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Series Editors’ Foreword

If you do not have enough time now to read this book from cover to cover, we
would suggest that you first go to chapter 6. You will find there a fascinating
account, never before told in such detail, of the activities by the International
Federation of University Women (IFUW) during the late 1930s into the war
years to help female scholars in Germany, Austria, and elsewhere who were
victimized by Nazi Germany’s race policy. Many of them were eminent Jewish
academics who had been deprived of their teaching positions and research
appointments and had lost all means of support. Others were younger schol-
ars with no prospect for a regular position because they were identified as
Jewish. The IFUW, through its headquarters in London, offered help via its
members’ initiatives and also in cooperation with other like-minded organiza-
tions that had established close ties among European and American academic
women. There existed “a transnational network to assist academic women in
their flight from persecution,” the author writes.

“A transnational network to assist academic women”—these words sum
up the main subject of the book. It is about female academics who, in the
aftermath of the Great War, sought to establish a “transnational network”
of organizations and individuals, all sharing a commitment to international
understanding, which they considered the key to a durable peace. In times of
crisis, such as the Nazi era, this network played a crucial role in giving assis-
tance to refugee scholars, many of whom would go on to pursue distinguished
careers after the war.

Networks, associations, connections—these are among the key terms that
inform transnational history, namely the study of history in a transnational
perspective. The Palgrave Macmillan Transnational History series has already
published a number of volumes on “transnational women,” and the present
book sheds additional light by focusing on scholarly and academic woman
intellectuals.

It may well be that women find it easier than men to establish transna-
tional networks, both personal and organizational. Traditionally, while men
wielded power and developed their own political, business, and professional
ties from which women tended to be excluded, women willingly and suc-
cessfully developed their own networks across borders. Moreover, with their
involvement in a country’s governmental and military institutions, men’s
networks were more often intra-national rather than cross-national. Women
may have been less inhibited in establishing their own connections with one
another all over the world. And, as this book shows, even when nations go to
war, women'’s associations have, historically, been more tolerant than men’s

vii
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in reestablishing contact with one another after the hostilities have ended, as
demonstrated when the IFUW admitted German and Austrian women schol-
ars’ organizations almost immediately after the Great War.

Of course, such ties among academic women did not prevent the rise of
Nazism or the coming of another war. As the book shows, during the 1930s, a
number of Germany’s academic women embraced race politics and were will-
ing to cut off connections with their counterparts in western Europe. Personal
connections, in other words, are not always sufficient to prevent or mitigate
international tensions. Even today, when there are infinitely more personal
and private organizational networks in the world than ever before, interstate
relations go on as if with their own momentum, creating, in the process, tragic
consequences for all people. This book will be of invaluable help when we
try to understand what is certainly one of the most fascinating questions in
transnational history namely, the relationship between interpersonal nexus
and interstate affairs.

AKIRA IRIYE
RANA MITTER
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Introduction

When Caroline Spurgeon, professor of English literature at Bedford College,
London, stepped off her ocean liner in New York, the end of World War I was
imminent. It was October 12, 1918, and armistice negotiations with Austria-
Hungary and the Ottoman Empire would begin two days later; Germany’s
capitulation was only a matter of time. Caroline Spurgeon had traveled from
Britain to the United States to further the Allied war effort against the Central
Powers. Along with her younger colleague Rose Sidgwick, a lecturer in ancient
history at Birmingham University, Spurgeon was part of the official British
Educational Mission: a committee of seven respected British university lec-
turers that had been appointed by the Foreign Office in summer 1918 and
was in the United States at the invitation of the US government and the
American Emergency Council on Education.! The committee’s task was to
visit 46 American colleges and universities over the subsequent six weeks and,
based on their observations, to draw up proposals for enhancing exchange
between British and American students, teachers, and scholars. The initiative
ultimately sought to disengage the United States from its close academic ties
with the German Reich.

The arrival of the British professor and her young colleague in New York in
October 1918 marks the beginning of women academics’ transnational net-
working. Prompted by wartime educational policy requirements, Spurgeon’s
tour introduced the British women to leading American colleagues. Subsequent
discussions on what the inter-Allied work on higher education would mean
for female students and teachers, and how their concerns could best be given
a voice, culminated in the idea of establishing a new network of academic
women, initially within the Allied sphere.

The Versailles peace negotiations, the founding of the League of Nations,
and the introduction of women’s suffrage after hard years of campaigning
fueled ambitions to achieve more than an inter-Allied female educational
alliance. Instead, American and British initiators envisaged the formation of
a multinational female educational elite that would lay claim to a role in
global politics. The new international affiliation of university- and college-
trained women would call on its members to commit to the values of a
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“world community” then forming around the League of Nations, to act for
world peace, and, at the same time, to ensure women'’s access to science and
higher education worldwide. To this end, the international association was
to establish a dense web of personal friendships among female academics
across national and disciplinary boundaries; promote international exchange
between women students, teachers, and researchers; and support women'’s
advancement in the academic sphere.

The International Federation of University Women (IFUW) was founded
in London in spring 1919. By 1922, its coverage had grown from 8 to 22
national member associations; by 1930, the IFUW united twenty-four thousand
academic women from 30 countries. The organization joined the spectrum of
non-state actors arising around the League of Nations, a landscape that has
aptly been described as a “transnational civil society.”> A German organiza-
tion of university women, the Deutscher Akademikerinnenbund (DAB), was
formed in 1926 and joined the IFUW the same year.

My study takes as its starting point the birth of the IFUW and the 30 mem-
ber associations it rapidly acquired. I explore how the idea of the IFUW gained
focus and substance, and reconstruct the growth and workings of the new
organization, which for the first time brought together women academics
from many different, mainly European, countries. I also investigate the degree
to which the organization succeeded in realizing its goals over the subsequent
four decades, in the face of turbulent global economic and political condi-
tions. Which actors, models, and visions carried the organization forward,
and how should we locate them within the international context of the poli-
tics of gender and scholarship during the twentieth century?

Tracing the history of this international umbrella organization is, then, one
key focus of the present study. Equally important is the question of what the
IFUW, dominated as it was by Britain and America, meant for those mem-
bers who had been socialized within the academic systems of Continental
Europe. The interface of international objectives and principles with national
interests, needs, and convictions proved remarkably fraught, as the case of
the German organization illustrates. For the entire period under study, the
relationship between the IFUW and German academic women was one of
particular tension—a tension that offers vivid insights into both the potential
and the limitations of transnational networking. This study focuses especially
on the degree to which German women scholars’ entry into the new, interna-
tional female academic community enabled them to forge new professional
or political opportunities and personal bonds—before, during, and after the
Nazi dictatorship.

The interest in transnational relationships has expanded markedly in recent
years, a trend common in German and English-language historiography. This
transnational turn has encouraged renewed interest in women'’s international
activities.* And yet, little attention has so far been devoted to the IFUW and its
national member organizations.® The IFUW lies at the intersection of several
fields of research rarely addressed in common: the cultural and gender history
of science and the history of higher education, the history of international
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relations, and the history of national and international women’s movements.
Historians of science investigating women'’s access to higher education and
their academic contributions have explored specific institutional or disciplin-
ary contexts within national frameworks.® Similarly, historical studies of the
women’s movement in Britain, the United States, Germany, and elsewhere
in Europe have tended to focus on national contexts.” Research on the inter-
national women’s movement, in turn, has concentrated on women'’s politics
more generally.® Finally, the history of international relations has accorded
only limited attention to gender history; the same can be said for the his-
tory of international education and scientific networking.® In terms of specific
national, disciplinary, and biographical literature, my study builds on excel-
lent work in all domains; it aims to draw those fields together to tease out
relationships between national and disciplinary, as well academic and non-
academic contexts. My study highlights the way the IFUW functioned and
intervened as an international women’s organization and as a transnational,
gender-specific academic network. Tracing overlapping national and interna-
tional commitments, the study presents a new approach to the cultural his-
tory of international relations.!°

In this book, I approach the IFUW—in the spirit of its founders—as an aca-
demic network. This means that the biographies of historical actors are of
critical importance, as they cast light on the ways that personal connections
and informal links arose and flourished via the IFUW’s networks. To a con-
siderable extent, the female academic network I explore here was built on
personal ties and traditions, social practices whose origins took shape in the
last decades of the nineteenth century with the emergence of national and
international women’s movements. Since the publication of Carrol Smith-
Rosenberg’s groundbreaking paper on “The Female World of Love and Ritual,”
these emotionally intense, long-lived friendships have offered gender his-
torians a fruitful means to analyze women'’s networks and organizations.!
“Friendship” in this sense was, as Edith Saurer has argued, both a personal and
a public commitment.!?

Especially in its foundation phase, the IFUW was shaped by personal attach-
ments and emotional synergies of this kind. The combination of personal
affection and public obligation is exemplified by the relationship of the
IFUW’s Anglo-American founding couple, the New York college dean Virginia
Gildersleeve and the British professor Caroline Spurgeon. The women met in
fall 1918 during the British Educational Mission’s tour through the United
States, and entered into a lifelong transatlantic companionship that proved
highly productive in terms of both scholarship and the politics of science.
Their bond persisted until Caroline Spurgeon’s death in 1942.'* The found-
ers of the IFUW also declared friendship in general to be an essential pillar of
their international organization. One of the central concerns of this book is
the extent to which friendships and other personal encounters and bonds, as
well as professional and academic contacts within and outside the organiza-
tion, contributed to the structure, stability, and continuity of the IFUW and
its member associations.
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The IFUW was a product of the immediate post-World War I era, and its
founding statement in 1919 established academic internationalism as a bind-
ing ethical maxim.™ According to the federation’s leading representatives, it
was their sex that made them particularly well qualified to stand up for gen-
eral international understanding in the name of academic objectivity. With
this claim, they positioned themselves within a colorful array of intellectu-
als, writers, scholars, and politicians—women and men alike—who supported
the League of Nations and successfully argued for the League to be granted
responsibility not only for political and economic concerns, but for intellec-
tual and scientific matters as well.!> In 1922, the efforts of this internationalist
circle bore fruit with the establishment of the League of Nations Committee
on Intellectual Cooperation, and it emphatically welcomed the International
Institute of Intellectual Cooperation that was formed shortly afterward
in Paris. The IFUW managed to ensure that women were included among
those appointed to the institute’s new academic posts. In line with David
Livingstone’s advice to see internationalism in science as “a social achieve-
ment, not the inevitable consequence of some inherent scientific essence,”!¢
this book explores the form of internationalism pursued by the IFUW in the
politically turbulent period following World War I. How far did the organiza-
tion succeed in convincing its own multinational academic membership to
commit to the conceptual triad of science, womanhood, and international
community, and how far did it manage to mediate between internationalism
and the various nationalisms of the member associations? Did the member
associations, especially the DAB, accept the IFUW’s principles in this respect,
or were some academic women inclined to develop models that altered the
balance of priorities between internationalism and nationalism?

In 1922, Elise Richter, a 54-year-old Viennese teacher of Romance languages,
was asked by a British acquaintance whether she would be prepared to found
an Austrian association of women academics and enter the international fed-
eration. Richter confessed that she did not personally know a single woman
who had pursued a path similar to her own. Richter, who was appointed
Austria-Hungary’s first female lecturer in 1907 and in 1922 became the new
Austrian republic’s first female associate professor, may have been exaggerat-
ing the point slightly in her memoirs for effect. Her observation is all the
more surprising in view of the liberal attitude toward women that prevailed in
Viennese academia around 1900, a climate portrayed so convincingly by Maria
Rentetzi’s study.!” But Richter’s comment does point to gender-specific differ-
ences between the academic cultures of Continental Europe on the one hand
and Britain and the United States on the other. Women scientists in Central
Europe barely knew each other; they did not nurture intensive personal ties.
This is not to say that the phenomenon of female friendship was necessarily
unknown to them; quite the contrary. Elise Richter, for example, lived with
her elder sister Helene, a self-taught expert on Shakespeare and a respected
theater critic. Nor were Richter’s views far removed from the objectives of
the women’s movement. As a scholar, however, she cultivated intense rela-
tionships solely with men; indeed, she actively avoided contact with women,
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especially those reputed to be involved in the women’s movement. Drawing
additional attention to her gender seemed to her to carry the risk of damag-
ing her prospects within the university.' It is remarkable that before the end
of World War I, collegial friendship among women academics was virtually
unknown within the German-speaking universities. Rather, women focused
on proving their worth as individuals in a masculine world: almost without
exception, women in the German academic system struggled in isolation.

