a sense that many social 
scientists misunderstood Ward’s ideas and did not see what sociology in 
his hands could offer. 

Ross introduced Ward to the third key book in his intellectual rethink- 
ing of social philosophy. In the summer of 1899, Ross invited Ward to 
teach at Leland Stanford College. The lectures were again a complete suc- 
cess, another indication of his popularity among students of social sci- 
ence. Ross wrote him that “your lectures left behind a trail of thought and 
discussion which shows itself in many ways. . . . Your egalitarian teaching 
as to the power of men to appropriate the fund of knowledge struck a re- 
sponsive During Ward’s stay at Stanford, Ross also gave him a 
recently published study of modern economics and class in the United 
States: Thorstein Veblen’s The Theory of the Leisure Class. 
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Ward read the book with deep interest-finding much to like in the fel- 
low midwesterner’s view of power, privilege, and consumption by the rich 
and wealthy of the modern industrial world. Contemplating a review of 
the book, Ward stopped in Chicago on his way back to Washington in the 
fall of 1899. He tried to see Veblen while he was there but missed him. He 
spoke to Albion Small about the young economist and about possibly pub- 
lishing a review in the AJS. In November 1899, after Ward had returned to 
Washington, Veblen wrote him to ”express my profound regret at having 
missed meeting you when you were in Chicago the other day. . . . Mr. Small 
tells me that you are kind enough to have undertaken to review the ’The- 
ory of the Leisure Class,”’ Veblen continued. “I need not say that I appre- 
ciate the honor of such an attention at your hands, and that I am looking 
forward with the liveliest anticipation for your discussion. As a matter of 
course, you will find evidence in the book of my indebtedness to 

Thorstein Veblen shared a similar middle border background to that of 
Ward, Powell, Ross, Patten, and Ely. Veblen was born on a farm in Wis- 
consin in 1857, the sixth child of Thomas Anderson Veblen and Kari 
Bunde Veblen, Norwegian immigrants to America’s prairie frontier. Veb- 
len’s father was a hard-driving farmer, devoted to cultivation of the land 
and to limited contact with the Yankees who dominated the upper Mid- 
west’s social and political structure. His parents moved to farm land near 
Northfield, Minnesota, shortly after the end of the Civil War, and re- 
mained closely tied to the Norwegian immigrant communities that dotted 
the upper Midwest and the Plains since the middle of the nineteenth cen- 
t ~ r y . ~ ~  It was land in which immigrants like the Veblens and others were 
to find, in the words of another chronicler of midwestern life, Mari San- 
doz, ”a community of .  . . countrymen and other homeseekers, refugees 
from oppression and poverty, intermingled in peace and ~ontentment.”~~ 

Thorstein Veblen’s youth was spent in the cultural isolation of a Nor- 
wegian immigrant agrarian community, but this “odd and iconoclastic” 
child was far too brilliant to remain in the farming community for long. 
Beginning in the early 1870s, Veblen attended Carleton Academy and 
Carleton College, studying political economy, moral philosophy, science, 
and theology. After his graduation in 1880, he spent a short time teaching 
in a Lutheran school in Madison, Wisconsin, before setting off east fol- 
lowing his older brother, a mathematician, to Johns Hopkins University in 
Baltimore. Veblen hoped to establish an academic career in philosophy. 
While he was in Baltimore he attended classes and lectures from such lu- 
minaries as Herbert Baxter Adams, Richard Ely, and Charles Sanders 
Peirce, but he never obtained a degree. He likely read Ward’s work while 
he was there since it was frequently assigned in classes at Johns Hopkins. 

Unhappy and isolated at Johns Hopkins, and unable to obtain a schol- 
arship, Veblen left Baltimore for Yale in order to study philosophy under 



1894-1 900 235 

the well-known moralist Noah Porter. Veblen was at Yale when the school 
was rocked by a controversy over the use of Herbert Spencer’s book, The 
Study of Sociology. William Sumner, one of Veblen’s teachers, argued with 
Porter for two years over the use of the book, firmly advocating for its use 
in classes on social theory. Porter opposed the book, as he did most recent 
social theory, eventually winning the argument with Sumner. But he 
looked old-fashioned and even foolish following the popularity of 
Spencer’s work and his tour of the United States in 1882, and he finally al- 
lowed use of the book in the mid-1880s. Veblen absorbed the arguments 
of Spencerian evolutionism in Sumner’s classes, as well as the interest in 
Scottish commonsense philosophy and Kantian ethics in his other classes 
with Porter and philosopher James McCosh. He graduated from Yale with 
a Ph.D. in philosophy in 1884, but despite his brilliance and strong letters 
of recommendation from his mentors at Yale, Veblen was unable to obtain 
a position at any American university. 

It took Veblen seven years to obtain an academic position. It might even 
have been the economic difficulties of his life in this period that led him 
further and further away from philosophy toward economics and sociol- 
ogy. In 1891, he obtained a scholarship to work for a year under economist 
J. Laurence Laughlin at Cornell University, and the next year he followed 
Laughlin to the newly opened University of Chicago. Veblen’s career in 
economics took shape at Chicago, although he remained a difficult and 
irascible colleague for the rest of his life. But his work in economics revo- 
lutionized the field. He burst on the scene in 1898 with an essay entitled 
“Why is Economics Not an Evolutionary Science,” which blasted conven- 
tional laissez-faire economists, their lack of a true understanding of Dar- 
winian science, and their use of taxonomic categories to define the fluid 
reality of economic behavior. 

It was Veblen’s first book, The Theory of the Leisure Class, however, that 
attracted enormous attention, severely criticizing conventional economic 
theory. Veblen’s cultural theory of economic reality, and the relativity of 
scientific thought he gained from his intimate knowledge of Darwinian 
science, offered a new version of economics, adding to the chorus of 
voices-including Ely, Patten, and others-who transformed the field in 
the late nineteenth century. 

Veblen’s book mirrored many of Ward’s own ethical interests and criti- 
cisms of traditional economics. It is both a cultural history of the devel- 
opment of a leisure class, their “place and value . . . as an economic factor 
in modern life,” and an economic study of waste and production in mod- 
ern industrial life. Veblen traced stages of cultural evolution in the life of 
savage, barbarian, and industrial nations-stages that were closely linked 
to the evolutionary view of society Ward and other Washington intellec- 
tuals had been analyzing since the 1880s. Ward had probably read some 
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of Veblen’s earlier essays that appeared in the AJS since he served as a 
consulting editor of the journal. Veblen’s book expanded on this earlier 
work on the instinct of workmanship, the structure of ownership, and his 
criticism of the views of the “barbarian status of women,” all subjects 
close to Ward‘s heart.77 

Veblen’s work quickly entered into the general American cultural lexi- 
con with phrases such as “conspicuous leisure” and the most famous, 
”conspicuous consumption.” These ethical and economic concerns were 
closely allied to Ward’s own political and social interests, and Veblen’s 
savage and satirical criticism of the unproductive consumption of prod- 
ucts by the leisure class warmed Ward’s heart. “As seen from the 
economic point of view,” Veblen argued, “leisure, considered as an em- 
ployment, is closely allied in kind with the life of exploit; and the achieve- 
ments which characterize a life of leisure, and which remain its decorous 
criteria, have much in common with the trophies of exploit.” Moreover, 
Veblen remarked, ”the characteristic feature of leisure-class life is a 
conspicuous exemption from all useful employment.” Given Ward’s long- 
term interests in the productive, useful employment of labor it is no won- 
der that he found in Veblen a valuable s u p p ~ r t e r . ~ ~  

Veblen traced the elements of leisure-class life through an examination 
of modern cultural standards of taste, manners, and morals. He examined 
the expressions of dress as examples of the conspicuous consumption and 
expression necessary to maintain association with the leisure class 
and demonstrate its authority and power. Nonproductive behavior was 
the hallmark of the leisure class, he argued, and the ostentatious shows of 
wealth and power in late-nineteenth-century America, what he called the 
holdovers of a barbarian stage of social evolution, provided valuable evi- 
dence for the truth of Veblen’s cultural observations, mocking the rise of 
a wealthy class dedicated to little more than the ostentatious display 
of their own consumption. Veblen, like Ward, had no doubt that it was to 
the producers of society that the ultimate social victory would belong. The 
leisure class was not going to survive very long since its puffery and de- 
pendence on manners meant little to the bulk of mankind. 

Ward had at first declined to review Veblen’s book. He told Small he was 
“too much a Jacobin“ to give the book its proper due, and asked whether 
Ross might review it instead. Ross wanted Ward to do the review, however, 
and was pleased when his uncle finally decided to undertake it: ”I am look- 
ing forward to your review of Veblen’s book,” Ross wrote his beloved un- 
cle, “How it fluttered the dovecotes in the East! All the reviews I have seen 
of it so far are shocked and angry. Clearly their household gods have been 
assailed by this icono~last.”~~ It is no surprise that Ward‘s review of the 
book was laudatory, and one of the first major positive reviews of the book 
to appear in academic journals. He was invigorated by the book, and when 
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he came to write his last two publications in the 1900s many of Veblen’s 
words and ideas were to make their way into his system of social philoso- 
phy: “The trouble with this book,” Ward argued, ”is that it contains too 
much truth. It also suggests a great deal of truth that it does not contain, and 
this is quite as bad as to tell the truth outright.”80 

Ward always felt his review of Veblen’s book was his best essay. He saw 
the book as a clearheaded examination of contemporary America as it en- 
tered the twentieth century, an expos4 of the values keeping the nation in 
the thrall of laissez-faire and individualist ideals: ”In fact, the book is a 
mirror in which we can all see ourselves. It is more. It is a telescope 
through which we see our ancestors, and when, all at one view, we see all 
the generations of our pedigree down to and including ourselves . . . the 
image takes on a rather ugly aspect.”81 At the same time that he praised 
Veblen’s criticism of the values of the leisure class, however, Ward also 
missed some of Veblen’s ironic intent when he wanted him to explain in 
more historical detail the evolution and emergence of the leisure class, 
and the ways in which it has succeeded in acquiring power. Veblen’s 
satire seemed to miss Ward, in part at least, and Ward’s seriousness of 
purpose belied the iconoclastic work of the Chicago economist. 

Nevertheless, Ward’s review thrilled Veblen. ”I beg to express my very 
lively appreciation of the honor you have done me in your extended and 
appreciative review of the ’Leisure Class’,” Veblen wrote after it appeared. 
“Your unqualified approval has given me more pleasure than anything 
that has occurred in connection with the book, and I can only hope that it 
will not end with giving me an intolerable conceit.”82 Veblen, despite the 
intellectual kinship he shared with Ward, was not altogether convinced 
that Ward fully understood his work. Still, he appreciated Ward’s review 
as the “Patriarch of Sociology,” and responded to critics of the laudatory 
review with qualified praise for the older Ward. Veblen responded to one 
critic of Ward‘s review that “it is not kind of you, and scarcely reverent, to 
use irony and other allied figures of speech concerning the English of the 
Patriarch of Sociology, in a case where laudable sentiment gets the better 
of his diction. What you say is true-as it should be-and what you im- 
ply is truer still-as is not surprising-when you speak of the magna- 
nimity and positiveness with which Mr. Ward understands the ‘Leisure 
Class.’ I assure you his review has been a great help to me in that respect. 
It has brought me a sobering realization of the very grave importance 
which my writing, and what I now understand to have been my thinking 
and my insight, have for the spread of knowledge among men. I am un- 
able to share your view that the allegation of ’too much truth’ is to be 
taken as an accusation. I find myself unable to resent it.”83 

In addition to the reading and the rethinking that he had begun on his 
system of social philosophy, Ward decided that he wanted to spend more 
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time traveling both in America and abroad. In November 1899, the Geo- 
logical Survey asked Ward to conduct a study of the petrified forests of 
Arizona in an effort to help Congress determine the feasibility of creating 
a national park to protect the valuable natural preserve. It was the only 
time that he formally worked on a project with the national parks system 
despite the fact that he had spent so much time with Powell and others in 
the Washington scientific community who played important roles in the 
development of the American conservation movement. Most of Ward's 
reports in the Geological Survey were technical contributions to the sci- 
entific work of the American government and paid little heed to the pol- 
icy implications of research since that work was generally reserved for his 
writing in social theory and philosophy. But this report offered the op- 
portunity for Ward to work with actual policymaking and provide some 
influence in the making of national attitudes toward the conservation of 
the natural world. 

It had been a long-term goal of conservationists and preservationists to 
save the fossil forests of Arizona, and it was difficult to protect the area 
without federal intervention. As early as the 1850s, travelers and survey- 
ors frequently remarked on the wonder and beauty of Arizona's petrified 
forests, and scientists debated their origins and formation. It is one of the 
most remarkable paleontology parks in North America, protecting thou- 
sand of fossil plants as well as a stunning array of artifacts testifying to the 
interchange of cultures early in the history of settlement in North Amer- 
ica. Ward's assistant, F. H. Knowlton, had done extensive research on the 
Arizona forests in the late 1880s, participating in the scientific debates 
about the origin of the petrified logs. When Ward arrived in Arizona, he 
quickly surveyed the forest, trying to determine its geological composi- 
tion and its origin in time, and also asked local conservationists what they 
wanted from government intervention to protect the region. He finished 
his report after he returned to Washington in December 1899. In the re- 
port, Ward argued that the forests deserved national protection and 
preservation: "These petrified forests may be properly classed among the 
natural wonders of America, and every reasonable effort should be made 
not only to preserve them from destructive influences but also to make 
their existence and true character known to the people."s4 Ward hoped 
that the area could be set aside for scientific study and research before it 
was forever damaged by public use and exploitation. 

The Arizona forests were finally set aside as part of the national park 
system in 1906 when President Theodore Roosevelt, acting on Ward's re- 
port and recommendations, established the Petrified Forest National 
Monument. Ward's Arizona study was not his only formal participation 
in policymaking in all the years he was in Washington. He had been in- 
volved in the debates over irrigation that racked the Survey in front of 



2 894-1 900 239 

Congress, and his work on the Black Hills later led to the establishment of 
another fossil park in the United States (the Fossil Cycad National Monu- 
ment, created in 1922, was eventually removed from the National Park 
Service because of horrible mismanagement). These uses of scientific re- 
search and examination were exactly the kind of work that government 
science and policy should be doing. But in general, and very much unlike 
Powell and other Washington scientists, Ward still shied away from the 
political and policy aspects of scientific work. In part, this explains his 
constant reluctance to be specific in the context of his reform vision, and 
it also reflects Ward’s growing determination that neutrality was the 
proper stance for government scientific study. 

Ward was an aging scientist by the time conservation and preservation 
became part of the national government’s activities in the late 1890s and 
early 1900s. He generally stood apart from these efforts in the Roosevelt 
administration. Led by younger scientists at the Survey and in the Forest 
Service, men such as Gifford Pinchot, C. D. Walcott (Powell’s replacement 
as director of the Survey), Frederick Haynes Newell, and W J McGee, the 
direction of government scientific work changed in the late 1890s and 
1900s. Instead of shying away from the political and policy aspects of gov- 
ernment as Ward had, these progressive reformers sought specific solu- 
tions to social problems in politics, law, and policy, not in systems of 
thought. Forged at first at the state level in places such as Wisconsin, the 
social and scientific legislation orchestrated by these progressives eventu- 
ally spelled out a program of government initiatives in American life that 
went far afield of Ward’s interest in an idealist sociocracy. Nonetheless, 
Ward was still pleased by the role that he played in the creation of the Ari- 
zona natural preserve and his pioneering role in establishing a rationale 
for government involvement in the natural world. 

By the end of the 1890s, Ward decided that it was social science and so- 
cial reform that deserved all of his attention. He had found a new career 
and a new audience in teaching social theory. In a letter to Ross, he re- 
counted his successes, reflecting on the major events of his life. “At 32 I 
knew nothing, had done nothing,” he complained. “My first article ap- 
peared in October, 1876, when I was 35 years old. Dynamic Sociology did 
not appear till 1883 when I was 42 years old! All for want of opportunity. 
I have been hampered since by the same obstacle-lack of time and what 
they call leisure, lack of books, lack of right surroundings.” And yet, he 
concluded, all was not lost in his life. He had succeeded despite the ob- 
stacles in his path to success: “Let it [all] pass. I have done something 
not~ithstanding.”~~ 

By the dawn of the twentieth century Ward stood between two worlds. 
One was his work as a government scientist, working in the national in- 
terest to solve the problems facing the nation. Ward’s specific contributions 
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here may seem minor but they were part of a larger and growing fabric of 
efforts to establish government bureaus as agents of progress and change 
based on the work of information gathering and scientific analysis done by 
groups of scientists such as those at the Survey. But this constituency was 
beginning to collapse under the weight of congressional ire and the official 
retirement of its most important leader, John Wesley Powell. The other was 
the world of academic and international social science where Ward could 
spend time working on his social philosophy and expanding the work that 
he had begun with the publication of his first book in 1883. But Ward was 
never completely at ease in this world. Older than most of his colleagues, 
trained in an era without access to thorough education, Ward felt that he 
had lost his moorings and was without a real intellectual home. He spent 
the last years of his life trying to recapture the spirit he experienced when 
he first came to work in the Survey with Powell, the spirit that had moved 
him into social science in the first place. 



Gulliver among the 
Lilliputians, 1900-19 13 

ester Ward left for Europe in the summer of 1900 to attend the meet- L ing of the Institut International de Sociologie (11s) in Paris and visit 
with the friends he had acquired in his years of writing and working in 
science. In addition, William Torrey Harris, the U.S. commissioner of ed- 
ucation and a longtime member of Washington’s scientific societies, asked 
him to attend the educational and sociological activities at the Paris Ex- 
position of 1900. Harris hoped that Ward‘s account of the exposition could 
be included in his annual report and add substance to his comparative 
studies of American and European educational systems. For Ward, it was 
also an opportunity to test his ideas for new books on his system of social 
philosophy. 

The Paris Exposition was the fifth and last in a series of Parisian fairs cel- 
ebrating world progress and technological achievement in the nineteenth 
century. It was ”a fin de siecle event par excellence,” an affair designed to 
bring together all the world at the dawn of a new, and hopefully better, 
age. Throughout the century France had held fairs to assess the world’s 
progress in all facets of modern social life. The fair of 1900 was to be the 
biggest yet, the greatest display for the world entering the new century; a 
“world of iron,” as historian Daniel Rodgers has called it, assessing the 
economy, progress, and growth of all the world’s nations throughout 
the nineteenth century. Ward spent most of his time at the intellectual con- 
ferences organized to assess the social and political achievements of the 
world rather than at the fair’s main exhibits and displays. It was an auspi- 
cious time for him. He was able to deliver lectures and papers on what he 
felt were new ideas for another book on social philosophy. 

241 
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When he returned to the United States in the fall, Ward immediately be- 
gan preparing the report for Harris, ”Sociology at the Paris Exposition of 
1900.” The lengthy essay examined the intellectual events of the exposition 
and the meeting of the 11s. He celebrated the science of sociology as the 
most important element of modem social policy for the twentieth century. 
Modem social policy and social institutions were central concerns of many 
of the men and women who attended the Parisian fair. As Daniel Rodgers 
has demonstrated, the entire world of trans-Atlantic social reform was on 
display in Paris. Ward watched all of the lectures, committee meetings, and 
conferences on all aspects of social, political, and economic policy. All po- 
litical persuasions were represented at the fair; socialists, communists, so- 
cial welfare liberals, women’s suffragists, conservatives of all stripes, all 
mingled at the events in Paris. Trade unionists debated with anarchists 
about the importance of government policy and organizational activity. 
Conservatives critiqued the idealism of social welfare liberalism, mocking 
the attempt to remake the world. Paris in 1900 ”assembled a world of com- 
peting solutions,” as Rodgers has argued, but for Ward it was enormously 
productive for his thinking. He felt he could encompass all of this world of 
reform and all of this thinking about social structures in a final set of books 
offering a theory of social development, progress, and national govem- 
ment. A properly formulated system of social philosophy could explain the 
forces that shaped the ”social question’’ at the beginning of a new century.’ 

Ward began his essay by tracing the development of political liberty in 
the nineteenth century. The modem political state had not achieved mil- 
lennial perfection as many eighteenth- and early-nineteenth-century re- 
formers had hoped: ”It was supposed that political liberty would, if fully 
secured, remove the greater part of the evils under which society was la- 
boring and usher in an ideal state of human existence. This dream has not 
been realized, and the more farsighted of all nations have become satis- 
fied that no conceivable degree of political perfection can accomplish the 
result.” But at the dawn of the twentieth century, Ward continued, sociol- 
ogy, and the studies of social scientists generally, offered new ways to un- 
burden society from the ”social problem.” 

It had long been taught, and is still largely believed, that social evils are in- 
curable, but this doctrine has latterly been called in question, and there is no 
doubt that the growing skepticism on this point has greatly stimulated the 
study of social science. The time has now arrived when an old school econo- 
mist who holds to the irremediable character of social evils is looked upon 
much as would be a physician who should reiterate the view. . . that plagues 
and pestilences are wholly beyond the reach of human art to arrest, remove, 
or prevent. Those who perceive these deeper truths of society, whatever they 
may call themselves, are sociologists, and their number and importance are 
increasing very rapidly? 
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Ward particularly praised the work of the International Association for 
the Advancement of Science, Arts, and Education, an umbrella organiza- 
tion of English, American, Russian, French, and German scientists and 
scholars who organized public lectures and tours at the exposition. Their 
purpose was to bring home the meaning of the exposition to the visitors, 
"not merely to concentrate at the French metropolis the products of hu- 
man invention, industry, and achievement in all parts of the world, but 
also to attract there and bring into contact and cooperation the men, the 
talents, and the ideas of all  nation^."^ Ward himself participated in this 
project, giving his own public lecture, "The Dependence of Social Science 
Upon Physical Science," drawn from various sections of Dynamic Sociol- 
ogy, Psychic Factors of Civilization, and his essays and lectures from the 
1880s and 1890s. He also reprinted the reports of the Congress for In- 
struction in the Social Sciences tracing the progress of social science in all 
phases of education. The reports considered primary, secondary, and 
higher education in the United States and Europe and were written by 
some of the world's leading social thinkers, including Sidney Webb (on 
commercial education in Britain), Paul Barth (on sociological instruction 
in Germany), Charles Gide (on advanced social science instruction in 
France), Georges Renard (on social instruction in Switzerland), Emile 
Durkheim (on the role of the university in the social education), and many 
others. 

Ward also examined that summer's meeting of the 11s. Although the ac- 
tivities of the 11s were not formally connected to the exposition, Ward 
wanted to include an examination of the only organization "of a high sci- 
entific character devoted to what may properly be called original research 
in sociology, wholly disconnected from any propagandist or pedagogic 
 object^."^ Instead of summarizing all of the papers presented at the meet- 
ing, Ward simply reprinted his contribution to the conference, "Social Me- 
chanics." "I think I can say without undue egotism that the considerations 
put forth in this paper . . . are those that lie at the foundation of the sci- 
ence of sociology and constitute the justification of the claim to the exis- 
tence of such a science. I had the necessity for some such a presentation so 
forcibly thrust upon me by the character of sociological literature in gen- 
eral that I felt impelled to formulate once [and] for all the basic principles 
of the science and to make the effort to attend the only international con- 
gress of sociologists in the world and endeavor to impress these princi- 
ples upon the minds of the members of that great representative body of 
sociological  thinker^."^ 

Ward delivered the paper in French, again spending hours practicing 
his language skills before his lecture in order to impress the audience. The 
paper recounted the details of his interpretation of the social forces from 
Dynamic Sociology and Psychic Factors, introducing those who had not read 
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his works to the ideas he had been discussing since 1883. Ward defended 
the ”true scientific character” of social science against the criticism that it 
was a moralistic science with no truly exact methodology. The concern for 
defining sociology’s legitimacy as a science framed most studies by 
American and European social thinkers, and Ward decided that he must 
speak to these concerns in order to offer a comprehensive philosophical 
system. ”I will . . . say that if I regarded social phenomena as wholly lack- 
ing in the quality of exactness, and all sociological truth as necessarily 
conditioned and only probable, I should have no interest in sociology, and 
should devote no time or energy to it.” Always the taxonomist and clas- 
sifier, Ward proclaimed a positivist law for understanding the scientific 
character of social science: ”In the complex sciences the qualify of exactness is 
only perceptible in their higher generalizations.”6 

The objectivity of social science emerged from the creation of philo- 
sophic systems designed to analyze all social theories and social data; it 
was Ward’s very form of social philosophy that demanded attention from 
the world’s social thinkers. The deepest problem facing social science was 
what Ward called the “fallacy of the near,” the inability to understand the 
social forces shaping history and the future because of the chaos and con- 
fusion of the immediate present. Social scientists needed to escape from 
current events and current problems in order to see the patterns and laws 
of social development and human life. He found the most potent exam- 
ples of this kind of scientific method in both geology and the work of eth- 
nologists, led so ably by his friend Powell and the Bureau of American 
Ethnology during the late nineteenth century. The observation of geolog- 
ical formations showed the symmetry of nature, where the untrained eye 
may see no patterns in rock formations at all. The observation of foreign 
cultures by early anthropologists indicated the methods all social scien- 
tists might pursue, and the comparative study of ”ethnographic parallels” 
between societies in different stages of development proves the existence 
of uniform laws of social progress. 

Ward divided sociology into two main branches of study: social statics 
(what he also called ”pure sociology”) and social dynamics (also called 
”applied sociology”). It is the “broader truth,” he said in the lecture, “that 
organization is the basis of and in fact constitutes order in the social 
world, and all the different social structures and human institutions are 
themselves organized into a whole. . . . Social structures are reservoirs of 
power applied to social ends.” It was not competition between individu- 
als in society that allowed for progressive change but rather the develop- 
ment of ever more complex social structures in human society: ”Darwin 
has taught us that throughout the organic world there is a ’struggle for ex- 
istence.’ Society is also a theater of struggle, but a broader view of the sub- 
ject in both fields and in all other fields justifies us in modifying Darwin’s 
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severe formula, and in looking at the order in the inorganic, the organic, 
and the social worlds as the product rather of a strugglefor s tru~fure.”~ 

The subject of social dynamics is progress, the evolution of society, and 
the laws and principles organizing social development. Ward went over 
old ground arguing that he had tried to move the science of society is this 
direction as early as 1883 but that it was a premature effort. Humans, he 
argued, are animals uniquely able to transform and alter their environ- 
ment, capable of consciously transforming the world around them to their 
advantage. This is the great subject of social dynamics: identifying the 
ways in which humans transform the world around them and achieve sat- 
isfaction of their desires from purposive action. But social progress 
depends on order, he warned, on understanding the forces that shape the 
social structures in which humans live and work. 