The reasons why Elise Richter nonetheless decided in 1922 to found the
Austrian association of academic women and thus enter the public limelight
as a woman and as an academic will be explored in subsequent chapters. In
the case of Germany, I will outline why and how academic women sought to
convince their female colleagues inside and outside the universities to join
together as educated women under the umbrella of the DAB and the IFUW.
At issue was the decision to participate in an international initiative at all—a
politically explosive choice in Germany at this time. An equally important
facet of any analysis of German academics’ attitude to the international com-
munity is the extent and manner in which the Anglo-American model of
female academic networking was adopted and anchored in German academic
life from the 1920s onward.

This account draws on a range of archival sources, most of them held in
American and British archives. In the German case, unpublished source mate-
rial is more difficult to find. The very sparseness of the DAB’s business papers
for the Weimar period, which form part of the Helene Lange Archives in the
Berlin state archives (Landesarchiv Berlin), illustrates the precarious financial
situation of the young DAB in the 1920s: at the time, a lack of money and
of paper meant it was virtually impossible even to send out newsletters. The
DAB archive material also shows marks of having been moved from place to
place each time the association’s presidency changed. For the Nazi period, we
must rely exclusively on sources published by the organs of the Deutsches
Frauenwerk, the National Socialist “German Women'’s Agency.” And for the
period after 1945, the holdings of the German Federal Archives in Koblenz do
not, at least with regard to the initial postwar years, suffice to piece together
the networks that were then being rebuilt between women in West Germany.
It is rare that a woman scholar’s personal papers survive in a German public
archive; the most fruitful sources in this respect have proved to be the papers
of certain DAB presidents, members of the Reichstag, and later members of
the West German Bundestag, notably those of Marie-Elisabeth Liiders, the
cofounder of the DAB and later honorary president of the Bundestag.

In contrast to the dearth of German sources, the richness of sources in
the United States indicates how differently women’s academic networks
in America were structured and anchored in society. The archives of the
American Association of University Women (AAUW) have been housed in the
organization’s Washington offices since 1917. They contain not only exten-
sive material on the AAUW's history, but also important documents from the
early years of the IFUW. The correspondence of the AAUW's International
Relations Committee offers insight into the network of personal friendships
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and mutual assistance linking many different parts of Europe and America,
especially during the period of National Socialism and the persecution and
emigration of European women scholars. Important documents can also
be found in the extensive and well-ordered papers of former college deans,
many of whom were the most committed protagonists of the new, transna-
tional female educational elite. These sources have enabled me to reconstruct
in detail the organization and policies of the IFUW. Of special value here
are the personal papers of Dean Virginia Gildersleeve at Barnard College and
Columbia University, New York, and of M. Carey Thomas, the longtime presi-
dent of Bryn Mawr College in Philadelphia.

Using German-language sources alone, the Nazi period, in particular,
would have been impossible to investigate in any detail, in terms either of
the train of events within Germany or of the subsequent careers of the DAB’s
Jewish members, who, in 1933, were excluded by their colleagues, dismissed
from their employment, and forced into emigration. Fortunately, the British
Federation of University Women's archives contain documents on the BFEUW’s
assistance for emigration and for the refugees, enabling a detailed understand-
ing of the organization of rescue operations and the personal decisions, and
later professional lives, of academic women in exile. Until the mid-1990s,
the BFUW archives were housed in the association’s international hall of
residence, Crosby Hall; when the hall was closed, the papers were moved to
the Portsmouth University library. The BFUW subsequently transferred the
entire holdings to the Women’s Library in London, with the aim of keeping
them in appropriate archival conditions and making them more easily acces-
sible. Unfortunately, however, the collection remained closed for more than
a decade after the move.? It was reopened in early 2014, when the Women's
Library found a new home in the library of the London School of Economics.
As this book goes to press, the BFUW archives are in the process of being
recatalogued. In the following, my citations indicate both the new references
and the old Portsmouth filing.

This study is divided into seven main chapters, arranged chronologically to
address different aspects of the international network and its interface with
the German member association. Chapter 2 follows Caroline Spurgeon and
Rose Sidgwick on their official tour through the United States at the end of
World War [, reconstructing the motivation and context of the IFUW'’s forma-
tion. This chapter examines in detail how the IFUW'’s founders achieved such
rapid success in their organization’s networking and growth. It applies a gen-
der-historical perspective to the emergence of the Anglo-American predomi-
nance within international science and education policy after World War I:
in the initial stages of the IFUW’s development, women academics from the
former Central Powers were excluded from the organization.

In chapter 3, I turn to the IFUW’s agenda and policies during the 1920s,
with a particular focus on the federation’s two most important initiatives. The
first of these is the IFUW’s establishment of three international guesthouses—
in Washington, Paris, and London. Each offered accommodation for around
50 traveling women academics and provided good, reasonably priced meals,
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a well-furnished library, and spacious clubrooms. The second is the federa-
tion’s creation of an international fellowship program for women scholars,
which during the 1920s was already lending the IFUW a high degree of credi-
bility as an institution of nonpartisan academic internationalism. The IFUW's
policy of promoting scholarship, as practiced within this program, laid the
foundations for its later rapprochement with former wartime enemies.

In chapter 4, the book’s perspective shifts from an international to a national
context. I explore the protracted disputes within Germany on the question of
whether, and when, German women academics should take part in the new
female network. These debates reflected the bitter feuds around science policy
and national academic sensibilities that characterized the international situ-
ation in the years following World War 1. This chapter also reveals the deep
crisis in which female academics found themselves at the beginning of the
Weimar Republic. This is the context for my discussion of the extent to which
women academics in Germany managed, more quickly than their male col-
leagues, to grasp the academic internationalism proposed after World War
I by new international organizations as an opportunity—on the one hand,
to benefit from the resources of the [IFUW and promote Germany’s political
interests internationally, and on the other, to tap into the momentum of the
IFUW'’s energy to create a new form of female networking within Germany.
I examine the founding of the DAB as a transnational project and ask how far
this female academic umbrella organization should be regarded as an attempt
to transfer to the German context an essentially Anglo-American model of
nurturing female academic traditions.

Chapter 5 addresses the extraordinary political challenges that faced the
DAB, its members, and the IFUW as a whole in the wake of the National Socialist
“seizure of power” in January 1933. I show first of all that the DAB’s political
survival in Germany was inextricably tied to its membership in the IFUW.
I outline the process by which the association underwent Gleichschaltung, or
alignment with the regime’s policy and ideology, describing this process in
terms of both the IFUW’s stance and German women’s personal connections
with their colleagues abroad. I am interested here in the form in which the
transnational networking of female academics survived under the conditions
of the Nazi dictatorship. The DAB remained in the IFUW until 1936. Shortly
thereafter, it was dissolved into a larger Nazi women’s organization, the
German Women's Agency. I also pursue the question of whether, and how,
female academic networks within Germany continued to exist in isolation
from the international community, and show how women once associated
with the DAB protected their own interests by distancing themselves ener-
getically from the values of the bourgeois, civic world community, by allying
themselves to female forms of the racist science of the day, or by seeking out
new networks within Nazi structures.

Chapter 6 sets these developments against the IFUW'’s reactions to the
National Socialist revolution within Germany. I show that the practical con-
tinuation of an international federation functioning outside Germany, and
its transnational network, was vitally important for those women academics



8  Science, Gender, and Internationalism

in Germany (and in Germany’s growing sphere of influence) who had been
dismissed from public service positions and barred from the DAB. This chapter
highlights a development long overlooked in science studies and exile studies:
between 1933 and 1945, the academic networks of the female international
community functioned efficiently to assist persecuted members in escaping
Nazism. I indicate the specific areas where the aid of the IFUW and its member
associations was concentrated, identify the individuals who carried out and
funded that aid, and show which academic women benefited from it.

Chapter 7 asks how Jewish women academics within Germany, and later
German-dominated Europe, reacted to the Nazi persecution. Through the
correspondence housed in the BFUW and AAUW archives, I retrace individ-
ual women’s dilemmas, their options—or lack of options—and the choices
they pursued.

Chapter 8 shifts attention back to Germany. In this chapter, I focus on the
ways in which academic women there sought to recast national and interna-
tional networks. By exploring German developments in larger international
contexts, I go beyond myths of a “completely new beginning” after May 1945
to confront questions of connections and continuity, of national and transna-
tional memory—areas of scholarly investigation that deserve further attention
in the years to come.



Global War, Global Citizens, Global
Mission: The Anglo-American Project

of an International Federation of
University Women

Academic Mobilization and Educational Diplomacy
during World War 1

The origins of a world alliance of women academics date back to the United
States’ entry into World War I. Three days after President Wilson’s declaration
of war on Germany on April 6, 1917, the general meeting of the supraregional
federation of American women college graduates, the ACA or Association
of Collegiate Alumnae, was held as planned in Washington, DC. Under the
impact of events, the delegates decided—in common with their peers all
over the country—to place their organization at the service of the nation.!
A War Service Committee was appointed to draw up and implement practi-
cal measures. The new Committee’s eight members included the presidents
of Bryn Mawr, Wellesley, and Mount Holyoke colleges (Carey Thomas, Ellen
Pendleton, and Mary Woolley), along with the ACA’s president, Lois Kimball
Rosenberry, and its general secretary, Gertrude S. Martin.?

Some women’s colleges had already been preparing for the worst case
well before the United States entered the European war. Following a call
by Columbia University’s president Nicholas Murray Butler, made five days
after diplomatic relations with Germany were severed in February 1917, the
Columbia University Committee on Women’s War Work had been set up
in New York under the leadership of Dean Virginia Gildersleeve. As early as
October 1916, Gildersleeve had joined the executive board of the Women's
Advisory Committee of the Council of National Defense, the central civilian
body coordinating the country’s economic and social mobilization. Her office
at Barnard College became the focal point for the most important initiatives
in and around New York City regarding the women’s colleges’ preparations
for the anticipated declaration of war by the United States. For the Committee
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on Women’s War Work, the main task was to find out where (if and when
the declaration came) “women’s services would probably be needed and what
training they would require.” The Committee had also set up an information
bureau within the University, where women students could register for volun-
teer war work. In spring 1917, this bureau’s card index held the names of some
ten thousand students and alumnae.?

The ACA’s War Service Committee, too, initially concentrated its energies
on choosing the best place to invest the association’s resources. President
Wilson’s administration helped the Committee find that domain when the
“Committee on Public Information” (CPI) was formed in April 1917. The 19
sections of the CPI, a powerful propaganda machine directly answerable to
the president, were tasked with enlisting support for the United States’ mili-
tary intervention in the Old World from America’s heterogeneous, immigra-
tion-based society with its high proportion of recent arrivals from central and
eastern Europe.* In spring 1917, the CPI put its considerable media resources
into a nationwide search for influential people working in the arts, business,
journalism, and higher education who would agree to offer their public sup-
port for the war and the government’s war aims. This task, noted the director
of the CPI's “Speaking Division,” Arthur Eugene Bestor, was second in impor-
tance only to the soldiers’ military service. The war, he added, would not be
decided on the battlefield alone, but also in the United States itself: everything
depended on how far it proved possible to attract public consent for the cause
on the home front. Indeed, it was

only through the united efforts of enlightened and enthusiastic
Americans that the full strength of the Nation can accomplish those
things for which she entered this conflict. Upon the leaders of our pub-
lic opinion therefore, rests a responsibility heavier than perhaps ever
rested upon any group of people in our entire history. It is a task which
can be performed only by men and women who themselves are well
informed and who cooperate with all patriotic organizations, govern-
mental and private, which are unifying public opinion in support of the
national purpose.®

According to a report published by the ACA War Service Committee, this
appeal provided the initial momentum for the ACA’s commitment to the dis-
semination of government propaganda. The call, circulated by the Committee
chair, Bryn Mawr’s president Carey Thomas, had inspired the committee:
“Here was our opportunity and here was our responsibility....It seemed that
there was no other form of service for which the Association was so well fit-
ted, and that there was no other body of women so well prepared by training
and experience to undertake the task.”® Referring to the CPI's objectives, the
ACA’s War Service Committee resolved to make its most important objective
the guidance of public opinion toward the government’s line. At the same
time, the members regarded this commitment as an opportunity to prove
that the education of female college graduates permitted them, like their male
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counterparts, to take on leadership roles within society during this period of
social and political crisis. In April 1917, the War Service Committee’s first
public statement found that “college women in general” were “particularly well
fitted” to join in one of the most urgent tasks of US mobilization, “namely,
the task of effectively informing the millions of persons who make up this
greatest of democracies as to the significance and the necessity for this war
and the peril of a premature peace.”’

The plan for participation in the “patriotic education campaign,” drawn
up by the Committee under the leadership of Carey Thomas, provided firstly
for the creation of a list of experienced speakers who were capable of address-
ing a large audience. Secondly, it proposed strategies that had been proving
successful within the ACA for many decades: like every ACA campaign, this
one, too, would aim for the self-improvement of ACA members. The call
for patriotic work in rural areas and small towns was directed particularly at
married college graduates, who would, it was hoped, take up a public role as
representatives of educated America. The ACA campaign thus saw its focus as
“intensive work in the home community, with a special effort to reach the
foreign element, the rural districts, and the ignorant and misinformed.”® To
equip its local branch members for their national task, the ACA put together
an extensive collection of texts for them to use. Precise templates for short
and longer speeches were provided, explaining the American war objectives
and asking for donations. These activities were to be carried out in close coop-
eration with the CPI and other organizations that served the propagandistic
mobilization of the country.’

The great importance accorded the campaign by the ACA council dem-
onstrates how rapidly the American educational elite adopted a perspective
that was historically new in the United States in addressing the nation as a
whole. Entry into the war pushed large parts of America into a patriotic rap-
ture equal to the “war euphoria” that broke out in Furope in August 1914.1°
However, if mobilization efforts aroused noble feelings for the American
nation and the European allies, speculation on the strategic benefit of the war
for women’s position within America was not without its relevance as well.
Already in peacetime, the ACA’s goal had been to make women visible within
the American educational landscape. The Association’s feverish search for as
lofty a patriotic task as possible indicates how enthusiastically US colleges and
universities responded to the call to arms. Most scientists were putting their
work at the service of the government—whether by directly taking up posts in
Washington or by redirecting their research resources to cater to the needs of
the military." In 1917, too, with generous state support, hundreds of American
colleges and universities were eagerly transforming themselves into training
camps, in many cases at the expense of the institutions’ educational role. In
the course of the war, the Student Army Training Corps (SATC), formed in July
1917, trained 125 thousand students as reserve officers on various campuses,
including Harvard, Yale, and Princeton. David Levine has pointed out that
for these colleges and universities, such efforts not only secured a financial
base, but also allowed them to position themselves differently in society. By
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demonstrating their readiness to take up arms, argues Levine, they succeeded
in convincing both politicians and the public that the male educational elite
was well qualified to take on leadership tasks in both the military and civilian
spheres.!?

In spring 1917, organized female academics in the United States held simi-
lar goals. However, they had to seek different fields of activity as showcases
for their patriotic leadership qualities. “Our Association must rouse itself suf-
ficiently to see its own importance among organizations and its duty to itself
and to the Government in the present crisis,” insisted the council in its call to
the branch presidents. “What is needed is a full realization by members of the
potential strength of this great body of trained women to which they belong
and a willingness to cooperate toward any desired end.”'* Not unlike their
male colleagues, the ACA functionaries regarded the war as a chance to show
that the female educational elite of the United States was ready to take up a
leadership position in society, outside the college walls. Proving themselves
to be loyal educators of the nation seemed the ideal form for this undertak-
ing. The educated woman of America was to fight like a soldier, “accepting
her responsibility as a leader of public opinion. So she can make her training
count in service to her country.”*

The ACA’s reports on the structure and successes of the “patriotic edu-
cation campaign” show that members all over the country were following
the call to the lectern, with particularly large numbers reinforcing the vol-
unteer army of amateur speakers—the CPI’s “Four-Minute Men”"—in those
cases where members active at state level created the necessary conditions
and tirelessly recapitulated their calls for cooperation.’ Pennsylvania, in par-
ticular, did an exemplary job. This state was home to most of the country’s
long-established, six-million-strong German-American community. The local
political climate was tense. From her Bryn Mawr office, Carey Thomas drove
on and supervised the efforts for public education with almost military effi-
ciency. In other areas with significant German and central European popu-
lations, such as Albany, Washington, Chicago, Detroit, Columbus, Boston,
New York, New Haven, Buffalo, St. Louis, Cleveland, or Iowa City, many
hundreds of women signed up as volunteer speakers. They attended train-
ing courses in rhetoric and took the oath of loyalty that was required to
qualify as a public speaker in the campaign.'® The ACA’s Minneapolis branch
alone organized more than 6,100 speeches, “long and short, most of which
were accompanied with lantern slides on American history and government,
for the newly arrived immigrants.”'” Once established, the networks of the
propaganda-led Americanization campaign were not only deployed directly
to garner support for Wilson'’s war policy in Europe, but also to appeal for the
third Liberty Bond in April 1918, which Americans of German origin were
specifically pressured to buy in order to demonstrate their loyalty.!®

For the ACA, this reorientation toward a national endeavor—outside its pre-
vious, more regionally oriented policy interests—brought with it an unprece-
dented degree of politicization. The Association was not alone in experiencing
this development. For American science and scholarship as a whole, the
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United States’ involvement in the events of the European war resulted in a
new, strongly patriotic focus and a structural centralization with implications
that reached far beyond both American borders and the duration of the war."’
A similar process occurred throughout the entire field of higher education,
albeit at a slower pace. March 1918 saw the first meeting of the Emergency
Council on Education, a body made up of 15 of the large organizations of
higher education.? Similarly to the National Research Council, founded in
1916 and charged with placing US science systematically and efficiently in the
service of the war, the Emergency Council aimed to pool the nation’s higher
education resources to enable a fast, coordinated response to all the measures
the war would continue to require.

The effect of the call to arms in the United States was not merely to politi-
cize life within North America. The summons also directed attention beyond
the continent’s borders. In July 1917, colleges and universities had already
joined to form the American University Union in Europe (AUUE), as a way
of taking care of their male students in arms in Europe. A large hotel was
requisitioned for the Paris headquarters of the AUUE, and more than thirty
thousand registrations were accepted. In Rome and London, registrations ran
to 5,000 in each city. During the war years, the AUUE developed close con-
tacts with French and British universities, ensuring, among other things, that
after the armistice more than 7,000 college students were able to study for
three months in France, and another 500 at British institutions.?!

Interest in networking with the Allies in Europe was not restricted to practi-
cal considerations and the social assistance that the AUUE offered so exten-
sively to the colleges’ own troops in 1917. From the start, the Emergency
Council on Education saw its most important role as being to stimulate inter-
national cooperation around issues of education, not unlike the National
Research Council’s view of its role in inter-Allied scientific exchange.?? It is
important to note that, up to the end of the war, US interest in the “interna-
tional relations” aspect of educational and science policy was directed exclu-
sively toward its allies in Europe, especially Britain and France; Germany and
the Central Powers were explicitly excluded. In spring 1918, the Emergency
Council on Education’s first official act was, jointly with the Department of
State and the Council of National Defense, to invite 135 female graduate stu-
dents from France to visit the United States. The French women were to be
given the opportunity to study at American universities for a year, and in return
would teach French at schools, colleges, and universities.?* This program was
intended to make the American college and university system better known in
France; at the same time, American school and college students were to enjoy
better language instruction so that more of them would be able to study in
France. France’s suitability for the exchange program was enhanced by the fact
that the French universities—and the French government—had shown greater
interest in intensifying academic relations with the United States since 1915.%
By 1917, a series of awkward bureaucratic obstacles had been eliminated, and
after the end of the war most French universities established summer schools
teaching the French language. The Sorbonne in Paris also designed special
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programs for college freshmen and certificates for advanced students, both
carefully tailored to the requirements of their new American clientele.?

The efforts of the Emergency Council on Education to make France the
main Furopean port of call for a new generation of US academics were based
on broad assent among American professors. It was from these circles that
attempts came to underpin the Council’s policy from a history-of-science per-
spective. Writing in the Journal of the Association of American Colleges, John H.
Wigmore, the president of the American Association of University Professors
(founded in 1915), argued that French services to science had, wrongly, long
been neglected in favor of Germany; truthfulness and science itself now
demanded that this state of affairs be remedied. Additionally, wrote Wigmore,
France was

a democracy like ourselves, both politically and socially. It is therefore
highly probable that the conditions and methods, the aims and the spirit
of her universities and her savants, and the inspiration of her learning,
will be in harmony with our own, and a helpful and healthy influence
for our young men as the future teachers of our youth and the moulders
of public opinion.?

Strengthening academic relationships with France was the first important
initiative of the Emergency Council on Education. A second was undertaken
soon after the Council’s formation, when a group of high-ranking British
professors was invited to make a six-week tour through the East, South, and
Midwest of the United States. This initiative, too, included an important con-
tribution by the National Council of Defense and the US State Department.
The tour members’ goal was to draft guidelines on intensifying exchange
between American and British students.

The members of the resulting British Educational Mission included two
female academics. English literature specialist Caroline Spurgeon of Bedford
College, University of London, was England’s first woman professor and the
president of the British Federation of University Women (BFUW); Rose Sidgwick
was a young teacher of ancient history at the University of Birmingham. The
British Educational Mission arrived in New York in October 1918 to begin its
round of visits to colleges and universities, and was received just a few days
later by President Wilson in the White House.?”

By that time, an ACA Committee on International Relations had been estab-
lished. It was set up at the ACA’s general meeting in April 1917, at the same
time as the War Service Committee. As for its membership, this was to be
decided at the ACA Council meeting in Chicago in April 1918.28 The selec-
tion of members for the Committee on International Relations indicates how
closely the Association’s budding internationalization was tied to the United
States’ entry into the war: the Committee included the stalwarts of America’s
female academic mobilization, with President Carey Thomas of Bryn Mawr
College, who chaired the ACA’s War Service Committee, and as its chair Dean
Virginia Gildersleeve.? Gildersleeve and Thomas especially, but also Mary
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Woolley and several other college presidents who were particularly commit-
ted to the cause of national mobilization, were the ACA functionaries who
considered it necessary for the Association’s activities to be extended beyond
the borders of the United States, and who were prepared to make this a practi-
cal reality. Their geographical focus, again, was initially limited to fostering
loyalties among America’s wartime alliances.