Order was the subject of social statics. Social scientists needed to exam- 
ine the forces shaping both order and progress; they needed to show how 
humans live within social structures and how they can transform and 
change social structures over time. The two branches of the science are 
equally dependent on each other, but most social science has been done 
only on social statics and not dynamics. Ward‘s social philosophy was an 
effort to work out the laws and operations of the “dynamic” field of soci- 
ological study. 

The lecture was a complete success. ”I felt inspired and had a perfect 
confidence and a clear sense of the situation,” he recalled in his diary. 
“I began right and proceeded to lay my ideas before them in a clear and 
dignified way that at once received attention. I could feel that I had the 
audience with me. The hall was fairly well filled. It went off splendidly 
and I put the emphasis always just where it belonged. The stutique sociule 
took about thirty-five minutes, and I proposed to stop. To my great sur- 
prise the audience shouted non! non! and even [Jacques] Novicow in- 
sisted that I should go on. So, on I went to the end and held them perfectly 
all through. The applause was hearty, and there was some discussion 
which had to be continued in the afternoon session.”8 The audience must 
have been impressed, indeed, because the members of the IIS elected 
Ward president of the organization for the next meeting in 1903. It was 
one of the greatest honors of his intellectual life, a proud moment to be 
recognized as a major intellectual on two continents. 

Ward returned from Europe ready to tackle the capstone to his vision of 
social philosophy. On 1 January 1901, shortly after he finished his report to 
Harris, Ward invited his closest friends to his Rhode Island Avenue home 
to listen to his ideas, and to see how they envisioned the completion of his 
system of social philosophy. Ward was just beginning a new book, and he 
wanted the input of those he had worked with for so long. Among the in- 
vitees was John Wesley Powell, William Torrey Harris, Carroll Wright (the 
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commissioner of labor), and, of course, the family he read with so often, his 
wife, Rose, his sister-in-law Sarah Comstock, and Rose’s niece Sarah Si- 
mons. Edward Ross, who was unable to attend the gathering because of 
teaching commitments, wrote his uncle that “although I could not be at the 
christening no one has a better right than I to grip your hand and offer 
most heart-felt congratulations on beginning the new book. . . . There isn’t 
a man in this country in any social science who isn’t interested in what you 
are doing and doesn’t take pride in the ‘rnonurnenfurn aere perennius’ 
you are gradually building. So here’s to the health of the y~ungster.”~ Ward 
decided with the help of his friends that two volumes were necessary to 
complete his system of social philosophy, and he hoped to be able to get 
them into print quickly. 

With his work on these two volumes, Ward finally realized those great 
ambitions he expressed before he started his first manuscript in 1869. 
Years of reading, writing, and scientific investigation culminated in the 
publication of his last two volumes of sociology: Pure Sociology (1903) and 
Applied Sociology (1906). Together they were nearly equal in length to his 
first book, designed to summarize his years of thinking on social philoso- 
phy. During the early 1900s, Ward was one of the most well-respected so- 
cial theorists in the nation and commanded respect from a wide audience 
of academic scientists and social scientists. Just after the publication of 
Pure Sociology, his friend Albion Small commented, “you were not only 
ahead of us in point of time, but we all know that you are head, shoulders, 
and hips above us in many respects scientifically. You are Gulliver among 
the Lilliputians . . . there is no more incontestably ordained high-priest of 
science among the sociologists than you are.”1° 

Ward worked on the first volume throughout 1901 and 1902 trying to 
develop his scientific system of applied and pure sociology. He decided 
that the first book was to focus on pure sociology and examine the theo- 
retical foundations of the field. While writing the manuscript, Ward 
penned a lengthy section on the history of social science, which he de- 
cided not to include in the final version of the manuscript he sent to the 
Macmillan Company in the late fall of 1902. Instead, he sent this section, 
“Contemporary Sociology,” to Small for publication in the AJS .  The arti- 
cles, which appeared in the winter and spring of 1902, sought to enumer- 
ate the “principle systems of sociology” in the field at the turn of the 
century. It was a unique article, far different from anything Ward had pre- 
viously published. ”Contemporary Sociology,” excerpted in the larger 
volume published the following year, outlined the major developments in 
social philosophy since the appearance of Dynamic Sociology nearly 
twenty years earlier. 

Ward made no attempt at lengthy criticism of the different conceptions 
of the field. Instead, he saw each of them as progressive steps in the evo- 
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lution of the science, each an aspect of a larger system of philosophy. 
Although this essay displayed Ward’s prodigious reading in social phi- 
losophy, it also revealed his dependence on older notions of scientific 
practice. Rather than place each of these in conflict with another, examin- 
ing the epistemological and methodological positions of each, Ward tried 
to combine all aspects of these views into his philosophic system. This 
kind of systematic science, however, did not sit well with most academic 
social scientists at the turn of the century. Ward remained the paramount 
synthetic thinker in social philosophy incorporating all of these various 
arguments into a more general system of social philosophy. 

The first system of sociology, “Sociology as Philanthropy,” was the only 
one that Ward felt did not adequately capture the truly scientific aspect of 
sociology. And yet, he argued, in a rebuke to the genteel reformers in the 
ASSA that “it is probably safe to say that this conception of sociology is 
the prevailing one with the public today. The word now frequently occurs 
in the newspapers, but always in this sense. More than nine-tenths of the 
papers that are read before the American Social Science Association pro- 
ceed from that idea of social science.”” This older view of the moral ef- 
forts of sociology, Ward argued, was not science but reform; it was the 
work done in tenement houses, social settlements, as well as work with 
the poor: “Social work,” he concluded, “[is] often of a high order, and 
for the most part very useful, but it is not sociology.”12 Sociology was 
about system building, he insisted, not simply social reform. In order to 
define the scientific purpose of sociology it needed to be divorced from re- 
form. This omission in his system, done mainly to help prove the scien- 
tific character of social science, was to prove difficult to maintain if not 
entirely contradictory. For younger social scientists and progressive re- 
formers, it remained unclear why Ward seemed to abandon the reforming 
impulse of his earlier social science in favor of neutrality. 

Ward examined the other major theories quickly, showing how each 
was part of the development of the science but did not adequately capture 
all of the purposes and meaning of sociology as a system of social 
thought. Sociology as biology, he wrote, was mostly a false application of 
Spencerian pessimism to social evolution; sociology as political economy, 
on the other hand, applied social facts to a limited set of economic prob- 
lems apart from the whole of social phenomena. In fact, professional eco- 
nomics had little to say to the sociologist interested in the operation of 
social reform. Ward’s ethical interests were evident in his definition of the 
field: “Now, respecting those non-productive, parasitic, and even injuri- 
ous employments, economics has nothing to say, except to consider 
whether they are successful . . . capital has become concentrated in rela- 
tively few hands, while the artisan class has not acquired the intelligence 
to participate in such a movement. Thus enormous relative inequalities 
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have grown up in modern society. At the same time these very causes 
have accelerated rather than retarded the rise of the proletariat, and im- 
proved the absolute, rather than the relative, material condition of the 
working classes. . . . Society, though not in a dangerous condition, is in a 
sort of ferment, and there has been made possible a social problem, or 
rather a crowd of social  problem^."'^ 

Only sociology, Ward believed, offered the opportunity to study and 
analyze these problems. It is a “new science which seeks a true and fun- 
damental acquaintance with, rather than an immediate solution of, social 
questions. . . . It does not hold them in haughty disdain, nor does it pre- 
tend to possess any panacea for social evils, but it is open to inquiry, takes 
a true scientific interest in social events and phenomena for their own 
sake, and either inhibits its concern for the practical results, or has faith 
that these will be best subserved by first laying in a store of kn~wledge.”’~ 
But this aspect of Ward’s thought remained troublesome, and it was to 
prove a significant problem in the reviews of his next book. He refused 
to specify any approach to the “crowd of social problems” facing the in- 
dustrial republic; his only recommendation, it seemed, was study and re- 
flection. 

In addition to sociology’s relationship to economics, Ward analyzed the 
relationship between other social sciences and the reform aspects of soci- 
ology. Sociology as the synthetic science was more than merely another 
word for those studies that fall under the rubric of social science, such as 
political science, history, anthropology, and philosophy. ”Sociology is not 
exactly a structure built of these materials. It is rather a generalization 
from them all. It abstracts from each all that is common and forms a sort 
of head, to which they constitute, as it were, the body and limbs. In short, 
sociology is an integration or synthesis of the whole body of social sci- 
ence~.’’~~ Although the collection of social facts was important to any 
scientific study or endeavor it was the systematic relations, the creation of 
an order of analysis, that really made an objective science from the dis- 
parate facts collected by investigators. 

Ward concluded the series with a review of recent major books in soci- 
ology, especially Edward Ross’s recent book, Social Control (1901), which 
the younger social scientist dedicated to Ward, as well as the work of Gid- 
dings, Small, and others. The essay did not stir much controversy al- 
though it was an adequate introduction to the major social theories of the 
day. Ludwig Gumplowicz, the Polish sociologist working in Austria, 
wrote Ward in June 1902 that ”it was a good idea to display all the vari- 
eties of sociology in order to give the reader an adequate idea of the chaos 
which typifies the many different directions and schools (!!!)-if these 
men can be designated as sociologists, each of whom forms his own 
’school.’ You have characterized very well these fantasies in which each 
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man is possessed of a fixed idea.”I6 But it was not clear that Ward’s 
lengthy summary of social theory amounted to a more complete under- 
standing of sociological method. It remained to be seen whether or not his 
book could provide a clear direction for social science. 

Armed with this review of recent social theory Ward was ready to com- 
plete his manuscript, now entitled Pure Sociology: A Treatise on the Origin 
and Spontaneous Development of Society, and create a philosophic system 
that encompassed all contemporary social theories. He sent the book to 
the Macmillan Company in late fall 1902, and anxiously awaited the re- 
ception. The book, he wrote in his introduction, was “aiming at a System 
of Sociology” that complemented the two previous volumes he had writ- 
ten and was now to be concluded with a final volume on the other great 
field of social philosophy, applied sociology. He dedicated the book, “To 
the twentieth century, on the first day of which it was begun.” Despite his 
protest to the contrary, much of the book actually covers old ground, and 
his interest in systematic theory alone made this one of his most difficult 
books to grasp. His old reforming zeal is absent from this bare and neu- 
tral examination of social science systems. The reviews of the book were 
not kind, and the controversy over one review nearly destroyed Ward‘s 
friendship with Albion Small ~ompletely.’~ 

Ward divided his big book-over five hundred pages long-into three 
sections covering the theoretical organization of pure sociology: taxis, or 
the study of sociological order; genesis, or the origins of social phenom- 
ena; and telesis, the study of the intelligent control of social progress. So- 
ciologists studied human achievement, Ward wrote, examining ”not what 
men are, but what they do. It is not the structure, but the function. Sociol- 
ogists are nearly all working in the department of social anatomy, when 
they should turn their attention to social physiology.”’s The organic 
metaphor of social anatomy was important since it was a common one 
among turn-of-the-century social thinkers and was often used in defense 
of a Darwinian social order of competition, control, and dominance. 

Ward declared that the marks of human achievement and success lie in 
work, artifice, and human dominion over nature. It was ground he had al- 
ready covered in Dynamic Sociology and Psychic Factors of Civilization, but 
here he made it central to the theoretical underpinning of social philoso- 
phy generally: ”Achievement does not consist in wealth. Wealth is fleet- 
ing and ephemeral. Achievement is permanent and eternal. And now 
mark the paradox. Wealth, the transient, is material; achievement, the en- 
during, is immaterial. The products of [human] achievement are not ma- 
terial things at all. . . . In a word they are inventions. Achievement consists 
of invention. . . . It is anything and everything that rises above mere imi- 
tation and repetition. Every such increment to civilization is a permanent 
gain, because it is imitated, repeated, perpetuated, and never lost.”19 
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Achievement as a category of analysis was human labor and artifice, the 
conscious creations of human society including law, government, indus- 
try, and politics. The keynote to Ward’s definition of achievement is 
knowledge, his longtime interest, and it is from this premise that sociolo- 
gists must construct their ordered picture of the scientific study of society. 

Sociology as a science meant imposing order on the chaos of human de- 
velopment. The measures of human achievement provided the sociologist 
with the keys to outline uniform laws of development. ”In doing this,” 
Ward concluded, ”it will be found that we have passed from chaos to cos- 
mos. Human history presents a chaos. The only science that can convert the 
milky way of history into a definite social universe is sociology, and this can 
only be done by the use of an appropriate method, by using the data fur- 
nished by all the special social sciences, including the great scientific hunks 
of psychology, biology, and cosmology, and generalizing and coordinating 
the facts and groups of facts until unity is attained.”20 A grand vision of or- 
der prompted the study of society, and all the arguments of social philoso- 
phers were steps in his vision of the ordered study of social phenomena. 

If “taxis” was the general order that sociologists imposed on their data, 
”genesis” was the origins of the data sociologists examined: the origins of 
society, of human achievements, and of progress. These “genetic” phe- 
nomena were creations unaffected by the efforts of man; they were inher- 
ent to the process of evolution whether in human society or in nature. 
These could be biological in origin, such as the development of the mind 
and reason, which Ward had covered in Psychic Factors and examined 
again in this volume, but his most important insights in this large section 
of the book dealt with his theory of social evolution. Social evolution was 
“sympodial” and “synthetic,” moving in fits and starts with no particular 
direction. This sympodial development was haphazard and without a 
specific end; rather than linear progress, human society moved in various 
cycles of growth, death, and rebirth. 

Ward gained his historicism primarily from his study of natural history; 
the forces of evolution gripped social progress just as they controlled nat- 
ural life. But what made social evolution different from the forces shaping 
nature was the mind and the ”dynamic agent” of feeling and reason, 
ground that he had previously covered and again examined here with an 
eye toward making these subjects part of the broad field of theoretical so- 
ciology. The specific ways in which mind, reason, and feeling provided 
man dominion over nature were left for the subject of applied sociology. 
Here Ward viewed them as the guides for the science of social mechanics, 
social statics, and social dynamics, the subjects of his address before the 
11s and in the report he gave to Harris in 1900. 

Social mechanics dealt with the science and laws of the mind, which 
were the key forces that shaped society. It is like the study of physics, 
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Ward wrote, and in fact ”social physics” was the term that Auguste Comte 
had originally given to the study of society. The dynamic agent of feeling 
was the subject of social mechanics but this agent was aggressive, ruth- 
less, powerful, and without direction. ”Social energy surges through soci- 
ety in all directions, but, like a flood or a storm, it is ruthless. The innate 
interests of men work at cross purposes, often to no purpose. They con- 
flict, collide, and dash against one another, but in such an unorganized, 
haphazard, and chaotic way that they do not produce equilibrium but 
mutual ruin. . . . If there was no way of curbing or harnessing the social 
energy there would be nothing but destruction-no construction.”21 

Thus the sociologist needed to look at the forces of restraint and order- 
social statics-which checked the wayward tendencies of the motive 
forces of feeling. This was the problem with the older forms of liberal 
thinking. There was no room for the organizing elements of the state- 
those parts of society including government, social organizations, and the 
like that Powell had highlighted more than two decades earlier. Moreover, 
it was the sociologist who studies these organizations and their functions 
in modern social evolution. Many intellectuals in the trans-Atlantic com- 
munity that Ward knew well were familiar with this idea. French social 
thinkers such as Emile Durkheim and those in the 11s believed that their 
Third Republic needed the guiding hand of social scientific work. German 
social thinkers felt the same way about the construction of broad social 
welfare programs. And Ward was already popular with Russian liberal 
intellectuals trying to build a civic society different from the autocratic 
czarist past to shape Russian life in the twentieth century. Ward was 
speaking to a shared concern and a shared effort. 

Social statics, the second branch of Ward‘s ”genesis,” was the study of 
the organizational structures, the human institutions, controlling the 
forces of social energy. The struggle of society, he stated, repeating the ar- 
guments he had made in 1900, was a ”struggle for structure. . . . Without 
structure, organization, order, no efficient work can be performed. Orga- 
nization as it develops to higher and higher grades simply increases the 
working efficiency of society.”22 Human institutions are the achievements 
of man seeking order and control-these are the working storehouses for 
the social energy of progress, growth, and development in society. 

If mechanics and statics are the central branches of theoretical sociol- 
ogy, examining the forces that shape society and the forces that control so- 
cial energy, social dynamics considers the connections between the two; 
the connections between the energy of progress and the need for order. 
Social dynamics studies the ”moving equilibrium” that keeps society 
evolving and progressing rather than remaining in place in the struggle 
for structure. Order and progress, Ward concluded, were mutually de- 
pendent on one another in modern social life. 
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In his section on "social dynamics," Ward integrated the arguments of 
sociologist Ludwig Gumplowicz and others on race struggle as a central 
aspect of sociological study. The struggle of different peoples motivated 
social development according to this idea; the development of caste order, 
inequality, and law were elements of the subjugation of one race by an- 
other. Ultimately the result of these struggles was the development of the 
idea of one people, one nation, and one state. These "cross fertilizations" 
of different peoples was the basic stuff of human history, Ward argued, 
and was to eventually lead-far in the future of human evolution-to the 
development of a new race. 

Ward purged much of this argument of its heavily racist assumptions 
about the superiority of one race over another. At the heart of much of the 
racial language and analysis in turn-of-the-century social discourse was a 
notion of basic racial inferiority. Racial views permeated the political cul- 
ture of the United States and much of the trans-Atlantic community but 
Ward shared none of this belief in the biology of racial inferiority. For him, 
the problem was lack of opportunity, lack of knowledge, and lack of ac- 
cess to power. There had been so many struggles of so many different 
races over time, he wrote, that there was no such thing as a pure human 
race. When he met Gumplowicz in the summer of 1903, just after the pub- 
lication of the book, Ward disabused him of his racism. Likening the 
struggle of races to geological changes in the earth's history, Ward showed 
Gumplowicz how assumptions about the achievements of races did not 
reveal superiority of one race over another but merely the lack of oppor- 
tunity given some peoples-a basic subjugation based on different politi- 
cal and social power but not on innate ability. Ward's thoroughgoing 
egalitarianism and his ability to incorporate into his general system of so- 
cial science such a wide variety of interpretations of social change im- 
pressed Gumplowicz. "I was beaten," he wrote in an article about Ward, 
"I stood there like a pupil who had just been thoroughly whipped by his 

Not everyone in twentieth-century America agreed, however. 
Many social scientists in the early twentieth century and into the 1950s, 
including Ward's nephew Edward Ross who advocated immigration re- 
striction in the 1920s, continued to hold tenaciously to notions of basic 
racial inferiority. But Ward's old Radical Republican beliefs held firm 
when it came to race and racial opportunity. He had, as he said a few 
years before, transferred his hatred of oppression under slavery to op- 
pression of laboring classes and poor generally. 

Ward's arguments about race and opportunity also attracted the atten- 
tion of others interested in the problem of racial inequality in America, es- 
pecially those interested in the ideas of Booker T. Washington and his basic 
faith in the connection between opportunity and education. Near the end of 
his life, for example, Ward received a letter from an African-American 
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school principal about his arguments regarding race and intelligence: ”Your 
arguments . . . respecting the capacity of races is my philosophic hope-as 
a black man, or rather, a man, black. The unreasonable arrogance which 
your argument completely demolishes is, in my humble opinion, the bug- 
bear of Negro aspiration. The fact that improvement, in normal cases, must 
follow well-directed conscious effort is pregnant with inspiration for every 
thoughtful proletariat. . . . I feel that I am indebted to you for the hopeful 
doctrine that you have given the world, not for my race as such, but for all 
struggling humanity endeavoring to rise thru meritorious effort.” In the 
mid-l940s, E. Franklin Frazier, the famous African American sociologist 
and one of the most important twentieth-century social thinkers, wrote in 
his analysis of race and American sociology that Ward was one of the few 
early theorists to leave arguments about the intelligence of various races 
out of his theories of society and social de~elopment.2~ 

The final aspect of genetic social philosophy in Ward’s pure sociology 
was the classification of social forces. Always interested in the hierarchy 
and order of social phenomena, Ward arranged the energy of social me- 
chanics, social statics, and social dynamics into a general taxonomic 
scheme of social forces: ontogenetic forces (basic human needs seeking 
pleasure and avoiding pain); phylogenetic forces (group preservation, 
sexual, reproductive, and family functions of social development); and so- 
ciogenetic forces (the moral, aesthetic, and intellectual forces of the mind). 
The entire classification was still theoretical-each of these classifications 
represented natural developments in the evolution of the social order 
without the interference of man. Ward was at his most metaphysical in 
this section of the book, again revealing his frequent penchant for neolo- 
gisms. He tried to create a vocabulary for pure sociology-a basic termi- 
nology for the genetic or natural aspects of social evolution. Few of his 
terms ever entered into the general vocabulary of social scientists, how- 
ever, and few sociologists ever used Ward‘s terminology for the classifi- 
cation of the social forces. By 1911 sociologists spoke often of the ”social 
forces error” when they examined Ward‘s classification. Only one term 
gained any currency after the volume was published: ”gyneacocracy.” 
Ward’s frank discussion of human sexuality and love as major aspects of 
the dynamic agent of human feeling, and his gynaecocentric theory 
of natural evolution, the primacy of the female sex in nature, made up the 
major portion of his discussion of the phylogenetic social forces. 

The argument built on Ward’s 1888 article “Our Better Halves,” where 
he had first outlined some of his ideas. In Pure Sociology he provided a vo- 
cabulary and a lengthy discussion of the social origins of sex differences 
to embolden the ideas he had laid out fifteen years earlier. The theory is 
basic in its interpretation of sex: the female is primary in nature and the 
male a lower evolutionary offshoot: ”[It] is the view that the female sex is 
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primary and the male secondary in the organic scheme, that originally 
and normally all things center, as it were, about the female, and that the 
male, though not necessary in carrying out the scheme, was developed 
under the operation of the principle of advantage to secure organic 
progress through the crossing of strains.”25 But in human society from a 
combination of sexual selection, male physical power, and evolutionary 
social change, the situation has been reversed; the female is no longer 
primary in human sexual selection and has become subject to male will. 

Ward‘s argument is as much ethnographic as it is sociological. He based 
his idea on observations made by nineteenth-century anthropologists an- 
alyzing ancient societies and the origins of man. The fact that he included 
sexuality and the problem of gender in social analysis put Ward far ahead 
of most of his male colleagues. Much of early sociology ignored gender 
entirely. Ward made it one of the key categories for the motive forces of 
social change. 

Ward did hold out the hope that women could be released from their 
bondage to men. It was an argument that made him immensely popular 
with women’s reform groups and especially among suffrage advocates: 

Throughout all human history woman has been powerfully discriminated 
against and held down by custom, law, literature, and public opinion. All op- 
portunity has been denied her to make any trial of her powers in any direction. 
In savagery she was underfed, overworked, unduly exposed, and mercilessly 
abused, so that in so far as these influences could be confined to one sex, they 
tended to stunt her physical and mental powers. During later ages her social 
ostracism has been so universal and complete that, whatever powers she may 
have had, it was impossible for her to make any use of them, and they have 
naturally atrophied and shriveled. Only during the last two centuries and in 
the most advanced nations, under the growing power of the sociogenetic en- 
ergies of society, has some slight relief from her long thralldom been grudg- 
ingly and reluctantly vouchsafed. What a continued and increasing tendency 
in this direction will accomplish it is difficult to presage, but all signs are at 
present hopefuLZ6 

Ward complained that his theory and ideas had been ignored since he 
first proposed them in 1888. Despite the support and friendship of Char- 
lotte Perkins (Stetson) Gilman (she had married Houghton Gilman in 
1900), Ward did not acknowledge the contribution of her ideas in popu- 
larizing his work. Gilman, in fact, angrily wrote Ward that she was ”a lit- 
tle grieved in reading your statement that no one had taken up your 
theory-for I had stoutly defended it in my book Women and Economics. 
But perhaps you didn’t consider that book of sufficient importance to 
mention. Or perhaps you haven’t read it.”27 Ward did read Gilman de- 
spite the fact that he never explicitly acknowledged her work in his pub- 
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lications. In a telling comment about the impact he hoped that his work 
had on Gilman and on others he wrote her in 1907 “I read your book. I 
could hear my own voice all the time. But, of course, it was not an echo. 
It is pitched much higher than I can strike and differs also in timbre. I have 
always told Dr. Ross that all I could do was to block out the statue from 
the slab in rough strokes, and he must finish it up. Now you come along 
and touch it up with a fine-pointed 

Finally, Ward‘s section on genesis included an examination of the ”so- 
ciogenetic forces” that shaped the ”socializing and civilizing impulses of 
mankind.” These were impulses fixed within human nature, forces inher- 
ent in nature that competed with the selfish desires of the individual: the 
socializing impulse of morality (religion, custom, and tradition), aesthet- 
ics (imagination and creation), and intellect (the natural desire to learn, 
acquire knowledge, and ascertain truth). 

Ward’s conception of the theoretical structure of ”genesis” occupied the 
major portion of his book and represented his most extensive foray into 
establishing a theoretical basis for the social science. If the book had 
ended he rewi th  a recapitulation of his theoretical conception of the 
science-it might have made more of an impact on his readers. But Ward 
continued the volume with a section on ”telesis”: the artificial control man 
had over nature and natural evolution. It was this inclusion that often 
confused the reviewers. 