When the ACA’s Committee on International Relations met for the first time,
in June 1918, the thrust of its discussions was determined by the activities
of the Emergency Council on Education and the AUUE. First, the committee
debated a proposal by Carey Thomas to open a “center for college women” in
Paris—an idea clearly inspired by the AUUE'’s activities in Paris. The committee
agreed to inquire as to whether an additional American institution, specifically
oriented toward the needs of female students, was genuinely necessary and
affordable. After this point in the meeting, by far the most time was spent on
working out how the Committee could ensure the ACA was appropriately rep-
resented in the planned American educational commissions on Italy, France,
and Britain. In the end it was resolved that the ACA must manage to send at
least two female professors, to be nominated by the Association itself.3

This first session of the ACA’s Committee on International Relations makes
clear that the newly emerging field of international educational diplomacy
was going to demand battles that differed little from those being fought on a
national, regional, or local level. Here, too, it would be important to insist on
women'’s participation and to be represented in person, as women, in order
to advocate women's interests and ensure their success—especially as the con-
ditions for men and women students differed greatly in Europe as well as
at home. It is evident what issues were at stake, for students in general and
women students in particular, when the possible “reorganization of some of
the courses of graduate study” in French, Italian, and British universities was
debated: efforts to enhance interchange between the Allies in the domain
of higher education were, as the ACA Committee on International Relations
pointed out in June 1918, strongly oriented on opening up access to higher
degrees in Europe for those college graduates “who no longer wish to study for
the degree of Ph.D. in Germany.”3!

It is well known that America’s entry to the European war triggered a wide-
spread hostility to everything German throughout US society.??> Considerable
research has also been carried out on the ways that this stance was reflected in
American educational institutions. Concerted efforts were made to minimize
the German influence on education and severely prune German-related com-
ponents in the curriculum.*® However, little attention has been devoted to
the contemporaneous efforts to cut back personal academic connections with
Germany itself and to encourage instead both teachers and the new generation
of scholars to shift their focus of interest to other European nations, specifi-
cally France and Britain.

This reorientation within higher education outlived the armistice with
Germany in November 1918. A conference in December 1918 on the topic
of “After-War Problems in the Higher Education of Women” indicates as
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much. The ACA’s International Relations Committee, together with the
Emergency Council on Education, had invited participants to a small but
influential meeting at Radcliffe, the women’s college of Harvard University
in Cambridge, Massachusetts, for a detailed discussion of the opportunities
and obstacles associated with studies abroad in Britain and the United States.
Among those present were the presidents of the respected women's colleges of
the East Coast, the “Seven Sisters,” and the two women members of the British
Educational Mission, Caroline Spurgeon and Rose Sidgwick. Just a few days
after the armistice, the two British women had separated from the rest of the
mission in order to concentrate on the situation of the women'’s colleges and
universities in the United States and to spend more time exchanging views
and ideas with their American women colleagues on the possibility of creating
transatlantic networks.3S

The participants at the Radcliffe College conference agreed that student
exchange should focus on postgraduates. On both sides of the Atlantic, they
decided, students’ education at college or university was not amenable to
interruption prior to the bachelor’s examinations. Their next topic was more
delicate: the difficulty in intensifying Anglo-American exchange, especially
as regards women, seemed to lie with the British universities. For American
women, studying in Germany, Austria, or Switzerland was made much more
attractive by the fact that such studies could result in a doctoral degree, the
Dr. phil. that was so widely respected in the United States. In Germany, there
had been an increasing tendency to award a Dr. phil. to foreigners on less
rigorous criteria than to German students, leading to a corresponding decline
in the German degree’s standing within the United States.*® Even so, feared
the British professor Caroline Spurgeon, it would be very difficult to persuade
American women graduates to choose Britain in preference to Germany as
a destination for their study or research visits unless they were offered the
prospect of gaining a standardized academic degree that was recognized and
respected in the United States.%”

The British Foreign Office had been trying since 1916 to push its British
universities to introduce postgraduate courses for American students leading
to a PhD. The aim was to weaken German influence within the American
educational system.*® A memorandum by Lord Bryce, commissioned by the
Foreign Office and titled “As to American Students at British Universities,”
of October 31, 1916, put the case for such measures in no uncertain terms.
In Lord Bryce's view, it was self-evident that nothing could be better for the
political and cultural relations of the two countries than a process by which
“the number of Americans of the most educated class who are attached to
England by those ties of affection which a man forms at the most susceptible
period of his life, should be greatly enlarged, and a wider basis for a mutual
good understanding of one another’s aims and sentiments created.”? Oxford
introduced the new degree of “D.Phil.” on June 12, 1917, as the first British
university to do so; the last to follow Oxford’s lead—under increasing pres-
sure from the Foreign Office—were Cambridge, on February 22, 1919, and the
University of London, on May 28, 1919.4
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At the time of the Radcliffe conference in December 1918, it was already
becoming clear that in the near future students would be able to attain a
PhD anywhere in Britain. In the case of Oxford and Cambridge, however,
this applied only to male candidates. Spurgeon stressed the fact that women
at these universities continued to be denied any degree title whatsoever. The
men and women attending the conference reacted to her comment in different
ways. The president of Vassar College, Henry Noble MacCracken, argued that
the status quo should not be attacked and that, instead, the objective should
be for American colleges to give due recognition to time spent studying abroad
even without the award of a doctoral degree. Carey Thomas dismissed this
notion. It was of the utmost urgency, Thomas stressed, that the ties between
British, French, and American universities be strengthened, and in order for
this to happen, the newly created degrees must be accessible to women in the
same way as to men.*! The conference finally passed a resolution to that effect:
“as far as degrees in British universities are open to American students, they
should be open to women as well as to men."”4

Following her official visit, Caroline Spurgeon took the Radcliffe conference
as an occasion to add a supplementary evaluation to the British Educational
Mission’s report, in which she outlined the special situation of transatlan-
tic exchange with respect to women. Spurgeon concurred with her male col-
leagues’ judgment on many of the report’s points, but considered it necessary
to offer her own observations. After expressing her admiration of the facilities,
beauty, eminence, and impressive wealth of the American colleges and uni-
versities, she added:

The vast sums of money freely spent, both by state and private indi-
viduals, on university education in America creates envy in the
mind of any English man or woman who cares for and believes in
education...Women have specially benefited from this liberality for
educational purposes, and it can scarcely be realised by those who have
not recently visited America what magnificent buildings and equip-
ment have been provided...in the last few years, in many cases within
the last five or ten years.*

This impressive blossoming of American higher education did not, she noted,
benefit merely a small number of young women whose goal was to pursue a
professional vocation; the institutional division between general and voca-
tional education practiced by American colleges and universities, unlike those
in Britain, had opened up access for a broad stratum of women to receive
a sound education not directed exclusively at academic careers. Spurgeon
emphasized the generous facilities provided for both male and female stu-
dents for their own activities: clubhouses with spacious lobbies and rooms
for reading, working, and meetings; kitchenettes; lecture theaters and audito-
ria; gymnasia and swimming pools; bowling alleys and riding stables. These
amenities, she argued, made an inestimable contribution to the development
of social life on campuses, and equipped American middle-class women far
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more effectively than their British sisters “to take part in public work.” She
had also been able to sense quite palpably a spirit of freedom, especially in the
coeducational universities of the Midwest: “The free and natural intercourse
between men and women is very pleasant to see....The system of student self-
government adds to this sense of freedom.”** In comparison with the United
States, wrote Spurgeon, Britain made a particularly poor showing with respect
to physical education. In American colleges and universities, sport was taken
for granted as a part of women's education—as had been laid down in the clas-
sical model of education among the ancients. In the United States, a liberal-
ity in the educational system had been achieved that vouchsafed women, by
right and tradition, the enjoyment of a higher education in a worthy setting.
It was this right that gave American women the “independence of outlook
and confidence without need for self-assertion which is characteristic of the
American college woman.”*

Spurgeon concluded that a study or research visit to the United States was
extremely desirable and beneficial for British graduate students. It was also

on the whole more important for women than for men, and especially
for English women of the professional and teaching class. Men, owing to
their work as soldiers, sailors, engineers, administrators and so on, have
naturally more opportunity to travel than women. Yet women, owing
to the very fact that they are perhaps less adventurous in spirit, more
restricted to the home atmosphere and more absorbed in detail, have
particular need of the broadening and widening experience of travel and
of life in countries other than their own.

It was important to take in life from a different perspective, to learn of dif-
ferent social problems and solutions, to become acquainted with people of
different nationalities. Spurgeon found it

difficult to imagine many experiences more stimulating or educative for
a woman graduate of one of our provincial universities, who is going
to make teaching her profession, than to go out for a year to one of
the great American co-educational Universities of the West or Middle-
West, either to do advanced work under a selected teacher, or as a junior
teacher in her own subject....The free discipline, glorious surroundings,
and opportunities for physical development, as well as the enlarged
experience, would be peculiarly valuable to these students, and would
tend to raise their standard as to the conditions under which educa-
tional work should be carried on.*

Her own impression was that American women college graduates showed
“a very general desire” to pursue studies or research in Britain. Their interest
was primarily in the ancient, aristocratic institutions with a global reputa-
tion, something that the American system could not yet offer to the same
extent. Spurgeon considered it an urgent matter for the British to respond
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with alacrity and flexibility to this interest: “From an international point of
view it is important that we on our side should as speedily as possible do all
we can do to facilitate this.”*” She recorded word for word the resolutions
of the December 1918 conference at Radcliffe College, concluding from
these, as her final recommendation in the report, that pressure must “be
put on the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge to open their degrees to
women, as this has now become a matter of international as well as national
importance.”*8

Spurgeon’s report makes clear that reflections on academic network-
ing within the Entente, begun during the war, had lost none of their rel-
evance in early 1919. In her insistence on women finally being permitted
to obtain degrees at Oxford and Cambridge, one discerns British academic
women'’s hopes to elevate women’s educational issues to matters of interna-
tional politics. But a further point in the Mission’s report indicates that, above
and beyond this aim, the female academic elite in Britain and America was
concerned to assert itself within the newly emerging structures of interna-
tional educational policy. Caroline Spurgeon’s supplement made special note
of another of the problems discussed at the Radcliffe conference: the well-
informed Virginia Gildersleeve had told the assembled participants about
proposals to establish an Institute of International Education in New York.
According to the plans, this institute would take responsibility for student
concerns both inside and outside the United States, and function as a clearing-
house for international academic exchanges. In response, a resolution by the
conference participants urged that “all steps taken in the establishment and
maintenance of an Institute of International Education should contemplate
representation of Women’s Colleges in the committee of control.”#’ Spurgeon
concluded her supplementary report by repeating this demand verbatim, add-
ing that “among the staff of any such Committee or Institute there should be
a woman official as assistant to the Director.”*°

One of the strategies pursued by both American and British women was to
work for targeted, individual appointments to the key executive committees,
as a means of ensuring that women were represented in the emerging institu-
tions and that their interests would be taken adequately into consideration.
A second strategy also took shape in the course of fall 1918, during Spurgeon
and Sidgwick’s stay in the United States: the creation of international structures
specifically addressing female college graduates. It was not initially clear what
form such structures should take, but the issue was already on the horizon at
the Radcliffe conference, where point six of the agenda noted “the desirability
of an international association of college women, or the establishment of rela-
tions between the ACA and the Federation of University Women in Britain,”*!
although the point was not discussed in any more detail than that.

To a large extent, the idea of founding an international league of academic
women can be traced back to Caroline Spurgeon. In July 1918, even before
being appointed to the British Educational Mission, Spurgeon had tried, with
the Duchess of Marlborough and in cooperation with the AUUE, to set up a
trust charged with establishing “scholarships for women of the Empire and
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the United States of America.” She hoped that creating a program of this kind
would ensure that

a continual succession of chosen women from all parts of the world
where English is spoken will come into close touch with life and ideas of
English-speaking peoples other than their own; and they will, on their
part, be able to diffuse knowledge and understanding of the countries
from which they have come.5?