Much of this section went over the evolutionary development of the 
mind, which he had covered in his earlier book, Psychic Factors of CiviIiza- 
tion. Ward considered the directive control of mind and reason in social 
evolution, human dominion over nature, and the ”socialization of 
achievement.” Much of the chapter examined the role a “social intellect” 
could play in directing, controlling, and utilizing the social energy of evo- 
lution. Ward ended the book by returning to his old standby: his faith in 
the power and influence of education. 

He highlighted the recent creation of state university systems in the 
United States as a most important step in the establishment of a wide, 
democratic, and truly public system of educational institutions that com- 
peted against the older, privately endowed institutions-places such as 
the University of Wisconsin where many of Ward‘s economist friends 
worked, including eventually Ross, and which was led by Charles Van 
Hise, who spent most of the 1870s and 1880s working for Powell in the 
Geological Survey. Ward intended this section of the book as a bridge to a 
final volume on applied sociology in his system of social philosophy. “The 
action of society in inaugurating and carrying on a great educational sys- 
tem, however defective we may consider that system to be, is undoubt- 
edly the most promising form thus far taken by collective achievement. It 
means much even now, but for the future it means nothing less than the 
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complete social appropriation of individual achievement which has civi- 
lized the world. It is the crowning act in the long list of acts that we have 
. . . constituting the socialization of achie~ement.”~~ 

Pure Sociology was Ward’s most thoroughly theoretical book and also re- 
ceived the most extensive criticism, even from those who had so force- 
fully supported and admired his conclusions in Dynamic Sociology. Ross 
lavished praise on his beloved uncle when he received a copy of the book. 
”As for ’Pure Sociology,’ it is simply great,” he wrote. “There is no ques- 
tion in my mind that this is your greatest book. In eloquence, in simplic- 
ity of style, in massiveness of treatment, in scope of thought you have 
gone ahead of your former record in Psychic Factors.” Ross was especially 
appreciative of Ward‘s synthetic mind, his ability to incorporate “the sys- 
tems of one idea that are now competing in the field.”30 

Simon Patten also congratulated Ward on the publication of the book: 
“I have just finished reading your new book,” he wrote to Ward, “and 
want to congratulate you on its form, content and freshness. It strikes me 
as by all odds the best of your books and contains the best statement of 
sociological development I know of. I was best pleased with your doctrine 
of sympodial de~elopment.”~~ But in addition to this praise, Patten also 
criticized Ward‘s understanding of the forces shaping social progress, es- 
pecially his understanding of ”feeling” as a dynamic agent. His dated 
psychology, Patten felt, fundamentally misunderstood the nature of feel- 
ing in human psychology, a part of the human mind shaped by social 
experience and socialization rather than the simplistic outcome of a par- 
ticular ”faculty” of the mind. Although social progress was in fact 
sympodial-that is to say, not linear-Patten wrote in another letter, 
Ward‘s continued reliance on feeling and the mind did not adequately ex- 
plain the dynamic agents of progress. 

Other reviewers also challenged Ward‘s ideas and were far less sup- 
portive of his work than either Patten or Ross. A young psychologist at 
Vassar College, H. Heath Bawden, reviewed Ward’s book in the pages of 
the AJS, and his review was a satirically critical one. “From the psycho- 
logical point of view,“ Bawden began, ”this book is more instructive in 
what it attempts but fails to do than in what it actually accomplishes.” It 
was a valiant effort to define the broad theoretical basis of sociology but 
”it is the character of the psychological conceptions which he employs” 
that ultimately doomed the book to obscurity.32 Ward‘s language and pe- 
culiar understanding of social theory lent a vagueness and haziness to the 
book, and his seeming inconsistencies in this work as compared to 
the others make the book far less effective than it might otherwise have 
been. Bawden could only see contradiction and confusion in Ward‘s 
terminology-gone was the effort to define the social order that he had at 
least tried to do in his first two books. 
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Ward still relied on the quaint terms and ideas of faculty psychology in 
his understanding of the mind, a conception that could not admit of the 
fluidity of consciousness that psychologists from William James to John 
Dewey had been discussing for years. ”Finally, we come to what is in 
some respects the most important psychological conception in the book, 
because of its relations to sociology-that of the place of the psychical in- 
dividual in social achievement. The fundamental law is that in organic 
evolution the environment transforms the organism, whereas in the so- 
cialization of achievement man transforms the environment. The medium 
of this transformation is the mind. . . . The really social nature of individ- 
ual consciousness and the important function of the individual in the re- 
construction of (social) experience are vaguely assumed throughout the 
book. . . . An inadequate psychology,” Bawden concluded, ”precludes any 
satisfactory statement of the pr in~iple .”~~ 

In addition to the Bawden review, Albion Small included four ”notes” 
of his own on Ward‘s book, which essentially constituted another lengthy 
review. Small’s notes contained lengthy criticism of Ward’s book along 
with extensive praise. Despite the fact that he went over the book thor- 
oughly and often pointed out Ward’s inconsistencies, Small praised Ward 
as the most prominent social thinker of the day, and a leader of the field 
of sociology. “I envy the sociologist who can read Pure Sociology and not 
feel oppressed by the limitations of his knowledge,” Small wrote in his 
third note. ”The book draws on many sources that are sealed to most of 
us. While we may be incompetent to discuss frequent details, we may 
wonder at the author’s tremendous power of generalization and organi- 
zation. He has been in a class by himself for twenty years, and in spite of 
all qualifications, this latest volume justifies the belief that his final rank 
will be among the first-rate thinkers of our period.”34 

The praise was a genuine reflection of Small’s long friendship and re- 
spect for the elder statesman of social theory. But many of his critical 
comments went right to the heart of Ward‘s conception of sociology as a 
science. The mistakes in the book‘s method were important, Small argued, 
and did not further elucidate the problem of understanding social phe- 
nomena and progress. What did it mean that pure sociology only consid- 
ered the unconscious operation of social forces and sought explanations 
external to human functions? Although he awaited Ward‘s deeper expla- 
nations in a second volume on applied sociology, Small simply could not 
understand Ward‘s conception of the theoretical basis of social science. It 
was “a good joke,” he wrote, that Ward confused what was really the 
process of socialization for sociology as a science: ”Socialization is both 
conscious and unconscious,” Small argued, ”[whereas] sociology is 
thought about socialization, and is necessarily conscious.” Moreover, 
Small continued, ”as he claims that sociology falls into the two parts, pure 
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and applied, the latter of which is telic rather than explicative, explana- 
tion of conscious social actions would in that case be left in a limbo which 
sociology does not ~ene t r a t e . ”~~  

Small’s other notes went into even more detail about each section of 
Ward‘s book pointing out that Ward‘s protest that he was studying pure 
social phenomena did not make sense. His ideas offered no understand- 
ing of the relativity of social scientific explanations; his generalizations, al- 
though they were indeed part of a grand system of ideas, offer ”an excess 
of attention to the concepts, and defect of attention to situations.” Ward, 
Small wrote, works on the ”organization of abstractions” rather than the 
real social problems that sociologists study and face in their inquiries. 
“The more I read Ward, the more I am inclined to classify him as a 
philosopher with sociological leanings, instead of a sociologist with philo- 
sophical attachments. This is, of course, in no sense a charge against the 
content of his system. It is an attempt to place that system with reference 
to the center of interest in soci~logy.”~~ This attempt to elucidate and out- 
line some kind of objective and neutral science mystified Small. It seemed 
to repudiate a quarter century of Ward’s work not only in social theory 
but in the very organizations of government that he held needed to take 
up the challenges of American social reform. 

Small had in effect accused Ward of abandoning interest in the reform 
aspects of sociology in favor of the abstraction of a system. But Small 
worked in the laboratory of social scientific field studies in Chicago influ- 
enced by such reform projects as Jane Addams’s Hull House, John 
Dewey’s laboratory school, and other outgrowths of social scientific 
study. The practice of sociology was far different in these contexts from 
the theoretical world Ward understood. For Ward, sociology was built on 
systematic thought about society; it was not about the process through 
which reformers might shape society. 

Ward was furious about both the Bawden review (calling him a “degen- 
erate”) and Small’s lengthy notes in the AJS. Livid at the treatment, he 
nearly broke off his friendship with Small over the reviews and felt for the 
rest of his life that he had been slighted by the “Chicago crowd” in Amer- 
ican social science. He wrote Edward Ross that ”No one could have been 
as loathe to give Small up as I. I do not think his instincts have changed, 
but he no longer owns himself. I do not of course suppose that Rockefeller 
or Yerkes descend to petty censorship, but such things are always put into 
the hands of some clique of small men adopted to manage them. . . . I no 
longer doubt that Pure Sociology has thus been put on to the ‘Index Prohibi- 
tus,’ and can almost fix the date at which it was done. Bawden was hired 
to put it down and Small was instructed to follow J. Odenwald 
Unger, a friend of Ward‘s who had been translating his works into German 
for publication in Europe, wrote Ward that she was quite upset by the hos- 
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tile reception of the book. Ward sent Unger’s lengthy letter to Small, who 
returned it with even more criticism. ”I sent [the letter] to Dr. Small with 
whom I have been having quite a correspondence about the reviews. He 
has returned it with some rather uncomplimentary remarks. . . . He only 
wants adverse criticism. A change has come over the spirit of his dreams, 
and I can only account for it on the hypothesis that he is under instructions 
from the capitalistic censorship that controls the [University of Chicago] .” 
Ward was convinced that neither Bawden or Small understood the book at 
all, although he never really elaborated on just how their criticisms were 
so misplaced. But, he concluded, ”such things do not perturb me at all. The 
bulk of the reviews are fairly appreciative and the world at large under- 
stands me.”38 

Small was hurt by Ward’s charges and hastily wrote him a letter ex- 
plaining that he had not actually chosen Bawden as reviewer of the vol- 
ume, and that Ward’s nasty letter to him was entirely unwarranted. Ward 
had called Small a “mule,” “intellectually color-blind,” and ”incapable of 
clear thinking.” Small was stunned, since he had spent a good part of his 
career supporting all of Ward‘s work, and he still acknowledged the im- 
portant influence his books held over him. Ward, he declared, did not un- 
derstand the function of criticism in the academic world of social science: 
“I had supposed that you were really anxious to be taken as a text and ex- 
amined under all different magnifying glasses that could be brought to 
bear. The charge of wanting to ’down’ the book is so far-fetched that I can 
hardly believe the evidence of my senses to the effect that you have en- 
tertained such a notion. We should make ourselves ridiculous if we car- 
ried out the program of a mutual admiration society.”39 

Although deeply wounded by his fights with Small over the reviews of 
Pure Sociology, Ward was hopeful that he could leave this behind as he left 
for Europe in the summer of 1903. The chance to escape Washington again 
and enjoy the fellowship of IIS, especially since he served as that year’s 
president, was thrilling. As president, he delivered an address there based 
on notes he had begun to assemble for the second volume of his system. 
Although the trip to Europe made him quite ill, it was still a thrilling ex- 
perience. He wrote Ross in July that the meeting was a grand success: 
”The whole affair has been one continued ovation, and if I had not been 
spoiled in the making I certainly should be now. I can only reconcile my- 
self to such attentions by the fact that they are not bestowed upon me at 
all, as president of the IIS, etc., but upon my ideas-ideas that have excog- 
itated in long years of obscurity and seclusion without hope or thought of 
their ever attracting any attention from the big world. That is where the 
satisfaction comes in.”40 Despite the fact that Rose could not join him due 
in part to her health that summer, Ward still had many friends in Europe 
to share in the experience. 
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The hostile relations between Ward and Small were to last the rest of 
their lives. Throughout 1903 and 1904 Small and Ward tussled on almost 
every issue, including the program and papers to be delivered at the 
St. Louis Louisiana Purchase Exposition in 1904. Just as at the Chicago 
World’s Fair and the Paris Exposition, the planners of the fair in 
St. Louis-including Ward’s friend and colleague W J McGee-included 
an important intellectual conference as part of the exhibits in the city. 
Small was the chair of the committee on social science, and he had invited 
Ward to deliver a paper at the meeting alongside a number of the world’s 
prominent social thinkers. He wanted Ward to write a paper on the his- 
tory of sociology, akin to the essays he had done in the AJS, and deliver it 
alongside Franklin Giddings’s paper on sociological methodology. Ward 
did not want to do the paper on the history of sociology, preferring in- 
stead to write on method, but Giddings had already begun the prepara- 
tion of his essay. By his own admission Ward ignored most of Small’s 
letters on the Congress, until he finally told Simon Newcomb, who was 
also on the program committee, that he would not deliver an address at 
St. Louis. 

Ward claimed in a letter to Ross that Small never really wanted him to 
participate in the conference. When Small told him that Giddings already 
began a paper on methodology, Ward responded that “it is evident now 
that [Small] would not have let me do it anyhow, and that he was only 
prevaricating all the time. He is running the Congress on the same princi- 
ple as the [AJS]. I am not considered sound on fundamental concepts. 
I could do no harm with the drudgery work of bibliography, and was to 
be tucked away in a safe place, but in such a manner that foreign sociolo- 
gists would not be surprised at my being ignored. They can now be told 
that I was invited but declined.”41 Ross tried to soothe Ward’s wounded 
pride, eventually convincing him to attend the St. Louis World’s Fair. 
When Ferdinand Tonnies was unable to deliver a paper on social struc- 
ture, Small invited Ward to deliver his own paper on the subject instead. 
Ward still thought it was Ross who arranged the paper and no: Small, but 
in any case he attended the meeting in the fall of 1904. The paper, entitled 
the ”Evolution of Social Structures,” repeated what Ward had written 
about the social evolution of racial conflict and social assimilation in Pure 
Sociology.42 

Between the publication of Pure Sociology in 1903 and the publication of 
the next volume Applied Sociology: A Treutise on the Conscious Improvement 
of Society by Society in 1906, Ward at last formally resigned his position 
with the Geological Survey and decided it was time to leave Washington 
permanently. In May 1903 he had received a letter from James Quayle 
Dealey, a young professor of social science at Brown University, and a 
longtime admirer of Ward‘s work. But he had difficulty using the books 
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with students, wondering if it was possible to abridge Ward’s work in a 
shorter textbook f0rmat.4~ Ward did not want to do the work himself but 
agreed to let Dealey prepare the textbook, and he convinced the Macmil- 
lan Company to publish the joint venture between them. A Text-Book of 
Sociology, edited and with an introduction by Dealey, appeared in 1905, 
consisting entirely of reprinted portions of Ward’s essays in Outlines, 
chapters from Pure Sociology, and the sections on education from Dynamic 
Sociology. The book made little splash, however, since it reprinted rather 
than condensed Ward‘s work. Still, Ward was pleased to offer students a 
more attractive and accessible reprint of his work, and it made him think 
about the possibility of reprinting larger collections of all of his essays.44 

Although he had always intended to write a second volume Ward 
waited until the summer of 1904 to actually begin it. At the same time, he 
returned to Spencer’s volumes, reconsidering the Englishman’s social 
system as he prepared Applied Sociology. In a review of Spencer’s socio- 
logical system written in 1904, Ward criticized the English philosopher’s 
antilabor and antigovernment rhetoric. ”The existing ’social unrest’ of 
which we are hearing so much is due in the main to the imperfect state 
of social integration at which the world has arrived, and its sole remedy 
must be through more and more complete integration. The present social 
movement is wholly in this direction. . . . The movement toward collec- 
tivism . . . is really a true social evolution, proceeding on natural princi- 
ples, and aiming at the same end as all other forms of social progress- 
the good of mankind.”45 Ward‘s second volume was to follow this 
movement toward collectivism based on the theoretical underpinning of 
Pure Sociology. 

He began writing his last book shortly before his sixty-third birthday 
on July 14,1904: “At three I broke ground on my book, Applied Sociology, 
and wrote two pages,” he wrote in his diary. “I am writing on the same 
paper as Pure Sociology. It is just three years ago today that I wrote the 
first page of that. It is not wholly a coincidence, but I was ready to begin 
today.”46 He wrote all summer and fall, finally finishing a draft in Febru- 
ary 1905. He originally wanted the Macmillan Company to publish the 
book, but they had not yet recovered their costs in publishing his two 
previous books, Pure Sociology and A Text-Book of Sociology. They asked 
Ward to cover the losses before publishing another volume. He refused. 
He was too well known, he argued, to have to do a task he had only done 
for his first book in 1883. 

Infuriated by Macmillan’s suggestion that he should cover the costs of 
publication, Ward decided to return to Ginn and Company, the firm that 
had published Psychic Factors, still in print ten years after its original publi- 
cation. They agreed to go ahead with the volume, even offering to print a 
second edition of Pure Sociology at the same time. Plates for his book began 
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to arrive in September 1905, and, as he always did, Ward made extensive 
changes in his choice of words, language, and the style of his prose. 

Late 1905 and early 1906 should have been an ideal time for Ward to 
come out with the final volume of his system of social thought. By then, 
sociologists again debated the creation of a professional society of their 
own. And it was to Ward that many social theorists turned for advice and 
counsel. The process started in the summer of 1905 when George Veditz, 
a social scientist at Columbian University, wrote a circular asking a num- 
ber of prominent social scientists whether or not there should be a pro- 
fessional organization for sociology, just as there was for economics, 
history, and political science. Veditz, an admirer of Ward's work for years, 
asked the old master what he thought. Ward agreed that the creation of a 
organization of sociologists was necessary, arguing that American social 
scientists could emulate the 11s in Paris. 

About three hundred sociologists gathered at the annual meeting of the 
American Economic Association on 27 December 1905. They argued for 
hours about the feasibility of an independent organization or whether it 
should merely be an adjunct to another professional association already 
in existence. Ward argued forcefully in favor of an independent associa- 
tion, especially since it was impossible to decide how sociologists could 
join only one other professional organization. It was not clear whether so- 
ciology was closest to economics, history, or political science. The assem- 
bled social scientists formally passed Ward's recommendation for the 
American Sociological Association (ASA) and quickly formed a commit- 
tee to write a charter and elect officers. 

The following day Ward received the news that he had been asked to 
serve as the first president of the association. Ward had thought that Gid- 
dings would get the vote, but Ward's friends, Ross, Small, and Giddings 
as well, engineered the honor for the grand theorist of social science in 
recognition of the role that he had played in all of their lives. Giddings 
later remarked that "nothing he had ever done gave him so keen a sense 
of justice and fitness as he enjoyed in moving that Dr. Ward be made the 
first president of the American Sociological Society. Many years ago, 
when even among educated people the name of sociology was not merely 
discredited, but almost entirely unknown, Dr. Ward was already actively 
engaged in giving the word meaning and insisting on the great role 
played by reason in the evolution of human society. All sociologists are 
under a heavy debt of gratitude to him, and their indebtedness to Ward is 
at least as great as to August Comte and Herbert Spencer."47 

Applied Sociology was published shortly after the first meeting of the so- 
ciological community to organize a professional society. It should have 
been an opportunity to define the profession, particularly since a number 
of social scientists anxiously awaited its publication after the critical fail- 
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ure of Pure Sociology. Applied Sociology was written to answer the critics of 
the earlier volume and to complete his system of social philosophy. In 
many ways, the book returned to the roots of his work emphasizing social 
change and reform over theory, restating many of his old themes: educa- 
tion, progress, and the individual’s role in social change. In an unpub- 
lished preface to the book, Ward argued that ”most of my work since 
Dynamic Sociology appeared has been devoted to supplying the founda- 
tions for that book. Its chief defect consisted in assuming too much. In the 
first place it assumed that so simple a proposition as that the desires and 
wants of men constitute the social forces needed no elaborate demonstra- 
tion. But the decade that followed its appearance abundantly proved that 
this was not the case, and Pure Sociology [was] written as an answer to all 
the manifold objections arising from the general failure to understand 
that proposit i~n.”~~ 

Still, the book was even more repetitive than Pure Sociology and relied 
heavily on his previous work to defend his ideas, as well as on the work 
of an obscure French social scientist to support his faith in education as 
the foundation of social growth. “This work, and its predecessor, Pure So- 
ciology,” he wrote in the published preface, “constitute together a system 
of sociology. And these, with Dynamic Sociology, The Psychic Factors of Civ- 
ilization, and Outlines of Sociology, make up a more comprehensive system 
of social philosophy.” But in many ways what Ward offered his readers 
was another brief for the power of education, and it was not clear whether 
they actually saw this as any kind of advance over all his other work. For 
those who shared his ethical and social concerns, Applied Sociology was a 
concise restatement of principles and a return to the interests that had 
originally attracted so many people to his work. But for others, Ward’s 
work now seemed tired or quaint. He no longer seemed to set a tone for 
debates in social science, or even engage the younger theorists of the dis- 
~ipline.4~ 

Applied Sociology was a much more compact book than Pure Sociology-a 
little over three hundred pages long. Like its predecessor this book also has 
a tripartite division covering the major subfields of applied sociology: move- 
ment (or change), achievement, and improvement. Applied sociology 
served the needs and interests of human society for the ”profit of mankind.’’ 
If the subject of pure sociology was the achievements of the social forces in- 
dependent of the operations of man, then the subject of applied sociology 
was the aim of the science itself, and its use for the improvement and 
progress of the social order. The key to this progress was Ward‘s old interest 
in education. Provide education and knowledge to the world, he said, and 
you have the means to secure future improvement and progress. But Ward 
experienced the same intellectual difficulty he had with Pure Sociology. De- 
spite his ethical and political interests he maintained that sociology was a 
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neutral science, a science somehow independent of politics. It made his faith 
in progress, education, and sociocracy seem odd, if not entirely contradic- 
tory; moreover, as Small had pointed out in his review of Pure Sociology, it 
still remained unclear what differentiated the two fields of sociology. “Ap- 
plied sociology is not government or politics, nor civic or social reform,” 
Ward wrote in his introduction. ”It does not itself apply sociological princi- 
ples; it seeks only to show how they may be applied. It is a science, not an 
art. The most that it claims to do is to lay down certain general principles as 
guides to social and political action. But in this it must be exceedingly cau- 
tious. The principles can consist only of the highest generalizations. They 
can have only the most general bearing on current events and the popular 
or burning questions of the hour. The sociologist who undertakes to discuss 
these, especially to take sides on them, abandons his science and becomes a 
p~litician.”~~ 

Much of the first part of Ward’s book on “movement” again went over 
the ground he had covered in the volume on pure sociology, particularly 
his argument that the subject of sociology was human achievement. Ap- 
plied sociology examined the conscious efforts of man to improve human 
society. Ward kept closely to his old themes, adding a new term to his vo- 
cabulary about the power of education. The most important movement in 
recent history, he argued, was the growth of intellectual egalitarianism. 
The power of the mass of mankind to acquire the knowledge of science 
and shed the errors of theological thinking, which had so long sought to 
explain social life, was equal across all the classes and races of mankind. 
It was the proletariat’s coming to intellectual consciousness that should 
serve as the subject of study for the applied sociologist. 

The second part of Ward’s book, “achievement,” examined how the so- 
ciologist could explain the capability of the mass of mankind for the ex- 
pansion of knowledge. He relied heavily in this section on the work of an 
obscure French social scientist whom he had met through his participa- 
tion in the IIS, Alfred Odin. In a statistical work on the origins of French 
men of letters and the factors that led to their achievements and their ge- 
nius, Odin found that the effects of their social environment proved much 
more important than their genetic backgrounds, family, or class position. 
Education, environment, and opportunity offered the best chance to use 
the genius-what Ward called the ”latent intellect”-inherent in all 
classes of society. Ward hoped that his lengthy summary and examination 
of Odin’s research into the French social order might serve as a guide for 
American social scientists and offer a model for a similar study of the fac- 
tors affecting knowledge and achievement in American communities. 

Ward recognized that a modern industrial democracy, unlike the ante- 
bellum world of his youth, no longer offered the ability to be truly 
self-made. Self-made men, Ward now realized, were the products of a dif- 
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ferent age or economic and social organization before the Civil War, im- 
possible in the twentieth century without the proper opportunity and 
education to fulfill their ambitions. In many ways he again universalized 
his own experience and his own desires for education and advancement; 
he did not want to be an example for advantages of adversity. The equal- 
ization of opportunity and education remained his main formula for so- 
cial reform and the continued progress of the American social order. 
”There is no use in talking about the equalization of wealth,” he con- 
cluded. ”Much of the discussion about ’equal rights’ is utterly hollow. All 
the ado made over the system of contract is surcharged with fallacy. There 
can be no equality and no justice, not to speak of equity, so long as soci- 
ety is composed of members, equally endowed by nature, a few of whom 
only possess the social heritage of truth and ideas resulting from the la- 
borious investigations and profound meditations of all past ages, while 
the great mass are shut out from all the light that human achievement has 
shed upon the world. The equalization of opportunity means the equal- 
ization of intelligence, and not until that is attained is there any use or any 
hope in schemes for the equalization of the material resources of soci- 
ety.’l5I Throughout the book Ward relied heavily on the insights and the 
ideas that he had expressed over twenty years earlier. 

The final part of applied sociology examined progress or improvement 
itself, the ends and purposes of the science. He still considered it futile to 
offer methods or specific plans for his ideas about education, reform, and 
the importance of the equalization of intelligence and opportunity. ”Those 
who have read Dynamic Sociology, unless they expect me to repudiate that 
work entirely and reject the method that I there outlined, know already 
what method I recommend. I hope I am somewhat wiser now than I was 
when I wrote that book, and I know that I have been compelled to aban- 
don some of the positions there taken, but the general philosophy that it 
contains is still my own, and nothing has occurred to weaken my convic- 
tion that the method of that work. . . is not only sane and sound but also 
practicable whenever society seeks to adopt it.”52 He avoided any attempt 
to define his ideas more clearly than he had in Dynamic Sociology, offering 
only the most general discussion of education and the diffusion of knowl- 
edge based on his Comtean scheme for the organization of nature. The so- 
cial heritage, and what he called the ”administration of the social estate,” 
that needed to be passed on from generation to generation required all the 
people of the nation to have equal access to scientific discovery and un- 
derstanding. 

The two principles that he felt were the most important for the applied 
sociologist to pursue were attractive labor and attractive legislation, both 
of which he had also covered in Dynamic Sociology. Attractive labor re- 
turned him to his roots in the productive faith in the laboring classes and 
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his distrust of parasitic market finance. He highlighted Thorstein Veblen’s 
contribution to his understanding of the origins and function of the 
leisure class, although with none of Veblen’s biting satire. He even noted 
the contribution of utopian socialist ideals to his faith in attractive labor. 
But he still offered no schemes or cases to demonstrate exactly how at- 
tractive labor could bring about necessary reforms in the social order, de- 
spite the progressive movement throughout the country to outlaw child 
labor, improving working and living conditions in America’s cities, and 
provide trade unions with more power in the face of corporate organiza- 
tion. At least explicitly, Ward made no mention of the community studies, 
the social reform movements, and the emergence of municipal action 
against social problems as evidence or examples of his vision of applied 
social science. He felt that this was an obvious connection, but his failure 
to highlight these activities still made Ward’s arguments seem odd to 
younger social scientists and social theorists. 

The second principle, attractive legislation, again emphasized the need 
for intelligent use of social data gathered by scientists on the problems 
faced by an industrial democracy. But the nation needed an intelligent cit- 
izenry to operate the laws required to control the social forces and control 
the progress of society. Moreover, Ward demonstrated a distrust in the 
ability of legislative bodies to pass the proper legislation needed for 
the kind of society he hoped for: ”It must not be supposed that such leg- 
islation can be conducted to any considerable extent in the open sessions 
of legislative bodies. These will doubtless need to be maintained, and 
every new law should finally be adopted by a vote of such bodies, but 
more and more of this will become a merely formal way of putting the fi- 
nal sanction of society on decisions that have been carefully worked 
out in what may be called the sociological laboratory. Legislation will 
consist in a series of exhaustive experiments on the part of true scientific 
sociologists and sociological inventors working on the problems of social 
physics from the practical point of view.”53 It was administrative govern- 
ment, the kind of work Powell tried to do with the Geological Survey, that 
best served the needs of the industrializing republic. 

The volume ended rather abruptly-seemingly unfinished-with no 
further discussion of or conclusion about the purposes of sociology or the 
duties of applied science. And he made no attempt to conclude the book 
with a reconsideration of both applied and pure sociology. It was an odd 
omission, and one that reviewers noted. The reviews of Applied Sociology 
were far more positive than the reviews of Pure Sociology, in part because 
so many of the sociologists shared Ward’s ethical interests even if they did 
not quite follow what they regarded as his archaic methods. Since Applied 
Sociology dealt so thoroughly with Ward’s faith in the power of education 
and the power of man for improvement, it was natural that at least some 
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of the reviews were positive. Ross glowingly reviewed the book and nat- 
urally supported the conclusions and argument of his uncle. “This great 
book is a noble crown to the author’s philosophy. No writer has presented 
so powerfully the claims of education as a conscious social policy. No one 
has so vindicated the worth of the teacher’s work. Best of all, however, is 
the spectacle of an eminent thinker seeking in all humility to show 
that the fewness of men of eminence is due to adverse circumstances 
rather than to the rarity of natural talent, and insisting that not a great gulf 
but only a gentle declivity separates the men of achievement from com- 
mon work-a-day people.”54 Even the review commissioned by Small for 
the A J S  was highly complimentary. ”It is an epoch-making book. . . . One 
is fairly carried away by the author’s mel i~r ism.”~~ 

The most positive reviews and appreciation of the book came from 
American socialists. For the rest of his life, in fact, Ward received a number 
of letters praising his work in the socialist cause, although he never ac- 
cepted the political label or felt he did anything specific in regard to the So- 
cialist Party. Still, he constantly noted in his files the growth of the Socialist 
Party and their success in local elections. Philip Minassin, a trade union or- 
ganizer and socialist from Philadelphia, frequently wrote Ward, praising 
his work and comparing his collectivism to the work of Karl Marx: 
”Philadelphia Socialists think of Lester F. Ward as much as they do for their 
Karl Marx and read his books more.” Ward sent Minassin more publica- 
tions, and also sent him a photograph to keep with him. George Kirk- 
patrick, another socialist friend, reviewed Applied Sociology for The Worker 
and praised Ward’s commitment to egalitarianism and national planning. 
Ward’s precise attitude toward the socialist praise is not clear, although he 
did reject the request of Henry T. Jones, a Milwaukee socialist, to join in the 
socialist cause and write books on socialist politics. Ward responded that he 
had no interest in partisan rhetoric, and that he abhorred revolution. 

But not all of the reviewers were quite so convinced that Ward‘s work 
was revolutionary. Edward Thorndike, educator and psychologist, was 
particularly critical of Ward, especially since he did not share Ward‘s eth- 
ical and social concerns. Ward‘s “intellectual communism,” Thorndike ex- 
plained in one of his two reviews of the book, was a simplistic answer to 
the complex problems of modern social life. Moreover, he argued, it is 
not the poor and the underclass who need education and support for a life 
of knowledge but the very people who possess an education. American 
intellectual life needed more support for researchers and those who con- 
tribute to the life of the mind than it needed the further equalization of 
intelligence and knowledge. Thorndike never agreed with Ward’s faith 
that a favorable environment led to the kind of social order he envisioned, 
or that even if the distribution of knowledge were improved, it con- 
tributed to the general improvement of society. 
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In a particularly pointed comment on the social life Ward and his 
friends led in Washington, Thorndike proposed that Ward should have 
spent the last twenty years teaching the servants of the Cosmos Club the 
principles of modem scientific thought. If he had, Thorndike wrote, he 
would not celebrate the distribution of knowledge with such enthusiasm. 
Thorndike concluded that the profit from Ward's book came from "the re- 
alization of problems rather than from the acceptance of the particular so- 
lutions which he offers." And yet even Thorndike conceded that Ward 
treated education more ably and with more comprehensiveness than all 
social thinkers since Spencer, and admitted that "those who, like the 
writer, are puzzled to fit the facts to its doctrines and those who heartily 
accept it will equally enjoy it and equally admire it as a further example 
of the author's great gifts as a thinker and as a A reviewer for 
The Nation also criticized the repetitiveness of Ward's book, suggesting 
that perhaps in 1883 Ward's collectivism and his solution to social prob- 
lems had seemed quite revolutionary. Now, however, that no longer 
seemed true.57 

With the publication of Applied Sociology, Ward had finally completed 
the capstone to his system of social science. Having resigned from the Ge- 
ological Survey at the end of 1905, there was little left in the city for him, 
and most of the friends he now had were members of the academic social 
science community. The old Washington intellectual community was 
gone for the most part, populated now by younger bureaucrats and sci- 
entists who were part of the activist Roosevelt administration. The most 
important innovations in the relationship between science and govern- 
ment no longer came from the Geological Survey as they had under John 
Wesley Powell. The years of congressional attacks on the Survey undercut 
the organization, and as Ward himself knew, it was no longer as ably led 
or staffed as it was in the early years. Power had shifted away from the 
Survey by the early twentieth century. In the hands of men such as 
W J McGee, a Powell prot4g4, and Gifford Pinchot, government science 
took the lead in a major conservation movement for national parks, forest 
protection, and the creation of a national commons of public lands. De- 
spite the fact that his social philosophy had in some ways offered a 
rationale for activist government and even inspired many of the social sci- 
entists and reformers involved in national reform, Ward did little to for- 
mally contribute to these activities. 

Instead, he wanted a permanent teaching post, and one of his first 
thoughts was to ask James Dealey if he could be of any assistance. Ward 
had written him about possibly teaching at Brown at the end of 1905, just 
before the publication of Applied Sociology. Dealey responded positively 
writing Ward he "was delighted at your suggestion that you . . . might 
conclude to settle near Providence and Boston. Professor Wilson and I 
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both agree that in such case you must come to some kind of organic con- 
nection with Brown University. Some arrangement can surely be made 
satisfactory. . . . Your sociological system is so well under way at Brown 
that it would be most natural that you be connected in some way with our 
sociological de~a r tmen t . ”~~  After a month of negotiation, and just after his 
election as president of the ASA, Ward was granted a teaching position by 
Brown University’s president, William Faunce. 

Ward’s arrival at Brown was important for the institution, still a small 
regional college seeking more prominence in the nation’s intellectual life. 
And for Ward it filled a long-term goal of security and, he hoped, the op- 
portunity to promote his ideas even more widely. In teaching he had 
found a calling and a way to spread the very educational ideals he 
had upheld for so long. With the final completion of an entire system of 
social thought, Ward wanted an opportunity to teach students and possi- 
bly create a following among younger intellectuals and reformers. 

He and Rose were to move to Providence in the fall of 1906. That year, 
they also received the good news of the birth of Edward Ross’s son in spring 
1906 whom Ross named for his beloved uncle. Ward was thrilled to leave 
Washington and, at the age of sixty-five, set off on an entirely new career. 
”The fact is that Brown is wide awake,” he wrote to Ross about the new job. 
”She has watched the signs of the times and does not want to lag behind. She 
concluded to strike high and be at the top. I was the choice, wise or other- 
wise, I go there with flying colors and everything is being done to make me 
feel welcome. The spirit is beautiful and I am highly pleased.”59 

Ward‘s arrival at Brown University was to be the climax of his intellec- 
tual career, the highlight of a long journey studying and writing about so- 
cial and scientific subjects. He wrote Ross that he enjoyed the work at 
Brown, and hoped he could continue it for a long time. Summarizing the 
last ten years of his life and his desire to achieve a national reputation as 
a major American social theorist, he told Ross that ”[My] call to Brown 
was not quite so much of a surprise. . . . I suppose I might have been 
‘called’ somewhere long ago if it had not been generally supposed that I 
was a fixture here [in Washington] and that there would be no use in ask- 
ing me to go elsewhere. But I had long contemplated a change. I have long 
felt that I ought not to give so much time to natural science. It was a sense 
of usefulness, and I know that my sociological work is more useful than 
my botanical and geological work.” He hoped, he wrote in another letter, 
to escape the present in his sociological studies, and to impart this to his 
students: ”One of the greatest struggles of my life has been to make phi- 
losophy triumph over the present.” But this was theoretically easier than 
it was practically possible in his everyday life.6o 

Before leaving Washington for Providence, Rose (now seemingly in bet- 
ter health) and Lester Ward traveled to England and Europe in the summer 
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of 1906. It was a much-needed vacation for both of them, and another 
chance for Ward to attend the next meeting of the 11s held in London in Au- 
gust 1906. He delivered two papers there, later published by Small in the 
AJS, dealing with issues he raised in his most recent books. His first lecture, 
“The Sociology of Political Parties,” examined politics as aspects of his vi- 
sion of struggle in society and as an example of his principle of social syn- 
ergy. In the aftermath of the American Civil War, he informed his audience, 
politics became a struggle between capital and labor, a battle replacing the 
antebellum conflict between freedom and slavery. But too often this conflict 
was viewed only in terms of the partisan struggle between Democrats (”the 
less intelligent class” of American politics) and Republicans (a ”party of 
progress” but now controlled by large industrialists in American society). 
Instead, Ward argued that it was the state not the nation’s political parties 
that required the attention of sociologists and social reformers; partisanship 
should have no role in the making of social investigations. “The state still 
represents the collective action of society, and in a much more comprehen- 
sive sense than it did under a monarchical government. . . . Under the strict 
economic regime that was originally demanded and ultimately achieved, 
which forbids that state to interfere in any way with the so-called individ- 
ual freedom of the citizen-the laissez-faire theory-it was found that indi- 
viduals could and did inaugurate a system which restricted the personal 
liberty of man more completely and more oppressively that the state had 
ever done.” Collectivism, the enlargement of the state’s powers, Ward con- 
cluded, was the only way out of the nation’s “modern slavery” to laissez- 
faire individualism.61 

Ward never intended to deliver his other address at the London meet- 
ing. But he felt it was necessary for him to respond to the comments of 
Jacques Novicow, a Russian social scientist and pacifist who spent his ca- 
reer teaching and working in France. Novicow criticized Ward and other 
social thinkers for their reliance on Darwin for theories of society-what 
Novicow called ”social Darwinism.” It was one of the only times that 
Ward formally participated in the debate about social Darwinism. Ward 
felt that it was essential to correct Novicow’s mistaken notions about his 
work. ”With this vague notion in their minds,” he said in response to 
Novicow’s paper, “certain [social theorists] have invented the phrase ‘so- 
cial Darwinism,’ and have set it up as a sort of ’man of straw,’ in order to 
show their agility in knocking it down.” In fact, Ward said, all these theo- 
rists needed to look at Darwin much more closely if they were going to 
make this charge. This aspect of Ward’s thinking on Darwin actually pre- 
figured modern historical arguments about social Darwinism and the de- 
bates about who relied on Darwinian notions for social theory. Darwin 
was not only a minor figure in his understanding of government devel- 
opment and social science, but, he continued, there is only one proper 
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way to view Darwinian science. Only Ward’s vision of natural science 
properly understood Darwin, and the other evolutionary theorists such as 
Lamarck and Haeckel; the scientific insights into competitive natural se- 
lection in evolution had no place in the American social system.62 

According to Ward, all social theorists who apply the social Darwinian 
label try to rid social theory of all forms of struggle. First, Darwin is most 
often confused with Malthusian economics, especially in the work of 
laissez-faire economists. ”It is therefore wholly inappropriate to charac- 
terize as social Darwinism the laissez-faire doctrine of political economists, 
even when it is attempted to support that doctrine by appeals to the laws 
of organic development. That the laissez-faire doctrine is false and not sus- 
tained by biological principles I freely admit and have abundantly shown, 
but the fallacy involved is to be found in an entirely different department 
of scientific investigation.” In particular, Novicow had highlighted 
Ward’s view of race struggle as aspects of Darwinian metaphors in his 
work. But Ward argued that struggle is the very essence of ancient human 
history, the central subject of pure sociology and an unconscious “ge- 
netic” force in human evolutionary history. The real question for social 
scientists was what they gained from the study of unconscious forces of 
struggle, and whether they saw struggle as the destiny of human society.63 
Modern civilization had witnessed a radical break between nature and 
culture, and the modern social scientist needed to examine how the mind 
and reason had the capability to erase the forms of social struggle that 
characterized older human communities. 

After their return from London in the late summer of 1906, Lester and 
Rose Ward quickly gathered their possessions and made their way to 
Providence for the start of classes at Brown. During his time at the college, 
Ward continued to participate in the activities of the 11s at their annual 
meetings, traveling and studying in England and Europe during the sum- 
mers of 1907,1909,1910, and 1911. He was a valuable representative for 
Brown, an intellectual far more prominent nationally than many other 
members of the faculty. The papers in Providence, as well as the Brown 
Alumni Monfhly, celebrated Ward‘s campus arrival in the fall of 1906, both 
providing a portrait and biographical sketch to highlight his hiring at the 
school. 

Ward‘s position at Brown became even more important for the college 
when he was reelected as president of the ASA at the annual meeting 
held in Providence in December 1906. Ward delivered his first presiden- 
tial address at that meeting, ”The Establishment of Sociology,” where he 
continued to press the issue of synthesis for the new science and the need 
to set its purposes on a solid scientific foundation. Other sciences had ex- 
perienced intellectual revolutions in their interpretations for the events 
of the natural world, he explained, the theory of gravity, for example, in 
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the explanation for the physical characteristics of the universe radically 
changed the scientific interpretations of movement, mass, and time. But, 
he argued, “This is not the case with modern theories in sociology. The 
organicist theory is not false, nor is that of imitation, nor that of the strug- 
gle of races, nor that of social control, nor yet that of the ’consciousness 
of kind.’ . . . These hypotheses, and almost all others in sociology are true, 
or contain a considerable part of the grand sociological truth which is the 
final synthesis of them all.”64 

As students of a young social science, scarcely more than a half century 
old, sociologists needed to see the value in the many competing explana- 
tions for social progress. It was no surprise that Ward viewed himself as 
the grand synthesizer necessary for the establishment of a truly scientific 
science of society. Society was not a “great bewildering maze,” or a “vast 
meaningless chaos,” but was instead the product of “uniform laws and 
forces, a product of social causation, and stands out in clear relief against 
the background of history.” Returning to his Comtean roots, Ward re- 
minded his audience of sociology’s paramount role in the grand scheme of 
scientific organization. What sociology needed to do was enter its applied 
stage based on a synthesis of the competing explanations of progress.65 

In addition to his presidential address, Ward also made extensive com- 
ments on social Darwinism, building on the remarks he made at the 11s 
during the previous summer. In this case, Ward discussed the growing in- 
terest in eugenics among American scientists, especially those who 
viewed the Darwinian struggle of natural selection as something essential 
for human society. He was deeply critical of the elitist arguments favoring 
the controlled breeding of humans in order to select out only the best pos- 
sible characteristics for a future improvement of the human race. Ward al- 
ways remained completely egalitarian in his social philosophy: 

The swarming and spawning millions of the lower ranks [of men] will con- 
tinue in the future as in the past to swamp all the fruits of intelligence and 
compel society to assimilate this mass of crude material as best it can. This is 
commonly looked upon as [a] deplorable consequence. . . . Is it possible to 
take any other view? I think it is . . . so far as the native capacity, the poten- 
tial quality, the ”promise and potency,” of a higher life are concerned, those 
swarming, spawning millions, the bottom layer of society, the proletariat, the 
working classes, the “hewers of wood and drawers of water,“ nay, even 
the denizens of the slums,-that all these are by nature the peers of the 
boasted “aristocracy of brains,” that now dominates society and looks down 
upon them, and the equals in all but privilege of the most enlightened teach- 
ers of eugenics.66 

The following year, in December 1907, Ward delivered his second pres- 
idential address for the ASA, ”Social Classes in the Light of Modern Soci- 
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ological Theory.” The address examined his long-term interest in the 
nature of social class in the United States. Most social theorists, he argued 
in the address, viewed social classes as the natural products of human in- 
feriority. Ward, on the other hand, viewed class as the product of a defec- 
tive social system, one that did not allow all citizens access to knowledge 
and power. Class was due to ”conditions of existence,” not the natural in- 
equalities of all men. Ward acknowledged that there were differences 
in intelligence and capability among the citizens of the nation, but these 
were not reflected in the class structure of industrial democracy. 

What Ward really wanted was a true republican meritocracy, where all 
citizens were given an equal chance to succeed in the race of life without 
constantly struggling against adversity. This is what he believed when he 
entered the Civil War almost half a century earlier; this was the essence of 
the producerist promise of American democratic society. ”It follows 
that the great end of all social arrangements should be to discourage arti- 
ficial inequalities and to encourage natural ones. It would be a great gain 
if the former could be abolished altogether, and could this be done. . . nat- 
ural inequalities would have no tendency to re-establish them. We should 
have no social classes. All would stand on equal footing and be enabled 
to put forth all their energies.”67 In both of his presidential addresses, 
Ward stayed true to his antebellum habits of thinking: an interest in the 
republican framework of society, a dedication to a meritocratic system of 
education and class, and a powerful devotion to egalitarian social princi- 
ples. All of these were dependent on Ward‘s faith in learning as the path- 
way to success and social reform, despite the fact that, to many social 
theorists, it no longer seemed entirely adequate, or even necessary. The 
social reformism of a younger generation was beyond Ward’s reach at this 
point in his career. 

Despite the genuine successes of Ward‘s life after his arrival at Brown 
and his reelection to the presidency of the ASA, there were significant 
personal problems weighing heavily on his mind. Although he was to 
continue to write and teach sociology for another six years, he was in- 
creasingly alone. The argument that he had with Small was only the be- 
ginning of a deep intellectual isolation that had embittered him by the 
end of his life. Although he often felt ignored and slighted by the Amer- 
ican intellectual community during his career, after finally moving to an 
academic position he hoped this would change. But he seemed to be even 
more on the margins of the social science community despite the fact that 
he served as ASA’s president. Ward’s science no longer seemed to fit the 
realities of the reform interests of American social scientists. His system- 
atizing did not have much to offer those attuned to policy, legislation, 
and the networks of social communication required to radically alter 
American social and political life. 
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The move to Providence also proved far more difficult than he first imag- 
ined. By the summer of 1908, Rose was quite ill, eventually requiring her to 
return to Washington to be cared for by her sister, Sarah Comstock. That fall 
Ward wrote his friend Gumplowicz about the recent events: “A train of ad- 
verse circumstances has prevented me from writing to you or any one else 
during the summer. In April Mrs. Ward was suddenly stricken down with 
a dangerous malady. She was in Washington, and I was compelled to drop 
all my work and fly to her bedside. It was a full month before she was able 
to rise, and not until June could she be moved to a cooler climate. . . . [She] 
continues to gain strength, but still requires . . . constant care.”68 Exactly 
what Rose suffered from is now unclear, but by 1909 and 1910 she had a se- 
ries of near-paralyzing strokes that left her completely unable to care for 
herself. Ward visited Rose whenever he could, especially during breaks in 
the semesters at Brown. He also returned to Washington during the sum- 
mers but his extensive teaching and lecturing scheduleboth here and 
abroad-meant he spent much of his time alone. He did have a few friends 
in Providence including Dealey; Professor George Wilson, also of the social 
and political science department; the university librarian, Harvey Koop- 
man; and also a young woman named Emily Palmer Cape, who was to be- 
come his close assistant and confidante in the last years of his life. But Ward 
was increasingly isolated from the major currents of the world of academic 
social science. 

Ward spent most of the years from 1907 to 1912 assembling the many 
essays, addresses, and short papers he had written since his first pub- 
lished article in the late 1870s. He hoped that this could be published in 
book form; he called it Glimpses ofthe Cosmos. He intended the volume as 
a “mental autobiography,” a guide to his lifetime of work and ideas, and 
how he came to write, organize, and think about social science. The proj- 
ect encompassed both the organization of his published papers, as well as 
the organization of his many private letters and personal diaries. The 
project took nearly all of his spare time at Brown. Arranging papers, writ- 
ing introductions for each of his essays, and preparing an index to his let- 
ters occupied his days, which he spent either in the library or in a campus 
room he lived in after Rose left Providence. 

In addition, he devoted an enormous amount of time to teaching stu- 
dents at Brown. He was a popular teacher, recalled one of his colleagues, 
and students regarded a class with Ward as an important part of a Brown 
education. His lectures were fairly conventional for a turn-of-the-century 
classroom, read from note cards based on his years of writing books and 
essays. Students marveled at Ward‘s impressive intellectual range, and he 
even amazed his colleagues with his most famous of classroom materials: 
a six-foot-high chart called ”The Survey of All Knowledge.” Ward‘s chart 
summarized in a Comtean scheme all of his years of research in the field 
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of physical and social science, with sociology standing at the top of the 
list. But the chart also reflected a kind of quaintness about Ward’s social 
thinking-his interest in systems, in organization of scientific knowledge, 
and his lifelong concern for taxonomy. None of these aspects of social the- 
ory really survived much longer in other classrooms around the country, 
where empirical social surveys became the norm of social scientific 

Samuel Mitchell, a fellow professor at Brown, recalled sharing an office 
with what he called a ”searching, fearless, and masterful” thinker. Ward 
worked in Maxcy Hall, the home of the social and political science de- 
partment, sharing an office with his friend James Dealey, and Mitchell. As 
a teacher Ward was a challenging intellect; in every class ”he had in mind 
one angle of truth, and sought to define it sharply and exhaustively in 
[the] hour. He appealed solely to reason, with no attempt to engage the 
emotions of his students. I do not mean to imply that his lecture was not 
interesting, but that to me it was abstract. I fancy, for average students, 
Ward was somewhat above their heads in the class room or seminar, for 
he dwelt in the main out on the circumference of social science.” In the 
early 1900s, Mitchell recalled, ”Many able scholars and teachers were in 
the Brown group . . . but in the group, by common consent, Lester F. Ward 
was ~re-eminent.”~~ 

Sara Algeo, a women’s suffrage advocate in Providence, was also one 
of Ward’s students while he taught at Brown University. ”Lester Frank 
Ward,“ she later recalled, “opened up vistas of [rare] delight. No one can 
measure the joy of studying in maturity. No callow youth can appreciate 
the feeling of enthralled ecstasy of sitting for hours pouring over such a 
book, as Ward’s ’Applied Psychology’ [sic] or his ’Dynamic Sociology,’ 
from pure love of the doing with no nightmare of future tortures in the 
way of examinations or ’plucks.’ . . . Studying with Prof. Ward was like 
sitting at the feet of Aristotle, or Plato. . . . He was the wisest man I have 
ever Charles Carroll, another student of Ward‘s, said that he 
”impressed the student as a final authority; he seemed to know every- 
thing, from the beginning until the final destruction of the world. Logic 
flowed in his words like the gentle current of a country brook in mid- 
summer. There was no turbulence, no strain, never a hiatus. Thought 
fitted into thought, each succeeding step resting upon the previous in per- 
fect filiation, building always upward and onward.”” Ward was so 
beloved at Brown that the undergraduates dedicated their annual publi- 
cation, The Liber, to him for 1912. 