The idea of a scholarship program did not go beyond these preliminary stages.
However, Spurgeon evidently saw the cooperation between the BFUW and the
ACA as offering her a chance to realize, through a different route, her vision of
an international exchange organization for women college graduates. During
the tour through the United States that she undertook with her colleague
Rose Sidgwick, Spurgeon met the president of the ACA, historian Lois Kimball
Rosenberry, in Madison, Wisconsin. Rosenberry gave her a semiofficial under-
taking that the ACA would be ready to act as a partner organization with the
BFUW in any future international cooperation.’® The fact that this coopera-
tion actually took shape, and the way in which it did so, was a product of the
extraordinary circumstances of the British Educational Mission’s six-week tour.
The British women’s trip across the United States is portrayed in the sources
as a great journey of mutual discovery. Spurgeon and Sidgwick were visibly
overwhelmed by the quantity and quality of the progress made by American
higher education in the recent past, and in particular by what it offered to
women. The American women reveled in the evident esteem in which they
were held by their distinguished European colleagues. Much shared ground
was also identified, relating to ideas about how the postwar world should be
shaped and rebuilt, and about the women’s own future role in this process:

We realised.. . that their conception of the sort of world for which they
wanted to work was the same as ours in the universities of America, and
that there was no barrier, no difference in ultimate purpose, which need
keep the women of Great Britain and the United States from working
side by side for common needs.**

The news of the end of the war arrived during the British Educational Mission'’s
tour. The women'’s feeling that the greatest and most cruel of all armed con-
flicts had now ended with victory only reinforced their sense of affinity and
of shared responsibility for the future. From now on, the debate on shared
educational concerns would allocate an increasingly central role to the main-
tenance of international peace, something that had previously played no part
at all.

An additional factor intensified the women’s enthusiasm for their com-
mon cause: the sudden death of Rose Sidgwick. Shortly before the British
Educational Mission was due to return home, both Spurgeon and Sidgwick
fell ill with the vicious influenza that, in the winter of 1918-19, would claim
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more victims worldwide than four years of armed conflict. Rose Sidgwick suc-
cumbed to the virus just as the year 1918 drew to a close. This eloquent histo-
rian had not only been by far the youngest member of the British Educational
Mission, but had, in the course of the trip, become a kind of “star” of the
Mission. Looking back on her life, Rose Sidgwick’s companions saw her as
an embodiment of the ideal—the youthful, energetic, educated, cosmopoli-
tan, and open-minded personality—toward which the project of the Anglo-
American educational alliance should direct its efforts.

The later report of the British Educational Mission recommended that the
memory of fallen members of colleges and universities be kept alive and that
Memorial Fellowships be instituted to this end; Rose Sidgwick was probably
one of the first college graduates to receive this honor in the name of inter-
national academic understanding.>> At the large and carefully orchestrated
funeral service in Columbia University’s St. Paul’s Chapel, leading lights from
education and politics gathered around Sidgwick’s casket. On the political side,
Senator Elihu Root, the Nobel Peace Prize winner of 1912 and a Republican
elder statesman in matters of American foreign policy, was present, as was
Commander A. T. Blackwood, the naval attaché of the British Embassy in
Washington, DC, and a representative of the British War Mission. Among the
important figures from academic life paying their respects were a representa-
tive from Harvard University; the president of Yale University; the provost
of Columbia University; the chancellor of New York University; the nearly
80-year-old classical philologist and liberal university reformer Henry Jackson
of Trinity College, Cambridge;*® and Professor Stephen Duggan of the College
of the City of New York, who would soon afterward be appointed director of
the Institute of International Education.’

Alongside all the undoubted personal sympathy and grief, the rhetorical
handling of Sidgwick’s death shows how perfectly the event fulfilled the task
of representing female college graduates as—no less than men—indispensable
combatants in the past war, and how successfully the young British woman'’s
destiny could be made to yield capital for the new transatlantic educational
movement in general and its female representatives in particular. Virginia
Gildersleeve noted in her memoirs, 40 years later, that Sidgwick had died like
a soldier for her country: “I felt she had died as truly in the service for her
country as had the thousands of her young countrymen who had fallen on
the fields of Flanders and of France.”s® In a memorial address for Sidgwick
given to British students in January 1919, the philosopher and political econ-
omist John Henry Muirhead, Sidgwick’s former colleague at the University of
Birmingham, proclaimed that “already over the grave of this brilliant young
lecturer the union of hearts of the educational world in England and America
has set a seal on the work of the Mission in which she played so distinguished
a part, and dedicated it to the high heavens.”*

Virginia Gildersleeve immediately set about organizing collections for a
“Rose Sidgwick Memorial Fund.” The fund’s illustrious committee included
not only all the presidents, male and female, of the women’s colleges and
major state universities across the American Midwest, but also Stephen Duggan,
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the future head of the Institute of International Education. The daughter of
the American Ambassador in London and trustee of Barnard College, heir-
ess Mabel Choate,*®® became the fund’s treasurer, while the equally wealthy
writer Rebecca Hooper Eastman was its secretary.®’ Within a few months,
the body had accumulated almost $6,000; the largest sums were donated by
Mabel Choate herself and by the steel magnate and philanthropist Andrew
Carnegie, the initiator of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace
(founded in 1910). As the president and director of the philanthropic Carnegie
Corporation of New York, he, like Choate, contributed $1,000;%* the heiress
and influential widow Dorothy Whitney Straight donated $250 in memory of
her late husband Willard, who himself had died of influenza in Paris shortly
before.®* Many small gifts from the circles associated with the women'’s colleges,
furthermore, show that large numbers of the ACA’s members followed the
call to donate in memory of their late colleague. Within the ACA, the news
of Sidgwick’s death had given rise to a groundswell of interest in the organi-
zation’s new, international commitments.* By 1921, a total of $10,000 in
private donations had been collected.

The Rose Sidgwick Memorial Fund was designed to help British university
women spend one year studying in the United States. In 1921 the first grant
recipient, a British economist, arrived for her year-long visit to Columbia
University.®> Administered and financially supported by the ACA, the Fund
guaranteed the award of a twelve-month grant for a British woman scholar
every subsequent year, and indeed is still doing so today.®® The Rose Sidgwick
Memorial Fellowship came to symbolize the ACA’s success in linking its war-
time commitment with its postwar ambitions, and provided those ambitions
with a respectable anchor in society. The grant was the foundation of the activ-
ities to which the IFUW would sign up on a larger scale shortly afterwards.

Transnational Networking: The Founding Years, 1919-25

Above and beyond all the public declarations and rhetorical flourishes, Rose
Sidgwick’s death set the seal on a transatlantic “union of hearts” of a very
personal kind. While the lecturer was carried to her grave amid full honors,
her weakened colleague Caroline Spurgeon struggled to overcome the influ-
enza. Unfit to travel, Spurgeon remained in Gildersleeve’s care in New York
for several weeks, until mid-January 1919. It was during this period of con-
valescence that the spontaneous rapport between Virginia Gildersleeve and
Caroline Spurgeon deepened, blossoming into a transatlantic companionship
that would flourish until Spurgeon’s death in 1942.%

The connection between Spurgeon and Gildersleeve formed the nucleus of
academic networking across the Atlantic. Regarding the American women,
the most important figures have already been named: heading the list was the
president of the women’s college Bryn Mawr, Carey Thomas; also important
were Mary Woolley, president of Mount Holyoke College®® and chair of the
AAUW, and Lois Kimball Rosenberry, historian and Dean of Women at the
University of Madison, Wisconsin. Responsibility for the Association’s policies
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and activities lay with the AAUW's leadership, which in turn recruited largely
from the presidents of the women'’s colleges affiliated with the Association.®
In the 1920s, at a time when US foreign policy was guided by political absten-
tion after the failure of Wilson'’s call for the United States to join the League of
Nations and during the presidencies of Harding and Coolidge, the officers of
the AAUW were part of a small but influential class of “internationalists” that
represented America in Europe and the world and tried to bring about a liberal,
international global order through the force of their personal commitment.”

On the British side, the inner circle of founders included, alongside
Spurgeon, Winifred Cullis, England’s first woman professor of medicine, and
the biochemist Ida Smedley MacLean, who worked at the Lister Institute of
Preventive Medicine in London. All the women I have named belonged to the
first generation who had managed to make the leap into a university career.
Carey Thomas (born 1857) and Caroline Spurgeon (born 1869) were the old-
est in the group—pioneers and dominating personalities. Gildersleeve, Cullis,
MacLean, Rosenberry, and numerous other activists (all born in the mid-1870s)
could also draw on many years of experience in research, teaching, higher
education policy, and administration. Rosenberry and Gildersleeve aside, each
had pursued studies or research abroad, mostly as a way of circumventing bar-
riers that were placed in the path of their academic careers at home. Thomas,
who had been rejected for doctoral research by Johns Hopkins, studied instead
at Leipzig University and obtained her doctorate in Zurich; Spurgeon gained
a doctorate at the Sorbonne that was recognized in Britain,”! as did Cullis for
Canada and MacLean for the United States.

The initial foundations of the IFUW took little more than a year to build.
It was in March 1919 that the British university women made their official
call to the ACA to establish a joint organization to promote the international
exchange of women students, teachers, and researchers, and July 1920 already
saw the constitutive convention of the IFUW, with representatives from 15
countries. Besides America and Britain, women attended from Canada, India,
South Africa, Australia, Italy, France, Czechoslovakia, the Netherlands, Spain,
Belgium, Denmark, Norway, and Sweden.”? In none of these countries was
there an organized community of women academics at that time, a fact that
highlights the tenacious and professional efficiency required to set up the
new organization so fast. It also illustrates the close connection between the
development of the international network and the establishment of individ-
ual, national organizations of academic women: the IFUW only accepted one
representative from each nation.” For Europe, this rule meant that national
associations had to be formed from scratch, but even the United States’ own
organizations did not, in 1919, fulfill the required criteria. Because the ACA
only represented the interests of the colleges of the northern states and their
graduates, the establishment of the IFUW prompted it to merge with the
much smaller association of the southern states and form a single, national
organization.” This fusion also opened up the opportunity for a change of
name, something for which Gildersleeve had long advocated: “We cannot
expand and become influential under our absurd name,” she reasoned before
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the general meeting in 1919, and succeeded in having the previous name
“Association of Collegiate Alumnae” (ACA) replaced by “American Association
of University Women” (AAUW). Under this title, the Association would,
Gildersleeve asserted, emerge as “an international institution with affiliations
with all other university women abroad.””s

During the first two years, the practical organizational work of the IFUW fell
to the British and American associations and their respective Committees for
International Relations. Both these bodies were able to secure external support
in the period. With Spurgeon’s assistance, the British women obtained the use
of an office and a secretary’s salary from the British government’s Universities’
Bureau,”® while Gildersleeve helped the American women gain a similar
degree of support from the Carnegie Institute of International Education in
New York.”

The rapid growth of the international association was made possible by the
availability of sound resources in the administrative domain; it was driven on
by the carefully targeted letter-writing and traveling activities of the American
and British associations’ founder members. Carey Thomas, for example,
requested a year’s leave of absence from her college in 1919 in order to travel
around Europe, Africa, and Asia. Armed with an official mandate from the
AAUW, she used this journey to establish the contacts that would form the
basis of the IFUW’s development.”® In January 1920, Thomas was able to report
that she had found just the right women to organize Spanish and French aca-
demics on a national level. These included the educationist Maria de Maeztu,
who had studied in Spain and in Marburg, Germany, and received an honor-
ary doctorate at Smith College, Massachusetts, in 1919. Maeztu had recently
established a residence for women students in Madrid, where she worked as a
university professor, and was an authoritative figure in the Spanish women'’s
and educational reform movement.” For France, Thomas was equally enthu-
siastic about the mathematician Anne Amieux. Amieux had gained her doc-
torate at the Sorbonne in 1889 as one of the first women in France to do so.
She was awarded the prestigious Albert Kahn “Around the World” fellowship
by the Sorbonne in 1905, and in 1918, when women’s higher education in
France was in a state of upheaval after World War I, she became the direc-
tor of the Ecole normale supérieure des jeunes filles in Sévres, near Paris.®
Amieux was one of those working toward the “assimilation” of girls’ school-
ing into the boys’ schooling system. As the new director of the Ecole normale
supérieure, she did not wait for the final political decision to be taken, but
set to work immediately reorienting her school toward the standards of the
baccalauréat and making the school into a female elite institution that would
prepare girls equally for university, teaching, and public service.’! This was
probably one reason why Carey Thomas considered her “a perfect darling
with all our views.”8?