In the summer of 1909, Ward traveled abroad again and attended the 
opening ceremonies for the Central Labour College at Oxford, a school for 
young working-class students recently created by English labor activists. 
Ward delivered what was to become one of his most beloved speeches. 
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One of the attendants described Ward‘s style, speech, and the reception he 
received by the young labor activists who attended his talk. “A cultured 
voice with a slight American accent, a restrained eloquence, a mass of 
facts, quotations, authorities, a dignity of scientific conviction, thus was 
the form of the vital message handed down to the spell bound youths 
who are preparing for their life work in the helping of labor to free itself 
from the toils of ~apitalism.”~~ 

His speech demanded the equalization of intelligence in the nation- 
intellectual egalitarianism he called it-and opposed a eugenicist inter- 
pretation of ”breeding for brains.” ”I very well know . . . that you are all 
democrats. Of course you know that I am a democrat; you would natu- 
rally infer it from the fact that, if I do not represent, I hail from the great- 
est democracy on this globe. But I want to say more; that my democracy 
is not merely nominal, not merely political; it is a democracy which is in- 
grained in every fiber of my The challenge for the world in the 
twentieth century, he argued, was not only the battle between progress 
and poverty but more particularly the battle to provide equal knowl- 
edge and education to all social classes. “What do we hear all over the 
world? Nothing but the subterranean roar of that great mass of 
mankind, infinitely larger numerically than all the other classes put to- 
gether; that class is rumbling and seething and working, and coming 
to consciousness; and when they do come to consciousness they will 
take the reins of power in their hands, and then will have been abolished 
the last of all the social classes.”75 

It was powerful language. But heard in the context of Ward‘s longtime 
interest in the problems of the producing classes it is not all that surpris- 
ing. In another speech, delivered at New York City’s Thomas Paine Soci- 
ety in January 1912, Ward celebrated the Revolutionary battle for liberty, 
but indicated that recent social struggles were of a different character. 
“The struggle of to-day is in the direction of a contest for the attainment 
of social and economic equality and it is the effort on the part of the fourth 
estate, which used to be called the proletariat-the working classes, the 
mass of mankind, to secure social eman~ipation.”~~ 

Besides teaching and lecturing, Ward spent the majority of his time af- 
ter 1910 working on his “mental autobiography.” He still spent the sum- 
mers traveling all over the country to lecture, especially at places where 
his friends worked, such as the University of Wisconsin (Ross and Ely) 
and the University of Chicago (Small). Even as the field of sociology 
moved in different directions, these social scientists still regarded Ward as 
one of the most important social theorists of his day, a father figure to 
their discipline. He hoped his collection of essays might provide all of 
those interested in his work with access to it; many of his essays had been 
published in small journals with no circulation beyond a small audience. 
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The book also was to serve as a guide to how he created his many books, 
essays, and lectures-essentially a history of the products of his mind. It 
was also clear, however, that he could not complete the task alone. Since 
Rose was no longer able to assist him in collecting his materials and ar- 
ranging them, a task she had been performing since the 1870s, he needed 
some assistance with the project. Ward’s unique relationship with the 
woman who became his assistant, Emily Palmer Cape, provided him with 
important companionship and intellectual friendship during his time in 
Providence. 

A children’s novelist, born in 1865 and married to a wealthy New York 
businessman, Emily Cape was an odd confidante for Ward in his later 
years. But she was deeply interested in social theory and was a well- 
educated intellectual in her own right. She was the first woman to attend 
classes at Columbia University and was credited with being instrumental 
in the decision to establish Barnard College as Columbia’s sister institu- 
tion. After hearing of Ward’s work from Thaddeus Wakeman, she wrote 
Ward in 1905 asking to see some of his essays and books.77 By 1908, the 
two had become good friends, and Ward frequently stayed at the Capes’ 
home in New York when he visited the area. She wrote Ward in October 
1908 to tell him of her appreciation for his work: ”Your books, ‘A Textbook 
of Sociology,’ and ’The Psychic Factors of Civilization,’ have given me 
such deep pleasure that I can restrain no longer in sending you a few lines 
to tell you the splendid good they are doing. You probably receive such 
an abundance of letters of admiration from all sources, that I hesitated a 
very long time before thus troubling you; but every thing you say is so 
like a very part of myself, and the expression so clearly and beautifully 
put that long years of study for me seem crystallized into a wonderful 
c learne~s.”~~ 

Cape’s admiration for Ward came at an important point in his life. 
Lonely without Rose living in Providence, Ward enjoyed the attention 
Cape lavished on him-nearly twenty-five years younger than Ward, she 
offered him companionship at a time he desperately desired it. She was 
effusive in her praise of his ideas, and as he worked on the publication of 
his essays it buoyed his spirits. In 1908, Cape wrote that “the ideas you 
put forth in your books have as it were belonged to me, and though I have 
many friends, and know several prominent minds, the ’essence’, the sin- 
cere feeling along the possibilities of truly higher development, of com- 
prehending the actuaI beauty of L i f e a h !  so few seem to grasp. . . . To 
have found a mind expressing so clearly, so exquisitely truths which 
touch the very most splendid of sciences today-Sociology-made me 
long to give my.  . . word of gratef~lness.”~~ 

By 1910, this unusual friendship deepened, and Cape sought Ward‘s 
opinions and comments on a wide range of social issues. Exactly how far 
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this relationship went is a mystery to this day, though there are some hints 
of a very intimate connection in some of Ward‘s surviving papers. Cape 
sent him clippings from the New York newspapers about science, social 
science, and the reform efforts in the nation, and also sent pictures of the 
places she traveled. On one photograph, clipped from a book about Cali- 
fornia, she wrote of the beauty of nature and her wish to ”stand so silently 
by you in such a [place], and let you steal a beautiful kiss.” That summer 
she came to Wisconsin to hear Ward speak and teach his summer classes. 
Ross had invited Ward to teach in the summer session, and Cape made 
every effort to be there. 

While she was in Wisconsin, Cape asked Ward if she could help him 
with his work of assembling his papers. She had been reading all of the 
essays Ward sent her, and encouraged him to continue his project to 
arrange his lifetime of intellectual output into a multivolume collection. 
”I was wondering why I could not go on with the ‘Work‘ I am so much in- 
terested in?” Cape asked Ward. ”If it were possible for you to let me have 
some to go ahead with I should be delighted.”80 Ward allowed Cape to as- 
sist him with the project of collecting his essays. He wrote her in 1910, ex- 
plaining why the project was so important to him: “The name ’Glimpses 
of the Cosmos’ occurred to me years ago, and I have an old slip with the 
name on it, but no date. I do not think I wrote the name for a year or two 
after I decided upon it, for it was in my mind for so long. Many things in 
my biography are of that kind, long unwritten, I suppose I may be a ge- 
nius in a sense; so much subconscious work. I explain it as the result of 
stocked (perhaps overstocked) mind. I have acquired so much knowledge by 
eternally digging at things, that it is a kind of ferment in my brain, and is 
constantly cropping out in one shape or another.”81 

By 1911, Ward and Cape were well on their way with the arrangement 
of the volumes of his publications. He scoured his lengthy diaries for bi- 
ographical explanations of how he developed his ideas, spending hours 
writing introductions to each of his many essays, and writing lengthy his- 
torical guides to each of his longer books. He intended the work to en- 
compass twelve volumes, including all of his papers on social science and 
reform, as well as the reports and essays written for the Geological Sur- 
vey. Cape often came to Providence to help him with the work, and the 
two frequently went on walks in the city to examine the flora of the re- 
gion. Botany, even if it was no longer his daily occupation, still interested 
him, and the Providence Bulletin once commented that Ward “was fre- 
quently seen on the streets of the city, though most of those who noted 
him in his afternoon walks were unaware that he was one of the most dis- 
tinguished scholars of his day and generation.,@* Cape’s devotion to Ward 
and her lavish praise endeared her to him, and she became his chief de- 
fender immediately after his death, publishing the first biography of him. 
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She even encouraged his hope of writing another book on philosophy 
generally, entitled ”Monism; The True Quietism,” linking social thought, 
religion, and science in another grand scheme of thought. But neither his 
multivolume collection of papers nor another book were to be completed 
in his lifetime. 

Ward had achieved much in his life by 1912. Anumber of Progressive re- 
formers regarded him as their intellectual precursor-the man who set the 
stage for the assault on city machines, urban corruption and inefficiency, 
and the political changes affecting the nation by the 1910s. Frederick 
Howe, one of the leaders of the American municipal reform movement 
and a leading Progressive thinker, wrote the older Ward in 1912 “to tell you 
how great a debt I owe to you for the things you have written. . . . I am but 
one of thousands who have had their mental mists cleared by your writ- 
ings.” Howe was lavish in his praise for the elder statesman of American 
social science: 

When I express my own intellectual obligations I feel that I am expressing the 
obligations of a nation for the new interpretations you have given to life, to 
society, to the place of men and women, to the whole social awakening which 
has been finding expression during the past ten or fifteen years. . . . You took 
the heritage which I received from the old school of thought and gave it a 
new organizing central thought that has been as it were a core about which 
other things all arranged themselves. And I think you have done that for all 
of us, whether we are able to trace the parenthood of our thoughts or not. 
Certainly the whole social philosophy of the present day is the formative ex- 
pression of what you have said to be true?3 

Unfortunately, Ward began to suffer from serious health problems by 
1911-12. Although he never openly complained to his colleagues, his 
health was declining significantly. The wounds he suffered to his legs in 
the Civil War now began to cause him almost constant severe pain; he also 
had problems with his lungs, suffering from constant bouts with the flu 
and pneumonia. His diary records his almost daily struggle with his 
health, and his inability to keep pace with the work he wanted to com- 
plete. Nonetheless, he still pushed himself to work as often as possible. 
He frequently walked the city for hours on his nature walks, traveling the 
hilly streets of Providence every day despite the agonizing pain in his 
legs. He was immensely stubborn in his ways and the exhaustion from 
this activity bothered him more and more over the course of the next year. 

By the winter of 1912-13 his health problems became even more severe. 
Unable to breath, and suffering ”lung complications” as he called them, 
he was increasingly weak and unable to devote as much time to writing 
and reading as he would have liked. In February, deeply concerned about 
his health, he wrote Cape that he hoped ”all my literary effects should go 
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to you for any use you might want to make of them.” By March 1913, he 
was still working very hard but becoming increasingly weak. On 4 March 
1913, he recorded in his diary that as he worked on the preparation of the 
first volume of Glimpses of the Cosmos he felt unable to complete the task. 
Still, he kept working on his courses, on his books, and on an important 
lecture he was to give in New York City on the connections between soci- 
ology and eugenics. On 7 March, although he complained about his lone- 
liness, he still had enough work to occupy him, and besides, he confessed, 
it was his fortieth wedding anniversary, a day of celebration for him. Rose 
was also feeling better, he was told by his sister-in-law Sarah (Sate) Com- 
stock, and that made him a little happier.84 

On 8 March, he left for New York to meet Emily Cape and to lecture at 
the Federation for Child Study. “We went to the Grand Union [hotel], got 
a nice room . . . and we went out and had a big dinner, then a talk in the 

The lecture, ”Eugenics, Euthenics, and Eudemics,” examined 
the popularity of genetic planning among a number of social thinkers and 
quoted the remarks he made about social Darwinism a few years earlier. 
Although a program of “positive eugenics” may seem to be a good idea, 
Ward told his audience of municipal reformers, it was simply impossible 
in practice. “The present eugenic movement is one of distrust of nature, 
or lack of faith in great principles, of feverish haste to improve the world, 
of egotism in the assumption of a wisdom superior to that of nature.”86 In- 
stead, he wanted a program of what he called ”euthenics,” which Ward 
essentially defined as the nurturing care of society, and ”eudemics,” a pro- 
gram that improved the welfare of the masses of society by improving the 
surrounding environment. It was essentially a return to his old refrain: 
educate and provide access to information, and reform will come to the 
nation. No consciously followed program of eugenic ”breeding” could 
possibly do better. 

The lecture went over well with the Progressive audience, and Ward 
was pleased with his reception there. But despite the general good cheer 
of his visit to New York he was deeply depressed and upset about his 
health when he returned to Providence. It prevented him from extensive 
reading and corrections to the page proofs of Glimpses. On 25 March, he 
finished his students’ midterm assignments but decided that he had 
enough of his classes for that semester. His weakness and pain became 
unbearable at this point. 

He told Dealey and his students that he would no longer give lectures 
that semester and was leaving immediately to return to Washington. On 26 
March, he left Providence by boat for New York City, and then by train to 
Washington. He saw Emily Cape briefly in New York before the train left, 
and slept most of the way to Washington. ”[I] arrived at last in an ex- 
hausted condition,” he recorded in his diary that evening. “[I] explained 
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[my trip] as soon as I got my breath. Found Rose looking splendidly. Sate 
got me a good dinner. Dr. Cuthburt [Rose’s physician] came in the evening 
and I told him the whole story. He is coming tomorrow to examine me 
thoroughly.” Ward felt compelled to continue working, and he did finally 
finish all the page proofs for the first three volumes of GZirnp~es.~’ 

But just two days after he arrived in Washington he had what he called 
”the sickest day of my life,” an inability to breathe, severe and intense 
pain all over his body, and no strength. He was fearful but also fascinated 
by what was happening to him; ever the scientific observer, Ward 
recorded how his body was responding to age and pain. ”[I] had a dread- 
ful night,” he wrote. ”Sat up two hours in bed and 2 and 1/2 . . . in the big 
chair in the front room. . . . [The doctors] seem to think my heart af- 
fected.”88 He never recovered, and on 1 April he stopped writing entries 
in his diary-a practice he had kept since 1860. Over the next two weeks 
his health worsened. On 17 April 1913, with Rose by his bedside, Lester 
Frank Ward died of heart failure in his Rhode Island Avenue home, just 
three months shy of his seventy-second birthday. 
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Conclusion 
Glimpses of the Cosmos 

ews of Lester Ward‘s death saddened the world’s intellectual com- N munity. In academic journals, magazines, and personal letters to 
Rose Ward, they expressed their deep regret over his passing. Edward 
ROSS, Sarah Comstock, and Rose’s niece Sarah Simons administered his 
will and were determined to provide Ward a proper intellectual legacy. 
Rose was too ill to carry on this work, eventually succumbing to her own 
health problems a little over a year after her husband’s death. Ward’s rel- 
atives scoured his papers and unfortunately they destroyed many of his 
diaries, apparently fearing the intimacy of his reflections; it was, Emily 
Palmer Cape recorded, a ”dastardly deed.”’ Both Sarah Comstock and 
Sarah Simons took care of Ward’s final publication, guiding Glimpses ofthe 
Cosmos into print. Although Ward never lived to see the publication of his 
multivolume collection, he had finished the preparation of the introduc- 
tory material for each essay. The family decided not to reprint all of 
Ward’s work in its entirety, cutting down the collection from the original 
twelve volumes to six. The first volume of Glimpses ofthe Cosmos appeared 
in late 1913. The other five appeared between 1914 and 1918, all com- 
pleted under the direction of Sarah Comstock and Sarah Simons. 

Ward‘s final posthumous publication offered American intellectuals and 
reformers a guide to his wide interests in and thinking about science and so- 
ciety. It is an impressive collection of essays, ranging over all fields of phys- 
ical and social science. When Albion Small reviewed the first three volumes 
in 1914 he expressed his “awe for [Ward’s] terrific mental drive.” The collec- 
tion ultimately disappointed Small, however, because it seemed to lack a 
context to understand Ward as a thinker: ”In sociology and biography 
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[Ward] seemed to feel that there was a self-sufficient structure [to] his think- 
ing, and that any reference to the surroundings in which the structure took 
shape was irrelevant, or at least superfluous.”2 Much like the taxonomic and 
organizational structure of his science, Ward’s final volumes were a massive 
catalog of his life with little reference to the forces that shaped his thinking. 

The volumes also reveal some of the negative aspects of Ward‘s per- 
sonality that plagued the last years of his life. He lashed out in the intro- 
duction to his essays against his enemies in American social science, and 
against the ignorance of his work he identified among social theorists. 
When American social thinkers paid heed to the work of Henri Bergson, 
for example, Ward claimed he could find nothing in Bergson’s volumes 
that he himself had not said earlier. Ward’s obsessive interest in the 
development of each of his ideas offers a wealth of information for his bi- 
ographer but also revealed a certain immodesty of his later years in cele- 
brating his achievements. Nothing was too inconsequential to mention to 
his readers: the size and type of the paper he worked on, the hours and 
days he spent on each essay, the praise he received from colleagues for his 
ideas. 

In the summer of 1913, the American Sociological Association held a me- 
morial meeting in honor of their first president, publishing the comments 
of the participants in an issue of Small’s American Journal of Sociology. 
Most of the commentators were Ward’s longtime friends including Ed- 
ward Ross, James Quayle Dealey, Franklin Giddings, and Small himself. 
Each of them felt sociologists owed a deep debt to Ward‘s work in social 
theory, at least as inspiration for the study of society and for forcefully ar- 
guing that social change could be understood. Ward’s passionate critique 
of laissez-faire economics was one of the earliest criticisms of the “do- 
nothingism” of Gilded Age political culture, an important part of the 
growing chorus of voices advocating for reform of national institutions in 
the late nineteenth century. All American social scientists needed to make 
Ward‘s work their starting point for understanding social progress. Ross 
celebrated his beloved uncle as “the foremost . . . social philosopher” of the 
late nineteenth century. “Ward lived to see his philosophy triumph in 
the minds of leaders of thought and opinion,” Ross concluded. ”Today 
there is nothing left of the Spencerian theory of the state which thirty years 
ago dominated the political thought of  intellectual^."^ 

Small’s lengthy comments, however, offered the most cogent assess- 
ment of Ward‘s life and work. Unlike Ross, who always defended his un- 
cle’s social theory, Small felt no personal or familial obligation to Ward, 
clashing with him on several occasions in the last ten years of his life. 
Small left no doubt that Ward‘s work was important in American social 
philosophy, but he also provided a judicious assessment of Ward’s faults 
as a social theorist. For Small, Ward‘s early work, especially Dynamic So- 
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ciology, was inspirational, far different from anything else he or his con- 
temporaries had ever read. Reading Ward opened their eyes to new ways 
of thinking: 

I cannot precisely date my discovery of Dynamic Sociology, but its meaning 
for me was crucial, and I was aware at once that it had leveled barriers to an 
advanced stage in my mental growth. . . . The sight of the title Dynamic Soci- 
ology instantly acted as a reagent to crystallize elements that had been inco- 
herent in my mind, and to separate the product from foreign substances. The 
moment I began to turn the leaves of the book, I was aware of feeling as 
the alchemists might have felt two or three centuries earlier if they had stum- 
bled upon the ”philosopher’s stone.” . . . I have often said, and it remains my 
estimate, that, everything considered, I would rather have written Dynamic 
Sociology than any other book that has ever appeared in America: 

Although Dynamic Sociology was a revolutionary book for those who 
read it in the 1880s and 1890s, Small admitted that ”at the same time the 
book never seemed to me a solution, but rather a wonderfully expressive 
symbolic guide to the path in which solutions might be f ~ u n d . ” ~  Ward 
had never advanced much beyond that first book. His career as a thinker 
could never offer any more philosophically or scientifically than the ideas 
he expressed in 1883. “I must confess that I have never been able to learn 
from Dr. Ward’s later works anything of first-rate importance which I did 
not find in Dynamic Sociology. . . . I think he would have endorsed my 
opinion that the later books were justified pedagogically, but that they ex- 
hibited a scientific anti-climax.”6 

For the rest of his career, Small was to continue to offer this combina- 
tion of quiet praise and stem criticism of Ward‘s work in social science. 
When he reviewed fifty years of American sociological theory in 1916, 
Small struggled to place Ward‘s thought in the history of the discipline. 
Ward was “a voice crying in the wilderness” when he first published his 
system of social thought in 1883.’ But he also was a remarkably provincial 
intellectual, detached from many late-nineteenth-century developments 
in social theory and social philosophy. His psychology was especially 
dated, Small argued. Ward clung to outmoded models of social thinking, 
remaining committed to the systematic thought of Comtean positivism 
and Spencerian evolution even as social scientists moved toward other 
modes of analysis. 

Small also recognized the deep commitment Ward had to a ”pure sci- 
ence” ideal of research. He was above all a ”museum investigator,” Small 
wrote. ”His daily work was to sift botanical evidence, to draw up reports 
on the evidence, to label and pigeonhole specimens, with a high degree of 
probability that both reports and specimens would rest forever after in 
undisturbed oblivion.”* Small argued that Ward’s greatest contribution 
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lay in his impressive workmanship and his wide-ranging interests in all 
forms of science. But Ward‘s personal faults often overcame his science 
and social theory. He was stubbornly committed to his ideas alone: “His 
work was . . . always more insulated from that of men engaged on the 
same problems than was good for the author and his products. . . . He 
grew more and more unable to abide anyone who showed signs of think- 
ing that he might not have said the final word on the subject of sociol- 
~ g y . ” ~  Small knew Ward’s personality all too well. Ward never found the 
kind of camaraderie he had with Powell with any of the other social 
theorists that he knew. 

Ward remained the great ”initiator” for sociological studies in the 
United States, Small concluded, but he was always out of place among 
university-trained social scientists. Ward was a product of a different in- 
tellectual world. He had no intellectual models to follow in his early life, 
no clear way to pursue a life of the mind when he had to struggle for 
money, a job, and an education. Science was to him a gospel, a replace- 
ment for religious evangelism in some ways; it was not a method of analy- 
sis but a firm set of clear, progressive, and observable facts guiding all 
aspects of social life. As Small recognized, Ward‘s autodidacticism pro- 
duced in him a peculiar habit of mind; the same qualities that allowed 
him to succeed despite the difficult obstacles he faced in his early life also 
hindered his influence among American intellectuals: stubbornness, his 
unyielding defense of his ideas, his unwillingness to accept any criticism, 
and his desperate desire for praise late in his life. Firmly convinced that 
he could understand the forces shaping society and offer the ability to 
control them, Ward could not admit that there were any faults in his sys- 
tem, could not even entertain the notion that there might be a range of 
possible solutions to social problems not spoken of in his work. 

In contrast, Small argued, the younger academic social scientists 
trained in the 1880s and 1890s maintained a ”depressing consciousness 
that the relations which they wanted to understand were a labyrinth to 
which they had not found a very satisfactory guide. They were perforce 
investigators. They had to work in a fashion which was a rough sort of in- 
duction.” Sociology, Small declared, now needed to examine the “human 
facts” of social life; social scientists needed to use ethnographic tech- 
niques, data collection, and fieldwork to assess the forces shaping modern 
American life. “We have given up the notion that it is feasible to arrive at 
a survey of human experience so complete and precise that it may be re- 
duced to a miniature, as we make reduced models of our physical world, 
or of our solar system.’’lO Systematizing was not appropriate to this en- 
deavor. Theory in Ward’s hands depended too heavily on preconceived 
notions of social progress. Small was even more critical of Ward in his 
textbook of sociology, The Origins of Sociology (1924). He chastised Ward‘s 
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mistaken notion that sociology owed more to Auguste Comte than any- 
one else, claiming instead that it was the German academic inheritance 
that most influenced the development of social science in the United 
States, which most historians would now agree with." There was a sea 
change in the forces shaping American intellectual life in the late nine- 
teenth century, and Ward simply could not keep pace with the changing 
structure of social theory. 

Ward's mixture of reform advocacy in Dynamic SocioIogy and his at- 
tempt to build a dual system of sociology in his final two publications of- 
ten caused divergent reactions to his work from the 1920s to the 1940s. But 
in Small's assessment of Ward's legacy, he put his finger on the key con- 
tribution Ward had made in 1883. He had indeed provided a "symbolic 
guide" for social reformers in the twentieth century, and his work helped 
set in motion and contribute to a decades-long process of restructuring 
American liberalism (a process that continued into the mid-twentieth 
century). There were few social theorists in the 1870s and 1880s advocat- 
ing for the democratic aspects of social planning; many had entirely re- 
jected the antebellum faith that reform could possibly remake the world. 
Ward maintained this ethical commitment, remade it for an industrial re- 
public, and many early-twentieth-century progressives found in him a fa- 
ther figure for reform and social science. 

As social scientists debated the meaning of social scientific data and the 
proper role of social science in the public sphere, they put Ward's ideas to 
variant uses. On the one hand, Ward's books and articles could be safely 
ignored by some members of the sociological community as an anachro- 
nistic and old-fashioned form of social theory. Sociological study had 
taken a dramatically different turn by the 1920s. His polymath synthesiz- 
ing was no longer appropriate to a social theory attuned to empirical com- 
munity studies and detailed portraits of the social conditions of modern 
American cities and towns. In such works as William I. Thomas's series of 
volumes on Polish peasant life in Europe and America, Robert Park's vo- 
luminous studies examining the city as a sociological laboratory for 
studying American community life, or in the culminating achievement of 
pre-World War I1 sociological study, Robert and Helen Lynd's Middle- 
town, the study of sociology focused on just the sort of problems Small 
indicated Ward ignored: the "human facts" of social life in a modern in- 
dustrial democracy. The study of sociology became a discipline far re- 
moved from the intellectual world Ward understood. Abstract theorizing, 
especially in the building of systems of social thought, did not fit the 
needs of research or theories of social change. 

Longtime supporters of laissez-faire and classical economics were even 
more dismissive of Ward's life and work-and in their interpretations of 
Ward there is scarcely any praise for the work he did in establishing social 
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theory after the Civil War. Albert G. Keller, a student of William Graham 
Sumner and his successor as chair of sociology at Yale University, remem- 
bered Ward as a “simpler, kindlier, more unworldly, more childishly and 
inoffensively egotistical soul than . . . is seldom to be encountered. No one 
could begrudge him the delight of his latter days in the recognition that 
came to him. But the truth is that, scientifically speaking, he had better 
stuck to his paleobotany.”12 Keller, a devoted follower of Sumner, had 
little love for Ward‘s theories or his ethical interests. Ward struck him, es- 
pecially in his later volumes Pure Sociology and Applied Sociology, as ”a 
wishful thinker” and a ”special pleader” for his personal causes; he was 
a ”self-centered” and “na’ively vain” man who was always bothered by his 
lack of recognition. ”I do not see scientific dispassion in either of these at- 
tempted demonstrations; I see merely a defense of a pre-accepted thesis set 
forth with a show of much random learning. . . . He remained to the end a 
juvenile-minded sentimentalist and wishful thinker. What lends him a cer- 
tain interest as a person, especially when combined with his paternal ami- 
ability, totally destroys confidence in him as a ~cientist.”’~ 

On the other hand there was a small revival of Ward’s work by sociolo- 
gists who challenged the empirical objectivist model of social science re- 
search. At George Washington University, George Veditz, a sociologist who 
helped found the American Sociological Association, organized the Lester 
Frank Ward Sociological Society, a short-lived organization of students ded- 
icated to social science. In histories of sociology written in the 1920s and 
1940s, most especially by sociologists critical of the objectivist trend such as 
Harry Elmer Barnes and Charles Ellwood, Ward was celebrated as the 
founding father of the discipline, the first social theorist to offer a defense of 
social planning led by the expertise of social scientists. Barnes, in fact, dedi- 
cated his Histo y and Prospects of the Social Sciences to “Lester Frank Ward, 
who first clearly envisaged the importance of the social sciences in deter- 
mining the destiny of man and society.” Clement Wood, another popularizer 
for social theory in the 1930s) celebrated Ward as ranking among the giants 
of nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century thought such as Karl Marx, 
Charles Darwin, and Sigmund Freud. Bemhard J. Stern, a radical sociologist 
and editor of the Marxist journal Social Forces, devoted much of his research 
in the 1930s to collecting Ward‘s correspondence and publishing it for the 
entire sociological community. When Samuel Chugerman’s biography of 
Ward appeared in 1938, his reputation as the founding father of reform- 
minded sociology was just reaching its peak. By the late 1940s and 1950s, in- 
tellectual historians also rediscovered Ward, giving him a prominent place 
among American social thinkers of the late nineteenth century.14 As World 
War 11 loomed, sociologist Melvin Vincent celebrated Ward in the centenary 
year of his birth. Modem sociologists, he declared, must learn from the op- 
timism and faith Ward had in social planning.I5 



Glimpses of the Cosmos 289 

How then should we remember Ward? What influence did he have on 
twentieth-century social theory? Intellectual influence is a notoriously dif- 
ficult problem for the historian of ideas to measure. In most cases it is not 
even evident what criteria should be used to measure the influence of a 
single intellectual. I have tried to see Ward’s role in shaping political 
thought in the late nineteenth century as part of a broader effort of the 
Washington intellectual community and the social sciences at large to re- 
think American liberalism. There is, I think, tremendous value in examin- 
ing the connections between biography, ideas, and society in intellectual 
life, particularly as historians reexamine the study of the late nineteenth 
century. I have taken as my guide in this study of Ward‘s life and thought 
C. Wright Mills’s injunctions on understanding history and biography in 
his examination of sociology: 

Know that many personal troubles cannot be solved merely as troubles, but 
must be understood in terms of public issues-and in terms of the problems 
of history making. Know that the human meaning of public issues must be 
revealed by relating them to personal troubles-and to the problems of the 
individual life. Know that the problems of social science, when adequately 
formulated, must include both troubles and issues, both biography and his- 
tory, and the range of their intricate relations. Within that range the life of the 
individual and the making of societies occur; and within that range the soci- 
ological imagination has its chance to make a difference in the quality of hu- 
man life in our time.16 

To a certain extent Ward’s reputation as the precursor to modern ad- 
ministrative government is deserved-especially when one considers 
how early his system of social thought appeared and the impact that his 
work had on a few key young social scientists such as Ross, Ely, and 
Small. Many of the works celebrating him in the 1930s and 1940s looked 
to Ward to justify the development of a managerial state and the expan- 
sion of government services during the New Deal. These advances in so- 
cial planning and government initiative in the economy have pushed 
many recent historians to study American liberalism in new and different 
ways than the liberal tradition was previously understood. One can find 
easy support in Ward’s work for this recent historiographical trend-in 
Dynamic Sociology and the essays he wrote in the 188Os, Ward offered a 
counterpoint to negative ideas about social reform and government ex- 
pansion. His democratic optimism that there could be social change, that 
one could still hold on to the promises of reform as he understood them 
from antebellum political culture, deserves attention as elements of polit- 
ical culture after the Civil War. As recently as the 1990s, a few writers have 
placed emphasis on Ward in popular books and essays as the key early 
voice for welfare-style government before the New Deal.I7 
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Ward did provide his own sense of how he viewed his contribution to 
liberal reform thought in the late nineteenth century. Although he could 
not overcome the characteristic immodesty of his later work, complaining 
about the ”complete lack of acquaintance . . . with me and my works” 
among social scientists, Ward recognized that his ideas were in many 
ways products of long-term changes in American intellectual life. ”[Als 
my ideas are slowly making their way in the world, and getting in the air 
. . . and as the world becomes ripe for them, they are seized upon by 
brighter minds who imagine they have an original thought. Much of it, 
however, is due to the Zeitgeist itself, which is at last overtaking me.’’18 

One need look no further than the work of few key twentieth-century 
political intellectuals such as Herbert Croly, Walter Lippmann, and most 
importantly John Dewey to see the legacy of Ward‘s attempt to criticize a 
rapacious market capitalism, reexamine the traditional liberal focus on 
the individual, and quiet fears about the tyranny of government. Ward’s 
scientific politics and belief that the nation needed central planning in 
support of progress found expression in works such as Croly’s, The 
Promise ofAmerican Life (1909). Croly, whose father David Croly was a pos- 
itivist following in Auguste Comte’s Religion of Humanity, famously ex- 
pressed the “new nationalism” of early-twentieth-century social reform 
by arguing that America needed to seek planning with Hamiltonian 
means to achieve Jeffersonian ends. At least in spirit Ward hoped for 
much the same thing almost thirty years earlier and had been working in 
a government organization dedicated to just such an ideal. Walter Lipp- 
mann’s famous expression of the Progressive reform creed in Drift and 
Mastery (1914) also showed a debt to Ward‘s ideas expressed in the years 
immediately following the Civil War and Reconstruction. Democracy was 
itself, in Lippmann’s formulation, the politics and understanding of sci- 
ence; scientific thinking, he argues, structures all social understanding 
and ”it is self-government,” as he wrote in his famous essay. This was how 
the nation could escape from its ceaseless drift in growth and progress. 
Dewey, the most sophisticated of all the twentieth-century political 
thinkers on the relationship between democracy and individualism, pon- 
dered for his entire intellectual life the same problems that Ward tried to 
solve in the 1870s and onward. In books such as Individualism Old and New 
(1930) and Liberalism and Social Action (1935), Dewey reconstructed liber- 
alism, discarding the emphasis on competitive capitalism as the fountain- 
head of the protection for liberty.I9 

But Ward was also correct in saying that he was now being overtaken. 
Political thinkers such as Croly, Lippmann, Dewey, and others in the early 
to mid-twentieth century were not advocating for a positivist science. 
They knew that the kind of certainty Ward discovered in scientific method 
was illusive if not entirely impossible. They also understood much more 
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about the socialization of human personality and they had a much more 
sophisticated understanding of human psychology. The faculty psychol- 
ogy of Ward had no place in a modern industrial world and did not fit the 
reality of human experience in the twentieth century. 

Still, Ward’s critics have given him far too little importance in late- 
nineteenth-century social thought. It is true that Ward’s scientific work 
was dated by the twentieth century in his devotion to systems and the 
collection of massive amounts of data. But his botanical work in this re- 
gard created a foundation for later bibliographic and scientific work in 
the mid- to late twentieth century. Botanist Henry Andrews, a longtime 
professor at Washington University in St. Louis and a major expert in pa- 
leobotany in the post-World War I1 era, recalled coming across Ward’s 
work in gathering the Compendium of Fossil Plant Names when he was at 
Geological Survey in the early 1950s. He was amazed at the amount of 
work Ward had put into this project, nearly 160,000 names by the time he 
died. This collection became the foundation for books on plant nomen- 
clature in the 1950s and 1960s, works still used by scientists and updated 
every decade by the Geological Survey.*O 

In addition, few of Ward’s supporters or his critics have ever consid- 
ered the impact that working in Washington had on Ward‘s notions about 
science and society. Ward was removed from many of the forces shaping 
the developments of academic social science in the late nineteenth cen- 
tury, and to judge him (as some critics have) by the standards of modern 
academic research seems odd. He was most importantly part of a provin- 
cial intellectual community that remained aloof from the specialization of 
the American university, and yet tied to it through cooperative scientific 
work. It was possible to see a joint venture in Gilded Age political and so- 
cial reform between government scientists and social scientists and those 
who worked in the academy. Theirs was supposed to be a joint effort at 
remaking the nation in the aftermath of war. Although it was a commu- 
nity that eventually failed to achieve its broad-based goals, it surely rep- 
resented an important part of the intellectual landscape of the country 
from the 1860s to the early 1900s. 

Although the history of the Washington intellectual community in the 
late nineteenth century is remembered more for the work of John Wesley 
Powell, there was a much broader community of fellow-travelers in- 
volved in their efforts. As a key member of Powell’s community of scien- 
tists Ward did have an important impact in laying the groundwork for an 
ideal of administrative planning guided by a central authority of scientific 
associations in the nation’s capital. And, much more so than Powell, Ward 
provided a grand intellectual framework for government scientific work. 
Although the locus of power in government science gradually shifted 
away from the Geological Survey in the early twentieth century, remnants 
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of the interest in administrative science did survive in Progressive era 
Washington. Ward’s ideas about capabilities and importance of govern- 
ment science are a more powerful legacy than any specific contributions 
he might have made to Progressive politics. 

The most enduring survival of Ward’s concept of scientific administra- 
tion lies in the Progressive era conservation movement. In the Inland Wa- 
terways Commission, led by Powell protege W J McGee, in Frederick 
Newell’s Reclamation Service, originally part of the Geological Survey 
but later its own bureau within the Department of the Interior, and in the 
Forestry Bureau, led by the able Gifford Pinchot, Washington scientists re- 
mained important parts of the policymaking functions of government in 
the early twentieth century. They still had to fight the same political forces 
that plagued Washington scientists during Powell’s tenure at the Geolog- 
ical Survey, especially Western senators fiercely protecting their states 
from any government intervention for waterways, irrigation, or govern- 
ment control of land policy. This kind of scientific politics and adminis- 
tration owed enormous debts to Ward’s work. McGee, Newell, and 
Pinchot were administrative scientists committed to the policy structures 
needed to regulate America’s use of its natural resources. But they each 
built their careers in government science based on their predecessor’s 
work in forming the structure of the Washington scientific community.2l 

Ward‘s broader contribution to twentieth-century American liberalism, 
especially what historians are now calling the reconstruction of American 
liberalism, is far more important than many historians have previously re- 
alized. Ward‘s contributions to liberal political theory went beyond serv- 
ing as just as a critic of laissez-faire political economy. There are strong 
parallels between Ward’s faith in education and the centrality of educa- 
tion in John Dewey’s devotion to small-group participatory democracy. 
Ward’s optimistic faith that education was to serve as the mainspring of a 
new meritocratic social order is admirable, but it was still left to others to 
define precisely how this could be carried out into a new kind of social or- 
der and politics. Ward‘s devotion to education in his system certainly de- 
serves attention although his inability to indicate any specific ideas about 
the public school system is admittedly frustrating.= 

Of course we can and should be critical of the tendencies within the vi- 
sion of national planning Ward expressed that ignored local concerns and 
issues, and that ignored the hard questions of how those who disagreed 
on solutions could solve problems in democratic politics. Not all ques- 
tions, as Ward’s critics such as Dewey pointed out, would be solved by 
Ward’s ideas of education and planning; the conflict may become clearer 
but the result and solution would be just as far off. There was also an an- 
tidemocratic tone in much rhetoric about the needs for planning and reg- 
ulation in American society (though Ward himself avoided this much of 
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the time). The Geological Survey ran headlong into this problem with the 
effort to map and control water access in the American West, and the ig- 
norance of local needs, local concerns, and local constituencies continued 
to plague those administrative scientists who followed the early workers 
such as Ward and Powell. There was a nayvet6 in Ward's presumption that 
education, properly done, could lead to social progress and social reform. 
The perfectionism that lay within his ideas expressed a somewhat sim- 
plistic faith in the ability to reshape the individual. 

But there is also good reason to try to understand Ward's belief in the 
benefits of planning and national direction. Not all democratic or popular 
tendencies were good for society, Ward well knew. Slavery, for example, 
was an issue that needed to be solved by the power of government. In his 
own lifetime he had witnessed the need for rational decision making to 
solve national problems. And, for him, as for later progressives such as 
Lippmann and Dewey, science could provide the answers necessary to 
solve national dilemmas. Most especially for Ward this was the problem 
of labor and capital, the problem of not providing any kind of social lead- 
ership as the nation ran headlong into the age of corporate capitalism and 
industrial expansion. 

Ward should best be remembered for his admirable defense of egalitar- 
ian social ethics and a commitment to concerns about working-class suc- 
cess. He harbored few prejudices about the ability of class, sex, or race to 
determine success in American life. Considering the path of some social 
scientists (including his nephew Edward Ross) toward racial and ethnic 
restrictions based on theories of racial intelligence, the IQ movement, and 
immigration legislation in the 1920s, Ward should be heralded for hold- 
ing firmly to his egalitarian faith, a faith born in the reform of antebellum 
America and tested during the Civil War and Reconstruction. Although 
Ward's science can certainly be criticized, and his devotion to outmoded 
theories of scientific research put him out of touch with many late- 
nineteenth-century changes in social theory, his faith in basic equality was 
an important hallmark of all his work. Ward's social thought demon- 
strates the persistence of antebellum habits of thinking into the late nine- 
teenth century: the force of republican and producerist categories of labor, 
moral economy, and class carried across the Civil War, powerfully in- 
forming the discussions of the social problems of the late-nineteenth- 
century republic. Ward's overwhelming commitment to and faith in 
progress represents a sharp departure from traditional portraits of Gilded 
Age complacency and simplicity of thought. 

Ward's life also provides an important entry into the world of the Wash- 
ington intellectual community and the world of Gilded Age social theory 
generally. As historians turn their attention more and more to the social his- 
tory of intellectuals and intellectual communities it is important to consider 



294 Conclusion 

the ties between the academy and the unique provincial intellectual worlds 
of nineteenth-century America. Washington was one of the leading scien- 
tific communities in the late nineteenth century, one that differed markedly 
from intellectual communities in New York, Boston, or Chicago, but 
nonetheless contributed to the development of a political theory better 
suited to the post-Civil War industrial republic. 

Ward’s thinking about politics and society is most instructive for study- 
ing the shifts from antebellum reform and politics to the postwar world of 
industry, organization, and bureaucracy. At the heart of Ward’s political 
theory lay a commitment to social change that had its roots in antebellum 
perfectionism. This carried over the course of the Civil War and Recon- 
struction and it was never entirely discarded by Ward in his books and 
essays. The mixture of republican ideas about virtue and knowledgeable 
citizenry and liberal ideas for the economic freedom to succeed and move 
up the social ladder combined in Ward‘s political theory. Although Ward’s 
administrative faith in sociocracy and the realities of democratic partici- 
pation sometimes mixed uneasily, he nonetheless bequeathed a powerful 
sense that there was a genuine possibility for social change at a time after 
the Civil War when many had discarded that hope. 

In the final volume of his unfinished trilogy examining the history of 
American thought, Vernon Parrington offered his own assessment of late- 
nineteenth-century American liberalism and the contributions of thinkers 
such as Ward. Parrington chastised the younger critics of American de- 
mocracy in the 1920s, warning them not to ignore the long history of lib- 
eral thought in the United States and not to forget those who came before 
them in defining the nature of American society. Parrington believed that 
those social critics, such as the Young Americans like Randolph Bourne 
and Van Wyck Brooks, who, rejecting intellectual precursors as out of 
touch with the modernist needs of the industrial republic, missed impor- 
tant parts of their own intellectual heritage. ”The younger liberals who 
love to tweak the nose of democracy are too much enamored of what they 
find in their own mirrors. They are indisputably clever, they are spouting 
geysers of smart and cynical talk, they have far outrun their fathers in the 
free handling of ancient tribal totems-but they are afflicted with 
the short perspective of youth that finds a vanishing-point at the end of 
its nose.” Parrington highlighted the contributions of liberal thinkers 
of the past who have been ignored by the young liberals criticizing their 
intellectual mentors, and he placed Ward high upon the list. 

Middle-aged liberals-let it be said by way of defense-at least know their 
history. They were brought up in a great age of liberalism-an age worthy to 
stand beside the golden forties of the last century-and they went to school 
with excellent teachers. Darwin, Spencer, Mill, Karl Marx, Haeckel, Taine, 
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William James, Henry George, were masters of which no school in any age 
need feel ashamed; nor were such tutors and undermasters as Ruskin, 
William Morris, Matthew Arnold, Lester Ward, Walt Whitman, Henry 
Adams, to be dismissed as incompetent. . . . It was the end of an age perhaps, 
the rich afterglow of the Enlightenment, but the going down of the sun was 
marked by sunset skies that gave promise of other and greater dawns.“u 

Another social critic also echoed similar sentiments in assessing the his- 
tory of late-nineteenth-century America. In the early 1930s, Lewis Mum- 
ford (although himself one of the Young American critics of the 1920s) 
warned that historians and social thinkers have too often ignored aspects 
of the “Brown Decades,” those years when America seemed to be floun- 
dering after the Civil War. He also included Ward as one of those forgot- 
ten contributors to a new American politics: ”Beneath the crass surface [of 
the Gilded Age], a new life was stirring in departments of American 
thought and culture that had hitherto been barren, or entirely colonial and 
derivative. . . . Granted that the brightest successes of the Brown Decades 
seem . . . to be only muddy failures,” Mumford argued, ”it is much more 
important to realize that many works which were then pushed aside as in- 
ept, ludicrous, or eccentric were in actuality genuine successes, emergent 
elements in a growing American t rad i t i~n .”~~ 

Both Mumford’s and Parrington’s reflections on late-nineteenth- 
century America are instructive in the study of American life and thought 
in the last years of the nineteenth century. Social scientists are notoriously 
Whiggish in their histories, often overlooking the ideas and forces that 
shaped their disciplines in favor of capturing a past that better fits the 
present world of social scientific thinking and practice. As a number of re- 
cent commentators have noted, sociologists and other social scientists 
have developed a canon of thought (most generally Marx, Weber, and 
Durkheim) that has dropped many of the early workers and thinkers out 
of the discipline’s history. Those in the canon are not necessarily to be ig- 
nored but there is a far wider world of intellectuals who established the 
basis for examining the forces shaping society and social devel~pment .~~ 
Ward’s work is generally ignored today, not part of contemporary debate 
about the social sciences in this country. And yet he was a key member of 
the early history of American social science, even with his faults and his 
inability to adjust to the rapidly changing intellectual environment of the 
early twentieth century. This is not all that surprising-many if not most 
intellectuals eventually suffer a similar fate, becoming rigid and fixed in 
their ideas. Ward’s attempt to find a social theory that recaptured a sim- 
ple and basic faith in civic equality and responded to the needs of a rap- 
idly industrializing society in the aftermath of the Civil War remains an 
important achievement of Gilded Age social theory. Ward’s work was one 
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of destruction-trying to tear apart a Spencerian social system he felt 
greatly hindered the critical development of American national reform. 

In the volumes Lester Ward spent the last years of his life working on, 
he summarized what he felt was his deepest contribution to the science of 
society. ”I was an apostle of human progress,” he concluded, ”and I be- 
lieved that this could be greatly accelerated by society itself.”26 
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42. LFW, Young Ward’s Diary, 25 (8  December 1861). 
43. D. H. Meyer, The Instructed Conscience, viii; see also Howe, Political Culture 

of American Whigs, for the broader role of moral philosophy in American politics 
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ter and faculty psychology in antebellum America, Making the American Self. 

44. On the “quite erosion” of religious faith among American Victorians, see 
Anne C. Rose, Victorian America and the Civil War; and Paul A. Carter, The Spiritual 
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48. LFW, ”[The human race is . . .I,” Box 57, Folder 19 (Reel 16), Ward Papers. 
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50. On sexuality and love in nineteenth-century America, see especially John 
DEmilio and Estelle Freedman, lntimate Matters; Estelle Freedman, Hands and 
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19. LFW to Erastus Ward, 21 December 1862, Helen Mears Papers, Swarthmore 
College Peace Collection, DG 210. 
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flict, see David Blight’s Race and Reunion. See also George Frederickson, The Inner 
Civil War, for coverage of the intellectual response to war and reconstruction. 
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December 1864, Box 4, Folder 4 (Reel 2), Ward Papers, which was used by Ward 
in his applications. 
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course exaggerating his problems since he was not in fact an orphan. His mother 
did not die until 1877. 
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ings in the Bureau of Statistics. See LFW to George Boutwell, 7 May 1869, Box 4, 
Folder 7 (Reel 2), Ward Papers. 

63. LFW and Elizabeth Ward, ”Notes and Comments from reading the Bible in 
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speech is also called “Common Sense vs. Theology.” Following the speech is a let- 
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73. LFW, Young Ward’s Dia ry, 286 (14 March 1869). 
74. LFW, Young Ward’s Diary, 250 (23 February 1868). 
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CHAPTER 3 

1. LFW, ”Autobiography,” 32(g), Ward Papers. Historian John C. Bumham has 
been the harshest critic of Ward’s scientific abilities-ffering him little or no place 
in the history of American scientific and social thought in the late nineteenth cen- 
tury. See Bumham, Lester Frank Ward in American Thought and ”Lester Frank Ward 
as Natural Scientist,” 259-65. For a different and more judicious view of Ward as a 
scientist see the intelligent discussion in Robert Bannister, Sociology and Scientism, 
to which I am indebted. On the nature of mid- to late-nineteenth-century scientific 
inquiry see Paul Jerome Croce, Science and Religion in the Era of William James; David 
Hollinger, ”Inquiry and Uplift: Late Nineteenth-Century American Academics and 
the Moral Efficacy of Scientific Practice,” in The Authority of Experts, ed. Thomas 
L. Haskell, 142-56. For a collection of essays that survey the nature of intellectual 
life and scientific inquiry in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, see Thomas 
Bender, lntellect and Public Life. Louis Menand has brilliantly illuminated the world 
of late-nineteenth-century social thought in The Metaphysical Club. 
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12. LFW, ”Nature,” 2, Box 88, Folder 3 (Reel 26), Ward Papers. 
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cussion of positivism in Cashdollar, The Transformation of Theology, 142-69, for his 
discussion of Mill. 
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of lengthy quotations from Mill and appeared in The Iconoclast 1, no. 8 (November 
1870). 

26. LFW, ”The Rising School,” 112. 
27. LFW, “What has been gained No. 2,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 1:79. The essay 

appeared in The Iconoclast 1, no. 5 (July 1870). 
28. LFW, “Science v. Theology,“ Glimpses of the Cosmos, 1:53. The essay appeared 

in The Iconoclast 1, no. 2 (April 1870). 
29. LFW, “The Entering Wedge,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 1:66. The essay ap- 

peared in The Iconoclast 1, no. 3 (May 1870). 
30. For Ward’s parodies, see, for example, LFW, ”Doctrinal Sketches No. 1, Cre- 

ation,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 1:106-9. It appeared in The Iconoclast 1, no. 9 (15 No- 
vember 1870). 

31. ”Dextra” (Elizabeth Ward), “Letter from a Friend,” The Iconoclast 2, no. 18 
(August 1871); and ”Amicus” (Elizabeth Ward), ”Hope On, Hope Ever,” The Icon- 
oclast 1, no. 7 (September 1870). The evidence that Lizzie Ward wrote these comes 
from handwritten notations by Lester Frank Ward on his personal copies of The 
Iconoclast. Ward recorded that these entries had been contributed by his wife. 

32. On the nature of unbelief in the nineteenth century, see James Turner, 
Without God/Without Creed. 

33. LFW to George Schumm, 8 December 1883, George Schumm Papers, Labadie 
Collection, Special Collections Library, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor. 

34. LFW, ”Autobiography,” 30, Ward Papers. Stem also included this line in his 
version of the diary, Young Wards Diary, 318, but he did not record where he 
gained the information. Ward makes almost no mention of Lizzie Ward in his pub- 
lished autobiographical remarks in Volume I of Glimpses of the Cosmos. 

35. LFW to Rosamund Pierce, n.d., Box 18, Folder 1 (Reel 16), Ward Papers. He 
practiced the letter a number of times and the handwriting in the two copies that 
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he kept is rushed and rambling. The letter was also reprinted in Ward, Young 
Wards Dia y, 318-20. 

36. Little material relating to Rose Ward survives in the various archives of 
Ward’s papers, so determining her views about politics, society, feminism, and so 
on is nearly impossible. She did help her husband‘s career and the two did seem 
to have genuine affection for one another. There are a few letters from Rose Ward 
in the Edward A. Ross Papers (Rose Ward was Ross’s aunt), but they deal entirely 
with family business. We do know that it was Rose’s family that decided to de- 
stroy or hide many of the volumes of Lester Ward’s diary (only two volumes sur- 
vive). In any case, it is hard to determine much about the relationship between the 
two. Nonetheless, it seems clear that the two never had the same devotion to one 
another that Lester Ward had for Lizzie. 

37. On the politics of education in the 1870s, see David Tyack, “Education and 
Social Unrest, 1873-1878”; and Ward McAfee, Religion, Race and Reconstruction, for 
coverage of national politics and education. 

38. LFW, ”Education,” Box 88, Folder 5 (Reel 26), Ward Papers. According to a 
pencil note on the manuscript Ward worked on it from 18 June 1871 until 26 Sep- 
tember 1873. 

39. LFW, “Education,“ 77, Ward Papers. 
40. LFW, ”Education,” 85, Ward Papers. 
41. LFW, “Education,“ 149, Ward Papers. 
42. LFW, “Education,“ 158-59, Ward Papers. 
43. LFW, “Education,” 180, Ward Papers. 
44. LFW, ”Education,” 320, Box 88, Folder 6 (Reel 26), Ward Papers. 
45. LFW, ”Education,” 474, Box 89, Folder 1 (Reel 27), Ward Papers. 
46. LFW, “Education,“ 620-21, Ward Papers. 
47. LFW, “Meliorism,” Box 67, Folder 4 (Reel 18), Ward Papers. Although this 

was not preserved with the rest of the manuscript it is clear from its structure and 
writing that it was intended to be part of the manuscript that he was working on. 

48. LFW, Young Ward‘s Dia y, 255. 
49. LFW, ”The Local Environment As an Education Resource,” Box 65, Folder 8 

(Reel 18), Ward Papers. 
50. This section is based on Ward’s botanical notebooks: ”The Botanical Note- 

book and Journal of Lester Frank Ward,” Box 85, Folders 2-5 (Reel 25), and Box 86, 
Folders 14 (Reel 25), Ward Papers. The notebooks begin April 1872 and continue 
until October 1884, when Ward apparently stopped the practice of keeping the 
journals. Much of the materials are simply lists of flowers that he gathered and no 
more. For a discussion of botany as a science in the mid- to late nineteenth cen- 
tury, see Elizabeth Keeney, The Botanizers. 