Other contacts with France were forged through Marguerite Mespoulet, a
teacher at the Lycée Victor Hugo in Paris. The first scholar of English litera-
ture to gain a professorial qualification in France, Mespoulet—like Amieux
before her—had been awarded the Albert Kahn “Around the World” traveling
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fellowship in 1911. Again like Amieux, she belonged to the Club Autour du
Monde of former Kahn fellowship winners, who were personally committed
to the philanthropist’s utopian vision of world peace.®* Mespoulet first visited
Barnard College in New York just after the end of World War I, and later found
a long-term livelihood at the college. Through Mespoulet, the IFUW estab-
lished contact with Marie Bonnet, who in 1901 had founded a “settlement” for
women students in Paris, based on an American model. Amieux, Mespoulet,
Bonnet, the historian Marie Monod (who also taught at the Ecole normale
supérieure in Sévres), and the German literature specialist Marie-Louise Puech,
who had taught at the francophone McGill University in Montreal for eight
years, together became the nucleus of a national French association of female
academics that included around a hundred women. It was established in 1919
and quickly became a member of the IFUW .8

In Italy, Czechoslovakia, and the Scandinavian countries, too, national orga-
nizations sprang from personal contacts. During her stay in Rome, Florence,
and Milan, the Englishwoman Christine Burrows, principal of a women's col-
lege in Oxford, met the Italian academics Isabella Grassi and Luisa Ancona.
A. C. Paues, who had studied at Newnham College, Cambridge, and gained
her doctorate at the University of Uppsala, spread the word among her col-
leagues in Sweden, Norway, and Denmark.?® Ties to academic women in
Czechoslovakia were created with the help of Alice Masaryk, the daughter of
the new Republic’s first president and his American wife, Charlotte Garrigue.
The economist Masaryk, who held a doctorate in history, was the founder of
a school for women social workers. In 1904, upon completing her studies,
Masaryk had worked in the settlements of Chicago, and since that time had
been a close friend of Julia Lathrop, a prominent member of the AAUW from
the circle around Jane Addams.%¢

The creation of new associations in Europe was not the only objective of
these international networking processes. When the British women Spurgeon,
MacLean, and Cullis, on the invitation of the AAUW and at the expense of
the Institute of International Education in New York, undertook a further
trip across the United States in 1920, it was with the aim of promoting a
future shift within the American association toward the world at large. They
hoped to convince as many members as possible, even in remote localities, of
the need to build an international association of academic women, inspiring
them to make this task their own—and to support it financially.®’

It becomes clear from this sketch of the IFUW’s formation that the women
who managed to carve out a professional livelihood for themselves within uni-
versities, science, or higher schooling before 1914 had pursued international
paths in academic training to reach their positions. Like the founders them-
selves, the majority of the women interested in international networking and
in building up a national organization of academic women in their own coun-
tries had previously studied abroad (in Germany, the United States, Canada,
France, or Britain),%® or for other reasons felt dedicated to the liberal ethos
of a civic world community regarded at that time as “Western” or even as
Anglo-American.?” Nicole Fouché has illustrated this strikingly for the case of
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France: there, the establishment of a national organization of women academ-
ics was tantamount to a move toward America and Britain for women’s and
educational policy—something which the mainly Catholic women graduates
initially refused to countenance, for denominational and cultural reasons. At
least in the founding phase, the organization in France was driven solely by
Protestant women, who made up a minority in the French female educational
elite, but were favorably disposed to America and its women's organizations.*°

The history of women’s academic mobility shows that a transatlantic female
elite had been forming in the universities of the Western world since the late
1880s, although it had not so far defined itself or explicitly coalesced as such.
This elite shared many values and opinions, so that the circle of the IFUW
founders quickly discovered common ground and personal sympathy. The
immediate affinity that had generated such extraordinary synergetic effects
during Spurgeon and Sidgwick’s US tour in December 1918 characterized
encounters in other countries as well. In 1919, Carey Thomas penned effu-
sive reports from Spain and France expressing her happiness at having gained
the friendship of Maeztu and Amieux: “I do not know when I have liked any
strangers so much as I liked these two women.”*!

Despite all the differences in their national circumstances, the female col-
lege graduates of the first and second generation, in particular, also shared
the experience of being a newcomer and an outsider. The often convoluted
routes of their biographies showed similarities, as did their personal views of
educational objectives, scholarly excellence, and a universal science in which
it was not sex or nationality that counted, but solely the quality of research.??
This latter aspect lent itself especially persuasively to the building of a genu-
ine internationalism that would reach across the trenches of World War I—as
I outline in chapter 4 for the case of Austria and Germany, whose associations
joined the IFUW in 1922 and 1926, respectively.
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Female Networks for Science:
Programs and Politics

Internationalism, Science, and Gender

OnJuly 12, 1920, several hundred people gathered in the auditorium of Bedford
College, London, to attend the opening of the International Federation of
University Women's inaugural conference. The four members of the [FUW
board and 32 official delegates from 15 countries presented the new organiza-
tion; also in attendance were numerous individual members of the associa-
tions in Britain, Canada, Denmark, France, Norway, Sweden, and the United
States. The guest list also included prominent representatives of British liberal-
ism and conservative members of the British government, selected protago-
nists of the British women’s and suffragist movement, high-ranking university
figures, renowned literary personalities, and official representatives of the new
League of Nations—in short, the colorful spectrum of those British or transat-
lantic “internationalists” of the postwar period who had taken up a resolute
position against Germany and the Central Powers during the war and who
now placed their hopes in the achievement, through the League of Nations
and similar institutions, of a peaceful global order based on mutual under-
standing and carried forward by an educated cosmopolitan elite.! Among the
eminent guests were Gilbert Murray, regius professor of Greek at Oxford and
England’s “foremost League intellectual,” who presided over the British League
of Nations Union from 1922 to 1938; William Beveridge and Graham Wallas,
both Fabians and professors at the London School of Economics; the writers
John Galsworthy and H. G. Wells, cofounders of the International PEN club
formed in 1921; the Australian medic and politician Sir John Cockburn, presi-
dent of the Men’s International Alliance for Woman Suffrage; Lady Rhondda,
survivor of the American luxury liner Lusitania that had been torpedoed by
German submarines and editor of the feminist magazine Time and Tide;* Lord
Bryce, Regius professor of Law at Oxford, longtime British ambassador to the
United States, enthusiastic proponent of the idea of the League of Nations,
and author of the government’s much-cited Bryce Report on German war
crimes in Belgium and France; his colleague, the eminent legal historian and

27



28  Science, Gender, and Internationalism

philosopher of law Frederick Pollock from Oxford, who had also been a mem-
ber of the Bryce Committee; and Viscount Grey of Fallodon, the first president
of the League of Nations, who delivered the keynote address.®> Lord Robert
Cecil, the British “soul” of the League of Nations, and Lady Aberdeen, the
grande dame of the international women’s movement and long-standing presi-
dent of the International Council of Women (ICW), sent lengthy goodwill
messages expressing their regret at not being able to attend.

Before this illustrious audience, Caroline Spurgeon, the first president of the
IFUW, explained the aims and objectives of the transatlantic federation. She
first emphasized the significance of the new organization in terms of interna-
tional politics, describing the founding of the IFUW as the spearhead of an
“immense process of education”:

Of education in judgment, in width of view, in knowledge, in tolerance,
in a sense of proportion among individuals, and in mutual respect and
sympathy and mutual help and cooperation among the peoples of the
world. We believe that this is the beginning of the organized training
of women to be citizens of the world, and through women, of men
too,...in short, the enterprise of preparing some portion of human
material for the League of Nations that is to be.*

As members of the new organization, Spurgeon continued, academic women
bore a special capacity and responsibility for this educational task. To justify
her claim, she drew on the familiar rhetorical figure of the “specific character-
istics of the female sex,” a trope that had been successfully deployed in all the
national feminist and women’s education movements of the West as a way
of laying claim to and maintaining control over particular domains of social
activity on behalf of middle-class women.® If this background was quite famil-
iar, Spurgeon’s address broke new ground in associating the special feminine
aptitude for educational responsibility with a commitment to the concept
of “universal science,” a combination from which she derived the right and
duty of the IFUW to take action for international understanding. The cause of
scientific internationalism here propagated by Spurgeon had flourished before
World War I and had resulted, among other initiatives, in the organizational
union between European and American scientific academies.® The networking
of the scientific world that had increased so rapidly around 1900 rested on a
belief in the universal claim to truth and ethics held by the “pure” sciences,
which could only, it was argued, be promoted by collaborating internationally
and overcoming national fragmentation.” If, as Livingstone argues, scientific
internationalism should be viewed as a social achievement, not the inevitable
consequence of some inherent scientific essence,® there can hardly be an era
that confirms his point as clearly as the 1914-18 conflict and its immediate
aftermath. The young, almost exclusively male international scientific com-
munity that had emerged before the war had splintered under the pressure
of national loyalties. If Spurgeon now recalled the belief in academic interna-
tionalism, this was fully in line with a trend that was arising after World War I
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among the scientists of the former Entente countries in step with the increas-
ingly precise delineation of the idea of the League of Nations—as an emphati-
cally Western response to victory in the war and as an aspiration to create
afresh the community of the past, under transatlantic auspices and initially
excluding the former wartime enemies. It was within this new North Atlantic
community that Spurgeon regarded the IFUW and its academically trained
members as called to fulfill a special task: “I believe,” she explained, “that
we, in our small cross section of the human family, are starting the great far-
reaching and thrilling enterprise of bringing into being the moral forces, the
knowledge, the imagination, the vision, necessary to real brotherhood.”®

By staking this claim, the [IFUW was asserting for its members an extraordi-
narily important role in shaping the future united community of world citizens.
The board was, however, quick to reassure the assembly that the establish-
ment of a women'’s organization must by no means be regarded as an attempt
to pursue either “separatist” or “ultra-feminist” goals. Women and men, they
argued, must work together in the international educational movement—but
not enough progress had yet been made for this to be achieved without the
help of an organization specifically focusing on women. The IFUW did not,
then, aspire to create a separate or parallel space for itself on the international
stage, but rather to open up for women the long-term opportunity to partici-
pate on an equal footing with male colleagues in the work for their shared
concerns. Virginia Gildersleeve told the audience how difficult it would be to
put this into practice without having an organization dedicated to women. As
an example, she pointed to a phenomenon often observed in the nurturing
of young scholars, “peer formation,” and the recently expanding practice of
academic exchanges: “We find sometimes,” said Gildersleeve,

that even the men who have the greatest sympathy with the work and
aspirations of our sex occasionally forget that we are there, if the ques-
tion of an exchange professorship or sending students abroad comes up.
It is not because they have no interest in women, but just because they
do not happen to think of us. We may not get the same opportunity to
participate that we should have if we had some women in the organiza-
tion or a women'’s committee, just as a reminder.°

A comparable situation prevailed, she continued, in the efforts to develop
international academic networks. Male colleagues, whether in the United
States or elsewhere, lacked extensive contact with women scientists or univer-
sity graduates, and consequently tended to underestimate the potential of the
international female educational elite.!!