51. LFW, ”Autobiography,” 54, Ward Papers. 
52. The very brief records of the Club are located in the Smithsonian Institu- 

tion’s archives: ”Potomac-Side Naturalists Club, 1859-1866, 1873,” Smithsonian 
Institution, Archives and Manuscripts Division, Washington, D.C. 

53. The information on Powell’s life and activities comes from the following 
sources: William Culp Darrah, Powell ofthe Colorado; Wallace Stegner, Beyond the 
Hundredth Meridian; and the discussion of Powell’s activities in William H. 
Goetzmann, Exploration and Empire. The most important source, however, is the 



Notes to Chapter 3 311 

recent outstanding biography of Powell by Donald Worster, A River Running 
West . 

54. Grove Karl Gilbert was one of the first scientists that Powell recruited to his 
survey; Gilbert had previously worked for a competing survey under General 
Wheeler. Gilbert is quoted from Michael J. Lacey, ”Mysteries of Earth-Making Dis- 
solve,” 147. See G. K. Gilbert, ”John Wesley Powell,” 63546. 

55. LFW, “Sketch of John Wesley Powell,“ Glimpses of the Cosmos, 2:427. Powell 
had agreed to an interview with Ward for editor E. L. Youmans, who published 
the essay in The Popular Science Monthly (January 1882): 390-97. 

56. LFW, ”Rocky Mountain Flora,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 2:2-5. Ward kept the 
copies of all the letters except this one. The letter was published twice: first in 
the New York Semi-Weekly Tribune, 8 October 1875; and second in the New York 
Daily Tribune, 27 November 1875. For the rejection of the other letters see 
D. Nicholson to LFW, 30 November 1875, Box 75, Folder 11 (Reel 22), Ward Papers. 

57. LFW, “Rocky Mountain Flora,“ 4. 
58. LFW to Editor, New York Daily Tribune, 14 August 1875, Box 75, Folder 14 

(Reel 22), Ward Papers. 
59. LFW to Editor, New York Daily Tribune, 21 June 1875, Box 75, Folder 12 (Reel 22), 

Ward Papers. 
60. LFW to Editor, New York Daily Tribune, 20 July 1875, Box 75, Folder 13 (Reel 22), 

Ward Papers. 
61. LFW to Editor, New York Daily Tribune, 5 September 1875, Box 75, Folder 18 

(Reel 22), Ward Papers. 
62. LFW to Dr. Daniel Coit Gilman, 23 September 1876, Box 4, Folder 10 (Reel 12), 

Ward Papers. 
63. LFW, “The Local Distribution of Plants and the Theory of Adaptation,” 

Glimpses of the Cosmos, 2:47. The article was written in 1875 as Ward prepared for 
his trip for Utah and appeared in The Popular Science Monthly (October 1876): 
676-84. 
64. I am indebted to the intelligent analysis of Bannister, Sociology and Scientisrn, 

and his discussion of the philosophical issues that influence Ward’s understand- 
ing of scientific knowledge and method (see especially pages 13-31); on probabil- 
ity in general, see Croce, Science and Religion in the Era of William lames. 

65. On public moralists in a trans-Atlantic context, see Stefan Collini, Public 
Moralists. On Spencer’s life, see J. D. Y. Peel, Herbert Spencer. The “Spencer vogue” 
has received extensive attention in American historiography, but see especially 
one of the first studies: Richard Hofstadter, Social Darwinism in American Thought. 

66. LFW, “Cosmic and Organic Evolution,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 2:149. The ar- 
ticle appeared in The Popular Science Monthly (October 1877): 672-82. 

67. LFW, ”Cosmic and Organic Evolution,” 160. 
68. LFW, ”Haeckel’s Genesis of Man; or, the History of the Development of the 

Human Race,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 2:67. Ward reprinted the pamphlet in its en- 
tirety here and provided a short introductory note explaining how he came to 
write the essay. It originally appeared in three separate issues of The Penn Monthly 
in April, May, and June 1877. 

69. On Haeckel’s life and work, see the discussion in Harp, Positivist Republic, 
83-87. See also Daniel Gasman, The Scientific Origins of National Socialism, which 
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focuses on the German thinker’s monism and its connections to the later devel- 
opment of German national socialism. 

70. On Haeckel, evolution, and Darwin, see Peter Bowler, The Non-Darwinian 
Revolution, 82-90. 

71. LFW, “Haeckel’s Genesis of Man,” 71. 
72. LFW, ”Haeckel’s Genesis of Man,” 89. 
73. Pritchett quoted from Wilcomb E. Washburn, The Cosmos Club of Washington, 

17. 
74. LFW, ”The Way to Scientific Lawmaking,” Glimpses ofthe Cosmos, 2:169. The 

article appeared in a local newspaper edited by Edward Peters, a friend of Ward’s 
(see The National Union, 3 November 1877). Ward wrote a previous essay on the 
same subject, which also called for a central collection agency at the seat of the na- 
tional government: LFW, ”The Province of Statistics,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 
2:164-67. This article also appeared in The National Union, 27 October 1877. The 
term “national seminary of learning” is W J McGee’s and is quoted from Michael 
Lacey’s work on the Washington intellectuals, ”The Mysteries of Earth-Making 
Dissolve”; see also James Kirkpatrick Flack, Desideratum in Washington. 

CHAPTER 4 

1. For an extensive discussion of the leadership of the Washington intellectual 
community and an analysis of their ideals see Michael Lacey, “The World of the 
Bureaus: Government and the Positivist Project in the Late Nineteenth Century,” 
in The State and Social Investigation in Britain and the United States, ed. Michael 
Lacey and Mary 0. Furner, 127-70; and Michael Lacey, ”The Mysteries of Earth- 
Making Dissolve.” 

2. George Browne Goode, “The Origin of the National Scientific and Educa- 
tional Institutions of the United States,” reprinted in The Origins of Natural Science 
in America, ed. Sally Gregory Kohlstedt, 24445. The essay was originally deliv- 
ered as a lecture at the annual meeting of the American Historical Association in 
1889. 

3. John Wesley Powell, Mythologic Philosophy, 3 4 .  
4. John Wesley Powell, Outlines of Sociology, 5-6; see also the discussion of Pow- 

5. John Wesley Powell, ”Annual Address of the President,” 121. 
6. See LFW, ”Incomplete Adaptation as Illustrated by the History of Sex in 

Plants,“ Glimpses of the Cosmos, 2:315-23, read before the American Association for 
the Advancement of Science on 27 August 1880. See also The American Naturalist 
(February 1881): 89-95. 

7. LFW, ”Feeling and Function as Factors in Human Development,” Glimpses of 
the Cosmos, 2:270-75, read before the American Association for the Advancement 
of Science on 31 August 1880. Ward published the essay a few months after the 
conference in Science: A Weekly Record of Scientific Progress (23 October 1880): 
210-11. 

8. E. L. Youmans to LFW, 31 January 1880, Box 18, Folder 20 (Reel 6), Ward Pa- 
pers. Henry Holt was a young publishing house in the early 1880s while Apple- 

ell’s ideas in Lacey, ”The World of the Bureaus.” 
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ton was well known in scientific circles and published all of Herbert Spencer’s 
work in this country. For a description of the Appleton and Holt publishing 
houses see the Dictionary of Literary Biography, S.V. “D. Appleton and Company,“ 
and S.V. ”Henry Holt and Company,” vol. 49, Part One. 

9. LFW to E. L. Youmans, n.d., Box 18, Folder 15 (Reel 6), Ward Papers. 
10. LFW to E. L. Youmans, n.d. but probably late December 1880 or January 

1881, Box 18, Folder 5 (Reel 6), Ward Papers. See E. L. Youmans to LFW, 2 Decem- 
ber 1880, Box 18, Folder 20 (Reel 6) for Youmans’s first note that he had been read- 
ing the book and that the publishers would not be willing to go ahead with it. 

11. A number of Ward critics, such as historian John Bumham, have noted how 
Ward’s work in science was surpassed later in life and represented an antiquated 
form of research. But, for all his faults, Ward was a field examiner in paleontology 
and an amazing collector of facts and information in his chosen field of study. His of- 
fice correspondence testifies to the extensive relationships he forged and the respect 
he garnered from scientists in North America and Europe. For collections of Ward’s 
office correspondence see the Francis Laney Papers, University of Idaho, Special Col- 
lections, Moscow, Idaho; Laney was a geologist who collected the letters and signa- 
tures of well-known scientists. He collected around thirty of Ward’s letters from the 
late nineteenth century. See also the office correspondence in the Lester Frank Ward 
Papers, Smithsonian Institution, Archives, Washington, D.C., a smaller collection but 
no less interesting for the extent of questions Ward was asked about his discipline. 

12. LFW, “Autobiography,” 56, Ward Papers. 
13. LFW, “Notice of Dynamic Sociology,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 3:202. 
14. LFW, ”The Flora of Washington and Vicinity,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 2:419. 

This was originally given as a speech in front of the Philosophical Society of Wash- 
ington on 22 January 1881. The bulk of these comments were read from the folios 
of his book published later that year, Guide to the Flora of Washington and Vicinity 
(Washington, D.C.: United States Government Printing Office, 1881). 

15. LFW, ”The Flora of Washington and Vicinity,” 422. 
16. LFW, ”Notice of Dynamic Sociology,” 204. 
17. LFW, ”Notice of Dynamic Sociology,” 204; see also William Culp Darrah, 

Powell of the Colorado, 280-81. Darrah talked to members of the Geological Survey 
who knew Ward and Powell, and they noted that Ward was not well liked at the 
Survey by some people, in part because of how much time Powell offered him. 

18. On the American Social Science Association, see Mary 0. Furner, Advocacy 
and Objectivity; and Thomas Haskell, The Emergence of Professional Social Science. 

19. LFW, ”Politico-Social Functions,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 2:337-38. The arti- 
cle was originally read to the Anthropological Society of Washington in March 
1881 and later appeared in The Penn Monthly (May 1881). For an examination of 
the debate about political economy in the ASSA, see Furner, Advocacy and Objec- 
tivity, 35-58; see also Haskell, Emergence of Professional Social Science, for analysis of 
another reform-minded interpretation of social science, one that generally re- 
mained distinct from the natural scientific influence important to Ward. 

20. LFW, ”Politico-Social Functions,” 338. 
21. LFW, ”Politico-Social Functions,” 353. 
22. On Cyrenus Ward, see S.V. ”Ward, Cyrenus Osborne,” Dictionary of American 

Biography; see also Dorothy Ross, The Origins of American Social Science, 89-90; and 
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Edward Rafferty, ”Ward, Cyrenus Osborne.”. See also the collection of Ward ma- 
terial in the Frank Edwin Ward Papers, Rare Books and Manuscripts Division, 
New York Public Library, New York City, New York. Cyrenus Ward’s publications 
include The New Idea and A Labor Catechism of Political Economy. There is also ma- 
terial on Cyrenus Ward’s involvement in socialist politics in Timothy Messer- 
Kruse, The Yankee International. 

23. See Lorenzo Ward to LFW, 20 January 1884, Box 40, Folder 2 (Reel 12), Ward 
Papers. C. S. Percival and Elizabeth Percival, History of Buchanan County, lowa, With 
lllustrations and Biographical Sketches, also contains a brief biographical portrait of 
Lorenzo Ward. There is little information available about Justin Loomis Ward. 
Allen Burns, a historian who tried to write a biography of Lester Frank Ward in the 
early 1950s, was able to interview a surviving granddaughter of the Ward family 
who told him of the family’s political history. Allen Bums’s letters to this effect are 
available in the Bradford County History Society, Towanda, Pennsylvania, and 
were sent to me courtesy of the county librarian. 

24. See the Anthropological Society of Washington, Transactions of the Anthropo- 
logical Society of Washington, 43. Michael Lacey describes this event in detail and 
quotes Powell’s remarks extensively in Lacey, ”The Mysteries of Earth-Making 
Dissolve,” 347; see also Lacey, ”The World of the Bureaus,” for a description of 
Powell’s ideas of government, property, and political economy. For a description 
of Powell’s general ideas on social evolution, much of it influenced by Lewis Mor- 
gan, see Curtis Hinsley, Savages and Scientists, 12544. 

25. LFW, “Kant‘s Antinomies in the Light of Modern Science,“ Glimpses of the 
Cosmos, 3:lO. 

26. LFW, ”Kant’s Antinomies In the Light of Modem Science,” 16. 
27. See LFW, “Society as a Domain of Natural Forces,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 

2286. Ward read the paper at the Anthropological Society of Washington 16 May 
1882. See also his response to a paper by J. C. Welling, Glimpses of the Cosmos, 

28. LFW, “Review of The Positive Philosophy of August Comte, by L. Levy Bruhl,” 
Glimpses of the Cosmos, 6:167-68. Ward recalled these comments from his diaries in 
reflecting on how he knew Comte and how he wrote this review. They appear 
in the prefatory remarks on the paper but not in the text of the review itself. 

29. LFW, “The Scientific Basis of Positive Political Economy,” Glimpses of the Cos- 
mos, 3:35. The article originally appeared in The International Review (April 1882). 

30. LFW, ”Scientific Basis,” 4748. 
31. LFW, ”Scientific Basis,” 48. Ward borrowed the term ”conation” from Scot- 

tish philosopher Sir William Hamilton. See Robert C. Bannister, Sociology and Sci- 
entism, 18-19. 

3287-88. 

32. LFW, “Scientific Basis,” 35-36. 
33. E. L. Youmans to LFW, 20 February 1882, Box 18, Folder 20 (Reel 6), Ward 

Papers. Youmans was in contact with Appleton and wrote Ward this letter indi- 
cating that they would publish the book if he agreed to pay for the cost. The letter 
that Powell wrote does not survive but Ward made mention of it in the preface to 
his book. 

34. The manuscript version of Ward’s book is held in the Lester Frank Ward 
Papers, Manuscripts Division, Library of Congress, Washington, D.C., Boxes 14. 
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These boxes contain all of Ward’s handwritten pages and a few notes he took 
while preparing it for publication. They also contain a lengthy analytical index 
never published with the book. 

35. E. L. Youmans to LFW, 6 November 1882, Box 4, Folder 17 (Reel 2), Ward Pa- 
pers. 

36. New York Times, 10 November 1882. See also New York Times, 22 August 1882, 
which discussed Spencer’s arrival and itinerary during his visit. For a general de- 
scription of the events at the dinner see E. L. Youmans, Herbert Spencer on the Amer- 
icans and the Americans on Herbert Spencer, published just after Spencer’s visit to the 
country. 

37. William Graham Sumner, ”Professor Sumner ’s Speech,” in Herbert Spencer 
on the Americans, 3540. 

38. LFW, ”The True Philosopher,” in Herbert Spencer on the Americans, 77. 
39. LFW, ”The True Philosopher,” 79. 
40. LFW, ”Notice of Dynamic Sociology,” 136-37. 
41. Letter quoted from Donald Bellomy, ”The Molding of an Iconoclast: William 

Graham Sumner, 1840-1885,” 664. The letter was written by Robert Matthews 
from Rochester, New York, in May 1883. I rely heavily on Bellomy’s outstanding 
dissertation for my understanding of Sumner’s thought and his relationship to 
Spencer and evolutionary theory in general. 

42. LFW, Dynamic Sociology (hereafter cited as DS), 1:2-3. 
43. Historians have generally interpreted Dynamic Sociology in one of two ways: 

either as a founding document of professional sociology and linked to the in- 
creasing professionalization of the social sciences in the United States; or as an 
effort to counteract a dominant laissez-faire liberalism with a definition of the wel- 
fare state. See Ross, Origins of American Social Science; Bannister, Sociology and Sci- 
entism; Furner, Advocacy and Objectivity; and Haskell, Emergence of Professional 
Social Science. An intelligent consideration of debates in the social sciences and the 
influence of older paradigms in setting the terms of the turn-of-the-century debate 
is Mark Smith, Social Science in the Crucible. Older interpretations of Lester Ward’s 
life that utilize his ideas as a way to critique the ideas of Sumner and other ”social 
Darwinists” include Richard Hofstadter, Social Darwinism in American Thought; 
and Henry Steele Commager, ed., Lester Frank Ward and the Werfare State. Com- 
mager also devoted an entire chapter to Ward in his The American Mind. A recon- 
sideration of this literature, in the context of a debate over the nature of ”social 
Darwinism,” can be found in Robert Bannister, Social Darwinism; and Donald Bel- 
lomy, ”’Social Darwinism’ Revisited.” 

44. LFW, “Autobiography,“ 60, Ward Papers. 
45. E. L. Youmans to LFW, 30 January 1883, Box 18, Folder 22 (Reel 6), Ward Pa- 

pers. See also E. L. Youmans to LFW, 5 May 1883, Box 18, Folder 22 (Reel 6), Ward 
Papers, where Youmans warned Ward that Appleton had wanted to change some 
of the book. 

46. Ward quoted his diary in LFW, ”Notice of Dynamic Sociology,“ 211; the orig- 
inal no longer exists. On the early sales of the book see E. L. Youmans to LFW, 5 
June 1883, Box 18, Folder 22 (Reel 6), Ward Papers. 

47. LFW, DS, 1:preface. 
48. LFW, DS, 1:16-18. 
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49. LFW, DS, 1:36. Ward’s insight into the enlarged functions of government in 
the nineteenth century has become a topic of increasing interest among historians. 
See William Novak, The People’s Weyare. Novak examines the history of state laws 
and regulatory organizations in the economy of nineteenth-century America con- 
cluding that much of the argument about a laissez-faire paradise in the nineteenth 
century misses the extensive regulation by state governments in the economy. 

50. LFW, DS, 1:37. 
51. LFW, DS, 1:86-87. For the influence of Comte and positivism in general in 

the United States, see L. L. Bernard and Jessie Bernard, Origins ofAmerican Sociol- 
ogy, 115-76, for the perspective of professional sociologists in the middle of the 
century. A more recent and comprehensive treatment is in J. Gillis Harp, The Posi- 
tivist Republic. 

52. LFW, DS, 1:103. 
53. LFW, DS, 1:1034. 
54. LFW, DS, 1~133-34. 
55. LFW, DS, 1~137-38. 
56. LFW, DS, 1:26-27. 
57. LFW, DS, 1:89. 
58. LFW, DS, 13154-55. 
59. LFW, DS, 13464-66. 
60. LFW, DS, 1:475 
61. LFW, DS, 1:578. 
62. LFW, DS, 1:594-95. Ward’s notions of class are discussed in Charles Hunt 

63. LFW, DS, 1:705-6. 
64. LFW, DS, 1:xvii. 
65. LFW, DS, 2:107. 
66. Louis Menand discusses systems and ways of thinking in late-nineteenth- 

67. LFW, DS, 2:108-9. 

69. LFW, DS, 2:401. 

71. LFW, DS, 2:251. 
72. LFW, DS, 2:496. 

74. LFW, DS, 2:627-29; see also, 561-64. Ward‘s ideas on education have been 
discussed in a number of dissertations. See Elsa P. Kimball, Sociology and Educa- 
tion; Edward Everett Walker, ”The Educational Theories of Lester Frank Ward”; 
and Charles Francis Donovan, ”Education in American Social Thought.” See also, 
although the interest is focused more generally on the Progressives, Lawrence 
Cremin, The Transformation of the School. 

Page, Class and American Sociology, 29-72. 

century intellectual circles in The Metaphysical Club. 

68. LFW, DS, 21111-12. 

70. LFW, DS, 2:155-56. 

73. LFW, DS, 2~537-38. 

75. LFW, DS, 2:568-71. 
76. LFW, DS, 2:588. 
77. LFW, DS, 2:591. 

79. LFW, “A National University,” Box 69, Folder 2 (Reel 19), Ward Papers. 
78, LFW, DS, 2~632-33. 
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80. The recent literature on Ward’s life that falls within the context of Ward’s ex- 
perience in Washington generally includes Lacey, ”The World of the Bureaus”; 
and Mary 0. Fumer, ”The Republican Tradition and the New Liberalism: Social 
Investigation, State Building, and Social Learning in the Gilded Age,” in The State 
and Social lnvestigation in Britain and the United States, ed. Lacey and Furner, 
171-241. See also Lacey’s earlier study, ”The Mysteries of Earth-Making Dissolve.” 
The other recent reconsideration of Ward’s life is Harp, Positivist Republic. Harp is 
mainly interested in the influences of Comtean categories on Ward’s social 
thought and generally concentrates his attention on what he regarded as Ward’s 
“apolitical” science and Comtean sociology. 

CHAPTER 5 

1. See The Catholic World (December 1883): 383-89. Rose kept this practice of 
collecting the reviews of Lester Ward’s publications for the rest of the century. The 
notebooks into which she pasted all the reviews are preserved in the Ward Papers. 

2. Ward quoted the review in Glimpses of the Cosmos, 3:23940. The review orig- 
inally appeared in The Capital (June 1883). He also included a list of all the reviews 
that he wrote in this volume of Glimpses of the Cosmos. 

3. Ward eventually received letters from Tylor, Congreve, and Spencer thank- 
ing him for the book. They are all preserved in Box 40, Folder 1 (Reel 12), Ward Pa- 
pers. 

4. E. L. Youmans to LFW, 15 October 1883, Box 18, Folder 23 (Reel 6), Ward 
Papers. Ward quoted the review in ”Notice of Dynamic Sociology,“ Glimpses of the 
Cosmos, 3:140. The review originally appeared in The Popular Science Monthly (June 

5. John Wesley Powell, ”Ward’s Dynamic Sociology,” (27 July 1883): 107-8. 
6. John Wesley Powell, ”The Three Methods of Evolution,” 52. 
7. See especially the last of the reviews: John Wesley Powell, ”Ward’s Dynamic 

Sociology,” (24 August 1883): 222-26. On Powell’s anthropology see Curtis Hins- 
ley, Savages and Scientists. 

1883): 273-76. 

8. Grant Allen, ”Lester Ward’s Dynamic Sociology,“ 309. 
9. Allen, ”Lester Ward’s Dynamic Sociology,” 311. 

10. Herbert Spencer to LFW, n.d., Box 40, Folder 1 (Reel 12), Ward Papers. Ward 
also quoted the letter (written in July 1883) in ”Notice of Dynamic Sociology,” 213. 
The discussions of Ward and Spencer include Elsa P. Kimball, Sociology and Edu- 
cation; Richard Hofstadter, Social Darwinism in American Thought, 67-84; and 
Charles Hunt Page, Class and American Sociology, 73-112. 

11. LFW, DS, 1:218. 
12. LFW, ”The Jeffersonian Paradox,” Box 65, Folder 24 (Reel 18), Ward Papers. 

Ward never sent or finished this piece. 
13. Ward said that the review was complimentary in LFW, ”Notice of Dynamic 

Sociology,” 215. Donald Bellomy contends that the review was Sumner’s in 
”Molding of an Iconoclast,” 670-71. Bellomy discovered that Sumner received 
the book from the Times at the same time that he received another book for re- 
view, and, he argues, both reviews sound similar to Sumner‘s general tone and 
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argument. It is certainly true that Ward was wrong about the praise the review 
offered his book. 

14. Quoted from Bruce Curtis, William Graham Sumner, 16. On Sumner’s life see 
especially Bellomy, “Molding of an Iconoclast”; and the intelligent discussion in 
Robert C. Bannister, Sociology and Scientism, 87-110. Dorothy Ross also devotes 
space to the differences between Sumner and Ward in Origins of American Social 
Science, 85-97. 

15. On Yale during this time period see Louise Stevenson, Scholarly Means to 
Evangelical Ends. On the connections between natural science and religion in the 
antebellum American college see D. H. Meyer, The Instructed Conscience; and 
Daniel Walker Howe, Making the American SeF 

16. [William Graham Sumner], ”The Science of Sociology.” See also Bellomy, 
“Molding of an Iconoclast,” 670-74. 

17. [Sumner], ”The Science of Sociology.” 
18. [Sumner], ”The Science of Sociology.” 
19. William Graham Sumner, What Social Classes Owe Each Other. There is a 

20. Sumner, What Social Classes Owe Each Other, 23. 
21. Sumner, What Social Classes Owe Each Other, 119. 
22. LFW, “Moral Science,” Box 68, Folder 14 (Reel 19), Ward Papers. This was 

an unfinished and unpublished essay Ward wrote in 1884 a few days after finish- 
ing Sumner‘s book and before he published a review. 

23. LFW, ”Professor Sumner ’s Social Classes,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 3:301-5. 
The review originally appeared in Man 4, no. 9 (1 March 1884). For a discussion of 
Sumner ’s ideas, see Ross, Origins of American Social Science; Hofstadter, Social Dar- 
winism in American Thought, 51-66; and Page, Class and American Sociology, 73-112. 

24. LFW, DS, 1:596. 
25. On Peirce, Dewey, and the ideas of Ward’s contemporaries generally, see 

Louis Menand, The Metaphysical Club. See also Robert Westbrook, John Dewey and 
American Democracy. 

26. LFW, ”The Mind as a Social Factor,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 3:362-63. The ar- 
ticle appeared in Mind: A Quarterly Journal of Psychology and Philosophy (October 

copy located in the Ward Papers that contains marginalia in Ward’s hand. 

1884): 563-73. 
27. LFW, ”The Mind as a Social Factor,” 371. 
28. For the developments in social thought generally, and on laissez-faire indi- 

vidualism specifically, the classic study is Sidney Fine, Laissez-Faire and the General 
Welfare State. For a general overview of social thought, politics, and industrialism 
in the late nineteenth century, see John Garraty, The New Commonwealth, 
1877-1 890, especially his chapter on ”Social Thought.” But recent historians have 
begun to reexamine the late-nineteenth-century liberal tradition and the conflicts 
that Fine defines in the era. On this, see especially Nancy Cohen, The Xeconstruc- 
tion of American Liberalism. 

29. LFW, “[Psychic Factors of Civilization],” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 5:l. 
30. James C. Welling to LFW, 10 July 1884, Box 4, Folder 21 (Reel 2), Ward Pa- 

pers. See also Box 4, Folders 21-22 (Reel 2), Ward Papers, for the prospectus of the 
Corcoran School of Science. And James C. Welling, Brief Chronicles of Columbian 
College, 1821-1873. 
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31. Spencer Baird to LFW, 1 May 1885, Box 4, Folder 24 (Reel 2), Ward Papers. 
Baird wrote to thank Ward for his kind contribution. 

32. LFW, ”Irrigation of the Upper Missouri and Yellowstone Valleys,” Glimpses 
of the Cosmos, 3:359. The essay originally appeared in Science (August 29, 1884): 
166-68. 

33. On irrigation, water, and land in the late nineteenth century, see Donald 
Worster, A River Running West; and Donald Pisani, Water, Land, and Law in the West. 

34. LFW, ”Sketch of Paleobotany,” 431-32. 
35. Powell’s comments in his director’s reports on Ward’s work were always fa- 

vorable. See, for example, John Wesley Powell, ”Director’s Report,” 33-34, where 
Powell referred specifically to Ward’s contributions in paleobotany. 

36. Letters between Deane and Ward are preserved in the Ward Papers, as well 
as in the Walter Deane Papers, Archives, Gray Herbarium Library, Harvard Uni- 
versity Herbaria, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts. Ward’s friend- 
ship and correspondence with M. s. Bebb can be traced through the many letters 
in the Ward Papers that Bebb sent asking for assistance with locating and cata- 
loguing his collection of flowers. The letters between Alfred Russel Wallace and 
Ward have been published in Bernhard J. Stern, ed., ”The Letters of Alfred Russel 
Wallace to Lester F. Ward.” See also Alfred Russel Wallace to LFW, February 1887, 
Box 5, Folder 1 (Reel 2), Ward Papers, for two letters requesting Ward’s company 
on botanical excursions. 

37. Alfred Russel Wallace, M y  Lfe, 2:117-18. See also Stern, ”The Letters of Al- 
fred Russel Wallace to Lester F. Ward.” 

38. See especially Michael Lacey, ”The Mysteries of Earth-Making Dissolve.” 
39. LFW, “Psychic Factors,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 5:l. 
40. LFW to James C. Welling, 9 June 1887, Box 18, Folder 16 (Reel 6), Ward Pa- 

pers. 
41. On Knowlton, White, and Ward as botanists, an interpretation much more 

favorable to Ward than John Burnham’s harshly critical dismissal of Ward’s work, 
see Henry Andrews, The Fossil Hunters, 208-18. Andrews, a well-known botanist 
who taught at Washington University among other institutions, regarded Ward as 
one of the major early promoters of paleobotany, someone sadly ignored by later 
members of the field. 

42. LFW to James Welling, 9 June 1887, Ward Papers. 
43. On the general history of American life in the late nineteenth century, see 

Robert Wiebe, The Searchfor Order, 2877-1920. There is a great deal of literature on 
the reorientation of American thought in the late nineteenth century: Morton 
White, SociaI Thought in America; John Higham, ”The Reorientation of American 
Culture in the 1890s,“ in The Origins of Modern Consciousness, ed. John Weiss; and 
Alan Trachtenberg, The lncorporation of America. Ward‘s life in the 1880s has been 
most completely covered by Bannister, Sociology and Scientism, 13-31; and Clifford 
H. Scott, Lester Frank Ward, but neither of them views Ward from the context of 
Washington’s scientific community. Bannister views this era as a transitional 
phase in Ward’s life from his “first” sociology to his ”second” sociology, but he 
overemphasizes the changes Ward made in his thinking, paying less attention to 
the consistency in Ward‘s work over the last two decades of the nineteenth cen- 
tury despite the rapid changes in the social scientific community over those years. 
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In addition, see Raymond Seidelman and Edward Harpham, Disenchanted Realists, 
2740, who discuss Ward’s contribution to political science and theory in the 1880s 
and 1890s. They mistakenly associate his ideas with a Locofoco background expe- 
rience, based on a similar error by Dorothy Ross, ”Socialism and American Liber- 
alism.” Ross corrects this impression in The Origins of American Social Science, 
85-97, and includes extensive coverage of Ward’s life, as well as a general exami- 
nation of the problems facing social scientists in the 1880s and 1890s. 

44. On Washington I am especially indebted to Michael Lacey, “The World of 
the Bureaus: Government and the Positivist Project in the Late Nineteenth Cen- 
tury,“ in The State and Social Investigation in Britain and the United States, ed. Michael 
Lacey and Mary 0. Furner, 127-70. See also Lacey, ”The Mysteries of Earth- 
Making Dissolve”; and James Kirkpatrick Flack, Desideratum in Washington. The 
general political culture of Washington in the late nineteenth century has been 
well covered in Morton Keller, Afairs ofstate. 

45. Testimony Before the Joint Commission to Consider the Present Organizations of 
the Signal Service, Geological Survey, Coast and Geodetic Survey, and the Hydrographic 
Office of the Navy Department, with a View to Secure Greater Eficiency and Economy of 
Administration of the Public Service in Said Bureaus, United States Senate Misc. Doc. 
82, 49th Congress, 1st Session (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1886). On the Joint Commission, see especially Lacey, ”The World of the Bureaus.” 
See also Wallace Stegner’s interpretation of the commission’s work in his biogra- 
phy of Powell, Beyond the Hundredth Meridian, 283-93; William Culp Darrah’s bi- 
ography, Powell of the Colorado; the excellent chapter in A. Hunter Dupree, Science 
in the Federal Government, 215-31; Thomas J. Manning, Government in Science; and 
Worster, River Running West. For the commission hearings, see Testimony Before the 
Joint Commission. 

46. Hugh B. Hammett, Hilary Abner Herbert, 98. 
47. Testimony Before the Joint Commission, 1013. 
48. Testimony Before the Joint Commission, 1014. 
49. Testimony Before the Joint Commission, 1082. 
50. Quotes are taken from the Committee’s final report, Report ofthe Joint Com- 

mission to Consider the Present Organizations of the Signal Service, Geological Survey, 
Coast and Geodetic Survey, and the Hydrographic Office of the Navy, United States Sen- 
ate Report No. 1285,49th Congress, 1st Session (Washington, D.C.: Government 
Printing Office, 1886), 125. 

51. LFW, ”Moral and Material Progress Contrasted,” Glimpses ofthe Cosmos, 4:8. 
The essay originally appeared in Transactions of the Anthropological Society of Wash- 
ington (Washington, 1885), 3:121-30. 

52. On the theory and ideas of early anthropologists see Hinsley, Savages and 
Scientists. 

53. LFW, ”Moral and Material Progress Contrasted,” 11. 
54. LFW, ”Moral and Material Progress Contrasted,” 13-14. 
55. LFW, ”Moral and Material Progress Contrasted,” 14. 
56. LFW to Edward A. Ross, 4 May 1896, in Bemhard J. Stern, ed., ”The Ward- 

Ross Correspondence, 1891-1896,” 396. Stern undertook a project in the 1930s to 
publish some of Ward’s correspondence. This collection represents the letters Ross 
wrote to Ward, which are preserved in the Ward Papers. See also the Edward A. 
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Ross Papers, State Historical Society of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin (microfilm 
edition). 

57. Albion Small to LFW, 25 July 1891, in Bemhard J. Stern, ed., ”The Letters of 
Albion Small to Lester F. Ward,” (December 1933): 165. Small’s letters are pre- 
served in the Ward Papers in scattered locations throughout the letter boxes. For 
ease of reference I have cited the letters from Stern’s reprinting of them. For these 
references consult the Manuscript Catalog in the John Hay Library, and the Reel 
Contents List for specific locations. The strange organization of Ward’s papers is 
more easily followed in these guides. Ward also quoted Small’s remark in the pref- 
ace to the second edition of Dynamic Sociology. 

CHAPTER 6 

1. L. Metcalf to LFW, 25 September 1886, and L. Metcalf to LFW, 8 October 
1886, Ward Papers. 

2. For information on The Forum, Ward, and the general goals of magazine 
publishing in the 1880s, I am indebted to John Milton Cooper, Walter Hines Page, 
90-113; the quote comes from page 101. On The Forum see also Frank Luther Mott, 
A History ofAmerican Magazines, 4:511-23. 

3. LFW, “Broadening the Way to Success,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 4:37. The es- 
say originally appeared in The Forum (December 1886): 340-50. On Galton and the 
problem of human nature in American thought, see Mark Haller, Eugenics; Merle 
Curti, Human Nature in American Thought; and Carl N. Degler, In Search of Human 
Nature. 

4. LFW, “Broadening the Way to Success,” 39. 
5. LFW, “Autobiography,” 33, Ward Papers. 
6. LFW, ”The Enlargement of State Functions,” Box 69, Folder 19 (Reel 16), 

Ward Papers. A note on the essay indicates its dates of preparation. Ward appar- 
ently never sought publication of this essay. 

7. LFW, ”The Enlargement of State Functions,” Ward Papers. 
8. LFW, “The Use and Abuse of Wealth,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 4:50; the arti- 

cle originally appeared in The Forum (February 1887): 549-58. On the Knights of 
Labor and republican ideals in the Gilded Age, see Leon Fink, Workingman‘s De- 
mocracy. On the Populists, see Lawrence Goodwyn, The Populist Moment. 

9. LFW, “The Use and Abuse of Wealth,” 53-54. 
10. LFW, ”The Use and Abuse of Wealth,” 53. 
11. LFW, ”False Notions of Government,” Glimpses ofthe Cosmos, 4:68; the arti- 

cle originally appeared in The Forum (June 1887): 364-72. Before he published the 
essay Ward originally envisioned calling it “The Growing Conceptions of Gov- 
ernment.’’ 

12. LFW, ”False Notions of Government,” 71. 
13. LFW, ”What Shall the Public Schools Teach,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 4:101, 

104. The article originally appeared in The Forum (July 1888): 573-83. 
14. LFW, ”Our Better Halves,” Glimpses ofthe Cosmos, 4:138-39; the essay origi- 

nally appeared in The Forum (November 1888): 266-75. The essay was even the sub- 
ject of an editorial by Christine Ladd Franklin in The Nation, 15 November 1888. 
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15. LFW, “Genius and Women’s Intuition,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 4:222-29. The 
article originally appeared in The Forum (June 1890): 401-8. Allen’s essay appeared 
as ”Women’s Place in Nature,” The Forum (May 1889). 

16. LFW, “A New Plea for Women’s Education,” Box 69, Folder 12 (Reel 19), 
Ward Papers. It was written in January 1889 and delivered as a lecture 27 Febru- 
ary 1889. 

17. Mary Dodge to LFW, 1 June 1890, Box 44, Folder 2 (Reel 12), Ward Papers. 
18. Ms. E. F. Andrews to LFW, 11 June 1890, Box 6, Folder 6 (Reel 2), Ward Pa- 

pers. For an analysis of the work of scientists on Darwin and sexuality, see Cyn- 
thia Eagle Russett, Sexual Science; and Degler, In Search of Human Nature, 105-38. 
On women’s political culture more generally, see Katherine Kish Sklar, Florence 
Kelley and the Nation‘s Work. 

19. Professor Carrie Harris to LFW, 6 January 1898, Box 21, Folder 14 (Reel 6), 
Ward Papers. 

20. Professor Ellen Hayes to LFW, 28 June 1895, Box 48, Folder 3 (Reel 13), Ward 
Papers. 

21. LFW, ”Genesis of Women’s Social Condition,” unfinished manuscript frag- 
ment, Box 69, Folder 12 (Reel 19), Ward Papers. 

22. On Campbell’s life, see s.v., “Helen Campbell,” The National Cyclopedia of 
American Biography, Volume IX, 126. See also Nancy Folbre, ”The ’Sphere 
of Women’ in Early-Twentieth-Century Economics,” in Gender and American Social 
Science, ed. Helene Silverberg, 42. 

23. Helen Campbell to LFW, 24 June 1889, Box 43, Folder 12 (Reel 12), Ward Pa- 
pers. 

24. Helen Campbell, Household Economics, 14-15. 
25. LFW, ”True and False Civil Service Reform,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 

4:111-12; the article originally appeared in The Historical American (July 1888). On 
the Civil Service reformers’ genteel ambitions, see John Tomsich, A Genteel En- 
deavor. 

26. LFW, ”True and False Civil Service Reform,” 113. 
27. LFW, “The Sociological Position of Protection and Free-Trade,‘‘ Glimpses of 

the Cosmos, 4:183. The article appeared in The American Anthropologist (October 

28. For Hoyt’s references to Ward, see John Hoyt to LFW, 2 October 1895, Box 
21, Folder 17 (Reel 6), Ward Papers; and The National University Committee of 
One Hundred to LFW, 30 May 1896, Box 22, Folder 5 (Reel 7), Ward Papers, re- 
porting on the progress of the movement. The idea of a national university has a 
long history in the United States-since the days of the Revolution and through- 
out the Gilded Age. See David Madsen, The National University, the only history of 
the National University movement. 

29. LFW, ”The Increase and Diffusion of Knowledge Among Men,” Box 65, 
Folder 4 (Reel 18), Ward Papers. Ward borrowed the title from a phrase in James 
Smithson’s will giving the money for the establishment of the Institution. Ward 
continued to give versions of this lecture to a wide variety of audiences through- 
out the 1890s and 1900s. 

30. The quote is from LFW, ”The Science and Art of Government,” Glimpses of 
the Cosmos, 4:324; the essay originally appeared in The Proceedings of the American 

1889): 289-99. 
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Association for the Advancement of Science, Washington, 2892 (Salem Press, 1891), 

31. LFW, “A National University: Its Character and Purpose,” Glimpses of the 
Cosmos, 4:324-25, which originally appeared in The Proceedings of the American As- 
sociation for the Advancement of Science, 421-22. Ward also wrote an essay immedi- 
ately following the Allison Commission hearings, “The National University,” 
Glimpses ofthe Cosmos, 4:20-22, which originally appeared in Science (18 December 
1885): 539. 

32. On the German university and the American interest in German models of 
higher education, see Jurgen Herbst, The German Historical School in American 
Scholarship. Daniel Rodgers’s (Atlantic Crossings) recent examination oi this Ger- 
man tradition is very important, and very helpful, in tracing out the influences 
they had on American interest in social reform. 

33. Benjamin Rader, The Academic Mind and Reform, 13. All biographical infor- 
mation on Ely comes from Rader’s study of his life. See also Ely’s autobiography, 
a wonderful source for examining the life of academic social science in the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Ground Under Our Feet. 

34. Quote from the circular taken from Rader, The Academic Mind and Reform, 35. 
Ely’s prospectus was challenged by some economists as too radical for the found- 
ing of the organization. See also Joseph Dorfman, The Economic Mind in American 
Civilization, 205-12, for a discussion of the “new school” of economists. 

35. Richard Ely to LFW, 21 March 1885, Box 4, Folder 21 (Reel 2), Ward Papers, 
thanking Ward for sending “Moral and Material Progress Contrasted,” and asking 
him to join American Economic Association; Richard Ely to LFW, 11 December 
1886, Box 41, Folder 2 (Reel 12), Ward Papers, again asking Ward to participate in 
the American Economic Association (Ely had forgotten that Ward already joined); 
Richard Ely to LFW, 10 November 1887 and Ely to LFW, 22 November 1887, Box 
42, Folder 1 (Reel 12), Ward Papers, telling Ward that he relied on Ward’s ideas for 
his publications. 

36. LFW, “Some Social and Economic Paradoxes,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 4155; 
the essay was first given as a lecture to the Anthropological Society of Washing- 
ton. It originally appeared in The American Anthropologist (April 1889): 119-32. 

37. On Gunton, see Dorfman, Economic Mind in American Civilization, 47, 
127-28; on my references to Cyrenus Ward’s relationship to the New York labor 
movement, see his son’s papers, Frank Edwin Ward Papers, New York Public Li- 
brary, Rare Books and Manuscript Division, New York, New York. Scattered in the 
Ward Papers are a few letters from Gunton praising Ward’s work. In addition, see 
Timothy Messer-Kruse, The Yankee International, for analysis of the American tra- 
dition of radicalism in the work of Cyrenus Ward and other New York socialist 
radicals. 

420-21. 

38. LFW, “Some Social and Economic Paradoxes,” 153-65. 
39. LFW, “Some Social and Economic Paradoxes,“ 153. 
40. Quoted from John L. Gillin, ”Franklin Henry Giddings,” in American Musters 

of Social Science, ed. Howard Odum, 197; other biographical information can be 
found in Robert C. Bannister, Sociology and Scientism, 64-86. On Giddings’s work in 
sociology generally see also Dorothy Ross, The Origins of American Social Science, 
123,127-28. In addition, see the study of New York‘s social science community in 
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the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, John L. Recchiuti, ”The Origins 
of Progressivism.” 

41. Franklin Giddings to LFW, 23 June 1887, Box 41, Folder 3 (Reel 12), Ward 
Papers. 

42. Albion Small to LFW, 18 September 1890, in Bernhard J. Stern, ed., ”The Let- 
ters of Albion Small to Lester F. Ward,” (December 1933): 165. On Small’s life, see 
Vernon Dibble, The Legacy of Albion Small; and Ross, Origins of American Social Sci- 
ence, 12240. 

43. Syllabus quote taken from Stem, “The Letters of Albion Small to Lester F. 
Ward,” (December 1933): 165. 

44. Biographical information about Ross is taken from Julius Weinberg, Edward 
Alsworth Ross and the Sociology of Progressivism. Ross changed the spelling of his 
mother’s maiden name (from Ellsworth to Alsworth). See also Ross’s own reflec- 
tions on his life in his well-written and engaging memoir, Seventy Years oflt.  

45. Ross, Seventy Years of I t ,  42. 
46. LFW, ”The Course of Biologic Evolution,” Glimpses ofthe Cosmos, 4:198-219; the 

quote appears on 198. The address, given on 25 January 1890, originally appeared in 
The Proceedings of the Biological Society of Washington (Washington, 1890), 5:23-55. 

47. On Lamarck, the story of the giraffes, and evolutionary biology in the nine- 
teenth century, see Richard Burkhardt, Jr., The Spirit ofSystem. 

48. LFW, ”Neo-Darwinism and Neo-Lamarckianism,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 
4:291; the essay was published in The Proceedings of the Biological Society of Washing- 
ton, Volume VI (Washington: The Society, 1891), 11-71. For discussions of Weis- 
mann, the Neo-Darwinists, and the crisis of the 1890s, see Robert C. Bannister, 
Social Darwinism, 137-63; Bannister, Sociology and Scientism, 22-25; and Richard Hof- 
stadter, Social Darwinism in American Thought, 76-77. See also Hamilton Cravens, The 
Triumph of Evolution, 15-56; and Degler, In Search of Human Nature, 3-31. 

49. I am indebted for this example to Haller, Eugenics, 60. 
50. LFW, “The Transmission of Culture,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 4246-53; the 

article originally appeared in The Forum (May 1891): 312-19. On Lamarck and 
the influence of his ideas on American scientists and social scientists, see George 
Stocking, ”Lamarckianism in American Social Science, 1890-1915,” in Race, Cul- 
ture, and Evolution, 234-69. Ward’s argument actually resembles a modern-day 
philosophical debate about Darwin’s ideas; see Daniel Dennett, Darwin‘s Danger- 
ous Idea, where he argues that there are cultural transmitted ”memes” similar to 
biological genes carried from generation to generation. For an analysis and cri- 
tique of this book, see Stephen Jay Gould and Daniel Dennett, ”Darwinian Fun- 
damentalism: An Exchange,“ The New York Review of Books (14 August 1997): 
64-65; Stephen Jay Gould, “The Pleasure of Pluralism,“ The New York Review of 
Books (26 June 1997): 47-52; and Stephen Jay Gould, ”Darwinian Fundamental- 
ism,’’ The New York Review of Books (12 June 1997): 34-37. 

51. See S. P. Langley to LFW, 19 December 1890, Box 44 Folder 3 (Reel 12), Ward 
Papers; and J. H. Comstock to LFW, 17 November 1891, Box 45, Folder 3 (Reel 12), 
Ward Papers. 

52. On the changing nature of biology in the 1890s, and the modernist turn in 
university research, see Philip J. Pauly, “Modernist Practice in American Biology,” 
in Modernist Impulses in the Human Sciences, 1870-1930, ed. Dorothy Ross, 272-89. 
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53. On M. M. Kovalevskii and Ward generally, see Alexander Vucinich, Social 
Thought in Tsarist Russia, 153-72. 

54. George Kennan to LFW, 18 July 1891, Box 6, Folder 10 (Reel 2), Ward Papers. 
Ward also quoted the remark in the preface to the second edition of Dynamic Soci- 
ology. This George Kennan is the great-uncle to the famous twentieth-century 
diplomat, George F. Kennan. 

55. LFW, ”The Psychologic Basis of Social Economics,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 
4:345-66; the quote appears on 355. The essay originally appeared in the Proceed- 
ings of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, Rochester Meeting, 
2892 (Salem Press, 1892). 

56. Ward made this comment in his introduction to ”Collective Telesis,” 
Glimpses of the Cosmos, 5:339. Edward Bellamy, Looking Backward: 2000-2887. See 
also John L. Thomas, Alternative America. 

57. LFW, “Collective Telesis,” 33740. 
58. Charlotte Perkins Stetson to LFW, 1 January 1896, Box 48, Folder 6 (Reel 13), 

Ward Papers. 
59. Ward quoted Bellamy’s letter in “The Psychologic Basis of Social Econom- 

ics,’’ 346. See Edward Bellamy to LFW, 29 January 1893, Box 7, Folder 2 (Reel 3), 
Ward Papers, for the original copy of the letter. 

60. LFW, ”The Psychologic Basis of the Social Economics,” 347. Bellamy’s com- 
ments originally appeared in The New Nation (25 April 1893). 

61. Albert Chavannes, The Future Commonwealth. See also Albert Chavannes to 
LFW, 11 July 1895, Box 20, Folder 9 (Reel 6), Ward Papers; and Albert Chavannes 
to LFW, 10 November 1895, Box 20, Folder 9 (Reel 6), Ward Papers. On Cha- 
vannes’s life and work, see Jon Roper, ”Utopianism, Scientific and Socialistic”; 
and Francine Cary, ”Albert Chavannes and the Future Commonwealth.” 

62. Ward noted Patten’s treatment of his essay in LFW to Edward A. Ross, 27 
November 1892, in Bemhard J. Stern, ed., ”The Ward-Ross Correspondence, 
1891-1896,” 375; and LFW to Edward A. Ross, 14 April 1894, ”Ward-Ross Corre- 
spondence,” 385. On Patten generally and his relationship to Ward’s ideas I am in- 
debted to Daniel M. Fox, The Discovery of Abundance, 157-61. 

63. LFW, ”The Utilitarian Character of Dynamic Sociology,” Glimpses of the Cos- 
mos, 4:315; the essay originally appeared in The American Anthropologist (April 

64. LFW to Edward A. Ross, 4 March 1892, ”Ward-Ross Correspondence,” 
368-69. On his progress and earlier title, see LFW to Edward Ross, 18 February 
1892, ” Ward-Ross Correspondence,” 366-67. 

65. LFW, ”Psychic Factors,” Glimpses of the Cosmos, 5:20. The publisher, for rea- 
sons unknown to Ward, left off the dedication entirely. The original version of the 
manuscript, with its dedication, is held in the Lester Frank Ward Papers, Boxes 
5-6, Library of Congress, Manuscripts Division, Washington, D.C. 

66. LFW, “Notebooks Records of Principal Events, 1890-1897,” 20 July 1892, 
Lester Frank Ward Papers, Special Collections, Gelman Library, George Washing- 
ton University, Washington, D.C. See Department of Interior to LFW, 12 August 
1892, Box 6, Folder 14 (Reel 2), Ward Papers, informing him that his salary was cut. 

67. On Powell, see Thomas J. Manning, Government in Science; Wallace Stegner, 
Beyond the Hundredth Meridian; and William Culp Darrah, Powell of the Colorado. 

1892): 97-103. 
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68. LFW, ”Solution to the Great Social Problem,” Box 74, Folder 6 (Reel 21), 

69. Edward A. Ross to LFW, 3 November 1893, in “Ward-Ross Correspondence, 

70. LFW, The Psychic Factors of Civilization, hereafter cited as Psy. Fac. 
71. LFW, Psy. Fac., vii-viii. On mid-nineteenth-century moral philosophy and 

faculty psychology, see D. H. Meyer, The Instructed Conscience; and the recent in- 
terpretation in Daniel Walker Howe, Making the American Self, which reconsiders 
the tradition of faculty psychology, republicanism, and liberalism in American so- 
cial thought. 

Ward Papers. 

1891-1896,” 382. 

72. William James, The Principles of Psychology, preface. 
73. Edward Ross to LFW, 22 February 1892, ”Ward-Ross Correspondence,” 

74. LFW, Psy. Fac., 16. 
75. LFW, Psy. Fac., 49. 
76. LFW, Psy. Fac., 90 
77. LFW, Psy. Fac., 92-93. 
78. LFW, Psy. Fac., 101. 
79. LFW, Psy. Fac., 114. 
80. LFW, Psy. Fac., 220-21. 
81. LFW, Psy. Fac., 230. 
82. LFW, Psy. Fac., 277. 
83. LFW, Psy. Fac., 290. 
84. LFW, Psy. Fac., 288. 
85. LFW, Psy. Fac., 307-8. 
86. LFW, Psy. Fac., 304. 
87. On Ward’s collectivism and the wide range of collectivist projects in Amer- 

ican social philosophy, see James Gilbert, Designing the Industrial State; Frank 
Tariello, The Reconstruction of American Political Ideology, 1865-1917; and Raymond 
Seidelman and Edward Harpham, Disenchanted Realists. 

367-68. On James, see George Cotkin, William James. 
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