Positioning the IFUW as a cosmopolitan authority rooted in scientific uni-
versality was one of the main objectives pursued by the federation’s founders.
Spurgeon viewed the IFUW as an “idealist” movement with “practical” objec-
tives; its role was first and foremost to promote international understanding,
a goal that could, she argued, best be achieved through “personal intercourse”
between the members and graduates of universities. Precise knowledge of
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national similarities and differences would emerge slowly, in small steps, espe-
cially via individual encounters based, if possible, in those locations in each
country where knowledge was generated and transmitted. There was no better
starting point for international understanding than that of bringing students,
teachers, and researchers into contact via universities, in the hope that these
positive experiences would later lead the women involved to become ambas-
sadors in their own countries for a new internationalism—one founded on
objective knowledge (objective knowledge, that is, of national differences).!
The ambitious scope of this project becomes all the more clear in view of the
fact that the officers of the IFUW were perfectly aware of the sharp contradic-
tion between the calls for international science and the realities of science
teaching, which was marked by nationalistic indoctrination. The Norwegian
professor of chemistry Kristine Bonnevie, one of the three female delegates
to the League of Nations, put her finger on the discrepancy: “While scientists
[are] basing their work upon the interchange of knowledge between nations,
the university life, with its characteristic customs and traditions, might mean
for the student a development not only in a national but in a nationalistic
direction.”?

The IFUW's statutes limited themselves to the aspect of an international
commitment “to promote understanding and friendship between the univer-
sity women of the nations of the world, and thereby to further their interests
and develop between their countries sympathy and mutual helpfulness.”*
This objective was to be achieved by a range of means: the IFUW’s network-
ing within the structures of international organizations and the exchange of
women students, teachers, and researchers; the development of a network of
international clubhouses; and the systematic provision of international hos-
pitality on an individual level.

The founders’ agenda spelled out further ambitions for the IFUW. The fed-
eration was to serve as an international forum for comparison and exchange
of ideas, to discuss key demands regarding the politics of professionalization,
and to work together to develop strategies to overcome national restrictions
that impeded women'’s access to universities and the professions—activities
like Spurgeon’s 1919 protest against the gender-specific admission regulations
at Oxford and Cambridge. Accordingly, at the 1920 conference in London,
the presentations of the 15 national associations (like those of all the further
member associations joining in later years) took the form of reports on the
situation of women in their country’s universities and professional environ-
ments. An optimistic conviction prevailed that women would, through com-
parative discussion and international networking, be able to persuade their
own governments with greater inspiration and knowledge, and therefore have
greater impact. Carey Thomas expressed this hope in euphoric terms: “By
working together I believe we can anticipate by several centuries the progress
of University women.”!

It was the founders’ concern that all the IFUW’s affiliated associations
should advocate four specific objectives. These were, firstly, the uncompro-
mising struggle for coeducation in universities so as to secure and improve
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the quality of women'’s training; secondly, the call for women'’s “absolute
freedom” to study, work, and develop their skills and potential both academi-
cally and professionally; thirdly, the demand for equal pay for equal work
among male and female employees in schools, colleges, and universities; and
fourthly, the right of women “to have an acknowledged right to the happiness
of a family”'® even if they were pursuing a professional or academic career.
This agenda had its origins in the politics of US and British higher educa-
tion. The fourth point, in particular, not only sounded radical to Continental
European ears, but was in fact disputed even among the US delegates. Reading
the minutes of the first conference in London, it becomes clear that the
federation’s British and American initiators adopted a strategic approach
to persuading their Continental colleagues of the rightness and urgency of
these demands. Introduced by the resolute college president Carey Thomas,
under the banner “Next Steps for University Women,” Ida Smedley MacLean
offered herself to the audience as a living example of how science and mar-
riage or family need not be mutually exclusive. She spoke as a scientist and
as “a woman who is married and who has gone on with her job.” Being able
to combine one’s profession and one’s family was a right, she said, and a task
that needed to be handled not as a moral issue but as a logistical one."’
Between 1920 and 1939, the Council of the IFUW, to which all the mem-
ber associations sent one delegate, met 19 times; almost every one of the
European associations had the opportunity to host one Council meeting.!®
All the associations tried to arrange these intensive, three-day working meet-
ings with the absolute maximum of lavishness, dignity, and public impact,
while also providing IFUW officials with the key information about the situ-
ation in their host country. However, particular highlights in the history of
the federation were the eight large conventions open to all members that,
during this period, took place in Britain (London 1920, Edinburgh 1932),
France (Paris 1922), Norway (Oslo 1924), the Netherlands (Amsterdam 1926),
Spain (Madrid 1928), Poland (Krakéw 1926), and Sweden (Stockholm 1939).
Each of these conferences was attended by around 250 to 500 IFUW members
from Europe, the United States, and the then British dominions. Members
reported finding the meetings uniquely inspiring opportunities to meet and
exchange views with other academic women. In her address at the close of
the third general meeting in Oslo in 1924, Virginia Gildersleeve described the
conferences as “a kind of power house of energy” for the federation’s mem-
bers: an energy that the women would now be able to take home and put to
use “for the highest type of work on the various lines...and especially for
good citizenship in the world of nations.”!® Many of the IFUW delegates and
members stayed on after the meeting itself. They made the most of their visit
abroad by taking part in one of the educational trips organized by the host
association as a direct follow-on from the meeting, building their own con-
tacts, or accepting other personal invitations. For example, after the Council
meeting at Wellesley College, Germans Agnes von Zahn-Harnack and Anna
Schoénborn took up the AAUW'’s invitation to lecture in Milwaukee, Chicago,
and Bloomington, Indiana, on the situation in Germany and the activities of
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the German association, the DAB. They met with German exchange students
and arranged consultations with the director of the International Bureau of
Education in New York, Stephen Duggan, and the head of the Carl Schurz
Memorial Foundation, a body dedicated to the improvement of German-
American cultural relations.®

The general meetings were bound by the IFUW's statutes to debate the gen-
eral trajectory of the federation, set up working groups on specific topics, and
hear reports on these groups’ activities. Equally, the events also facilitated the
board’s own plans to win members over to its objectives and policy initia-
tives. The orientation and efforts of the IFUW committees indicate that the
federation remained largely true to the essentials of the agenda it had estab-
lished in 1920, and continued to work for that agenda’s implementation. The
committees set up in London in 1920 devoted themselves to the establish-
ment of international guesthouses (the Hospitality Committee) and the eval-
uation and standardization of higher education systems and degrees across
the member countries (the Standards Committee); in 1924, the Fellowship
Committee and the Committee on Intellectual Cooperation took up their
work. The latter was formed in response to the establishment of the League of
Nations’ Commission on Intellectual Cooperation,?! and was the IFUW’s clos-
est link with the League of Nations, in that the Norwegian geneticist Kristine
Bonnevie served on both bodies. She was one of only three women holding a
League of Nations mandate, and had been appointed to the Commission on
Intellectual Cooperation alongside Marie Curie, Albert Einstein, and 11 other
respected scientists.?> In 1920, Bonnevie helped to found the Norwegian asso-
ciation of academic women. She was its president for the first five years and
maintained close contact with the IFUW board via her Norwegian colleague
Ellen Gleditsch. It was at Bonnevie’s prompting that the [IFUW Committee
on Intellectual Cooperation was established, under the leadership of the
French scholar Marie-Louise Puech.?® This body directly assisted the League of
Nations’ Commission on Intellectual Cooperation through preparatory work.
Following the Commission’s specifications, it carried out surveys among
its own member associations on the treatment of the League of Nations in
school curricula and on the social importance of children’s library provision.
The IFUW committee also joined in the Commission’s efforts to encourage
the exchange of professors, university librarians, and curators, as well as to
facilitate international research by introducing a “travel card for intellec-
tual workers,” a kind of Europe-wide reader’s card for libraries and archives.?*
There were also plans for a multinational service, to be run by the IFUW itself,
for the translation of specialized scientific literature, along with energetic
preparations for exchanges between academic women employed in libraries
and archives; these plans, however, were wrecked by administrative obstacles,
an uncertain political environment, and the onset of the Great Depression.*
In the interwar years, the most time-consuming, but also most fruitful, work
by the Committee, under the direction of the Paris historian Marie Monod,
was an 800-page synopsis of academic terminology in Europe and the United
States, designed to make it easier for women to find their way rapidly through
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the various higher education systems and to provide information on the
academic degrees available in each country. This highly praised International
Glossary of Academic Terms appeared in 1939, shortly before the outbreak of
World War II—a dying echo of the attempt to sustain peace by means of trans-
national networks that bound together national scientific systems.?

Three further committees founded during the 1920s took up the call for
the equal treatment of university-trained women in employment and mar-
riage. The committee Careers in Industry, Finance, and Trade was set up in
Brussels in 1924, Legal Status of Married Women in Amsterdam in 1926,
and Investigation of the Position of University Women in Public Services in
Madrid in 1928. Their practical work concentrated essentially on gathering
important data, in collaboration with the individual member associations.
The three committees failed in their attempt to establish robust personal net-
works between women university teachers and successful businesswomen,
which they had hoped would enhance young women graduates’ chances of
finding their way in the business world; their suggestion that a transnational
placement service for women intellectual workers be established also came
to nothing. Instead, during the early 1930s the organization had to confront
ever more forcefully the increasingly frequent attempts, in all countries, to
squeeze women out of the professions. Reports on this problem were collected,
and a memorandum based on them submitted to the International Labor
Organization with a request for remedial action. Many of the programmatic
demands that fell by the wayside in this period were victims of the devastating
global economic crisis, accompanied in most European countries by political
upheavals. In addition, the sheer complexity of issues like married women’s
citizenship meant that the international experts working for the IFUW bodies
were overtaxed in terms of time and energy: the committees depended on the
volunteer efforts of women who were generally already at full stretch in their
teaching, research, or professional work.?’

The numerous high school teachers in the IFUW devoted their energy to
international exchanges of teachers and the comparative exchange of infor-
mation about forms of secondary education. The Committee on Interchange
of Teachers, appointed in Oslo in 1924 and chaired by the president of the
British Association of Head Mistresses, Reta Oldham, faced problems similar
to those experienced by the Committee on Intellectual Cooperation, which
sought to foster exchanges between women specialists. The most troublesome
administrative barriers were successfully overcome in Britain when Oldham
and others managed to push the Board of Education into making two key
legal changes. In 1925, the Board added a clause to employment contracts for
state teaching staff that permitted them to take temporary leave of absence
without forfeiting their pension claims; and in 1927, it expanded its existing
schools’ exchange program with the British dominions to cover all nation-
alities, so that teachers from Europe and the United States, too, were now
entitled to obtain a work permit for British public service.?

International exchanges between secondary teachers were initially limited to
Britain and the United States. In 1927, four American and four British women
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were teaching in the partner country; a year later, the first exchange took
place between a school in London and another in Berlin.?* In 1930, the num-
ber of British-American exchanges had risen to eight, while two were running
between Germany and the United States.*® The outcome of the exchange pro-
gram was announced in 1932 in Edinburgh: 15 exchanges between Britain
and the United States, four between Germany and the United States, and one
between Britain and Germany. The 1932 figures can be taken as a grand total,
since the exchange of women teachers temporarily came to a complete halt
in 1933,! and during the period from 1936 to 1939, it was once again limited
exclusively to exchanges between Britain and the United States.?? Despite its
relatively modest scale in numerical terms, this result was considered a suc-
cess, and received due recognition from the League of Nations’ Intellectual
Cooperation Section. A 1932 report by the Section’s Finnish delegate, Armi
Hallsten-Kallia (who attended most of the sessions of the [IFUW’s Committee
on Interchange of Teachers), stressed that even if teacher exchanges in Britain
had remained within rather manageable dimensions, the majority of them
had been initiated by the BFEUW, which thus held an acknowledged pioneer-
ing role.*® The special difficulty of organizing international teacher exchanges
lay in the fact that all teaching staff had to have their salaries paid by their
home country. Because most teachers in Europe were government employees,
the introduction of a system of paid leave of absence in many cases involved
amending civil-service legislation—changes which were called for emphati-
cally by the various associations, but by 1933 had been implemented only in
Britain and Germany.*

A degree of success similar to that of the teachers’ exchange committee was
achieved by the Committee on Secondary Education, headed by the Belgian
educationist Germaine Hannevart. This committee’s goal was to produce an
overview of the different structures and curricula of secondary schooling for
girls in Europe and the United States. Responses to a first, questionnaire-
based survey were provided by all the member associations. The reports
revealed such confusingly disparate conditions that immediate publication
was impossible: the sole, and very sobering, common ground between the
reports was the finding that in most countries, women secondary teachers
did not occupy the highest positions in schools. The committee called on
all members to demand remedy for this situation in their own countries.?
Apart from this project, several years were spent in trying to find a trained
researcher and the necessary funding to carry out a more systematic com-
parison of schooling for girls in Europe and the United States. In 1930, the
Hungarian government agreed to grant high school teacher Amélie Arato,
a respected scholar who had earned her doctorate in France, two years’ leave
of absence to carry out the project, with continued payment of her salary.
The IFUW covered Aratd’s travel expenses and the cost of printing the study
that she produced, L’Enseignement secondaire des jeunes filles en Europe, which
was published in Belgium in 1934 and was frequently cited for more than a
generation.*® Aratd’s scholarly work was regarded as a great common effort of
the IFUW, something that expressed the federation’s spirit in an exemplary
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way. Funded by the government of a former Central Power, and additionally
supported by an IFUW travel grant, the Hungarian teacher’s research took her
on a journey of more than a year across Italy, Austria, Switzerland, France,
Britain, the Netherlands, Belgium, and the United States. For all of this time,
she was accommodated exclusively by members of the IFUW. Federation
members at her various destinations used Aratd’s transnational research project
as ammunition in their work for the admission of women to senior positions
within their country’s school system.3’

This short overview of the IFUW’s committees by no means exhausts the
scope of the federation’s work. In the following sections, I examine in more
detail the two areas that between 1919 and 1933 played the most important
role in the program and policies of the [IFUW, requiring of members the great-
est personal and financial commitment. These were, firstly, the creation and
utilization of international clubhouses and, secondly, the development of an
international fellowship program. I also ask how the executive attempted to
mobilize IFUW members for these initiatives in keeping with the ideal of sci-
entific internationalism, and to what degree they proved successful.

Clubhouses and Hospitality

Personal contacts and friendships across borders seemed to offer the most
important social basis for lasting academic and political internationalism. It
was hoped they would solidify the foundations of the IFUW. Intersections
in this web of friendships were to be the international clubhouses that the
Council aimed to establish in Europe’s great cities. A Hospitality Committee,
appointed at the first London meeting and led by Carey Thomas, was charged
with implementing this goal.®

As early as 1920, Caroline Spurgeon had expressed her hopes of a broad
participation by IFUW members in this centerpiece of practical interna-
tional networking. Every single woman, she stressed, “can do an amazing
amount...towards weaving together these individual strands of friendship
to form indestructible bonds which will eventually bind people together all
the world over.”* How this fabric of hospitality in the service of world peace
might actually look in practice was something she could describe from her
own experience: during her second trip across the United States, she had her-
self stayed in the IFUW'’s first international residence.*® In summer 1919, the
AAUW women had rented a building diagonally opposite the White House, on
Lafayette Square in Washington, DC. The “beautiful old house of the square
colonial type” had twelve bedrooms, several offices and clubrooms, a closed
veranda that could be heated in winter, and a handsome garden. A dining
room and a café open to the public were added later.*!

This AAUW initiative was primarily a response to developments within the
United States. The association’s executive had previously been based in either
Boston or New York, but because of the politicization of the AAUW and the
general shift in the orientation of other important organizations of higher edu-
cation toward the federal government, it now seemed necessary to move to
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the political capital instead. The Emergency Council on Education that was
established in 1917, tasked with reorganizing higher education in the United
States to align with national interests, continued its existence after 1919 under
the new title of American Council on Education; its headquarters were in
Washington, DC. In 1919, as well, a federal Bureau of Education was being
developed and plans (ultimately fruitless) were under discussion to introduce,
for the first time, a “secretary of education” based in the President’s cabinet.
“The concentration of all national movements in Washington D.C. has come
to stay,” wrote Virginia Gildersleeve, summarizing the circumstances which,
she argued, obliged the AAUW to create a permanent, high-profile base in the
US capital. She feared that “the interests of women in education will need
protection as never before.”*>* The AAUW had joined the American Council on
Education in 1919 as a founder member. It had entrusted one of its most prom-
inent representatives with the work of lobbying for university women's inter-
ests: Gildersleeve herself was elected general secretary of the Council for several
years running, and in 1919/20 was a member of its executive committee.*

The AAUW building in Washington was intended to do more than to make
the association physically visible within the political landscape of US educa-
tion. Following the example of Suffrage House, established in Washington by
Carrie Chapman Catt in 1917, the association’s new national headquarters
would not only accommodate the AAUW offices but also create a social cen-
ter for women college graduates that additionally offered room and board
for traveling members and their guests.* Although a university town in its
own right, Washington could not compete with the academic structures and
facilities—such as Women'’s University Clubs—that were taken for granted
in Boston or New York. However, its growing federal administration meant
that the capital was becoming more and more important as a place of work
for women college graduates, and one of the expectations placed in the new
building and its amenities was that they would tempt more of these women
to join the AAUW.%

Even before the association had fully settled into its new home neighbor-
ing the White House, the US Department of Commerce had begun to press
for the coveted premises to be returned to the Department’s own use. The
AAUW resolved to buy a different building instead, not far from the original
location.*® The purchase of this new headquarters, on Farragut Square, was
financed through loans of around $250,000. At first, this heavy debt seemed
likely to stretch the AAUW to the financial breaking point, but a national fund-
raising campaign soon revealed unanimous and eager support for the project
among the association’s membership. The campaign called on every member
to contribute $14 toward the renovation work on the building in Washington.
Within just a few months, $140,000 had been collected; the remainder of the
mortgage was paid off within four years of the building’s acquisition.*” Besides
monetary donations, members contributed furniture, carpets, tableware, and
books to fit out the building to a suitably prestigious standard.

The unexpectedly wholehearted, nationwide enthusiasm for the development
and maintenance of the AAUW’s clubhouse and administrative headquarters in
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Washington showed that having its own highly visible location in the nation’s
capital strengthened the association not only externally, but also within its own
ranks. The building embodied personal feelings of affiliation and national pres-
ence in a tangible, easily communicable way. It served political, practical, and
social purposes, but above and beyond that it was also a symbolic expression
of the social and political importance of academic womanhood in the United
States.*

The AAUW headquarters was the clubhouse of the Washington branch, as
well as housing the association’s growing executive and offering all members
from within and outside the United States a social meeting place and over-
night accommodation. Certainly, far more of the visitors from Europe applied
to the AAUW Hospitality Committees in New York and Boston, and the
greatest magnets within the AAUW's web of international academic contacts
remained Barnard, Bryn Mawr, and Wellesley College—but the Washington
headquarters functioned right from the start as a national and international
advertisement for the work of the AAUW and the IFUW. It symbolized the
importance that World War I had given the American association within
national and international education policy.

The AAUW headquarters in Washington became the model for the inter-
national clubhouses that IFUW officials dreamed of creating—spaces where
international friendship could be nurtured “through personal intercourse”
in an academic context. This involved not only appropriate buildings as a
physical setting, but also the psychological role of those buildings in inte-
grating members within the IFUW. The clubhouses across the world were
to represent the living, practical core of the organization, something that
was accessible to all members and for which, in turn, all members would
take responsibility. It is in fact remarkable how rapidly and successfully the
establishment of additional international clubhouses proceeded in Europe in
the early 1920s. The American women'’s engagement and influence, as well
as their skill in acquiring funding and large-scale gifts, were decisive factors
in that process.

Soon after the opening of the AAUW'’s Washington headquarters in 1919,
an opportunity emerged that would enable a similar center to be created in
Paris at a single stroke. This opening did not originate in France itself but in
the United States, through Virginia Gildersleeve and her superb New York
connections. An alumna of Barnard College, Helen Rogers, had taken up a
post as private secretary to the New York heiress and philanthropist Elizabeth
Mills Reid after graduating in 1903; in 1911, she married Reid’s son Ogden,
who ran the daily paper owned by the family, the New York Tribune (the unof-
ficial organ of the Republican Party). After the birth of her two sons, in 1918
Helen Rogers Reid took over the advertising department of the Tribune, which
was one of the earliest and most important sources of support for America’s
entry into the European war.* With Gildersleeve’s assistance, Rogers had been
appointed to the Barnard College board of trustees in 1914, and she succeeded
in persuading her mother-in-law to support the establishment of an interna-
tional residence for women college and university graduates in Paris.*
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Elizabeth Mills Reid had inherited her large fortune from her father Darius
Ogden Mills, who followed the Californian gold rush to Sacramento in 1849
and quickly became rich as a retailer and banker. Mills founded the Bank of
California in San Francisco, amassing assets of around $40 million, which he
left to his daughter in 1910.5! She had married in 1881, and in 1889 moved to
Paris to accompany her husband, Whitelaw Reid, when he was named official
American envoy to France. An art-lover, Elizabeth Mills Reid soon became
acquainted with the lifestyle of American bohemian society in Paris. The moral
conduct of these circles generated rumors that made headlines in the New York
Times, causing worry among the concerned parents of daughters studying art
in Paris.*? Reid came into contact with members of the US Protestant commu-
nity in Montparnasse who were trying to set up a morally irreproachable club
for impoverished young women artists. When a prettily situated Protestant
school close to the Jardin du Luxembourg went bankrupt, she bought the
building and established the “American Girls’ Club” there. Reid’s hope was
that an institution of this kind—supervised by a woman dean, with 50 single
and double rooms, a kitchen, a library, studios, exhibition space, and ini-
tially with obligatory church attendance—would make it possible for ambi-
tious American daughters to take a part in the intellectual and artistic life of
1920s Paris without putting their good names at risk. The American Girls’
Club, also known as the “Women Artists’ Club,” operated very successfully,
and gradually became the artistic and intellectual center of the growing com-
munity of American women artists in Paris. Offering regular exhibitions and
the opportunity to purchase the work of the residents, the club attained an
international reputation.®?

In 1922, Reid signed the extensive rue de Chevreuse premises over to
the AAUW management to be used free of charge for six years; she also
had the complex completely refitted and modernized. Only three years after
the IFUW’s founding, the 1922 biannual convention could thus be held in the
freshly renovated, fully furnished rooms of the new center in Paris. On the
occasion of the conference, the building was dedicated to its new function
with great fanfare.>* The structure served as a residence for American women
students based in Paris, as an international clubhouse for the IFUW, and as the
headquarters of the French association of academic women. American women
in residence carried out Reid Hall’s administration.®

The American University Women's Club in Paris quickly attracted attention
through its outstanding amenities and excellent service. Jane Harrison was a
British archaeologist who, upon retirement, had moved from Cambridge to
Paris with her young companion Hope Mirrlees and found accommodation at
the new IFUW residence for two years, through the mediation of the American
Alys Russell. She praised Reid Hall in the highest terms, as having “the best
bedrooms, room service breakfast, unlimited hot baths, and admirable cook-
ing of the best French kind (touched by Americans), and more than that, a
personal care and kindness that goes beyond one’s heart.” To appreciate fully
the options that Reid Hall offered academic women in 1920s Paris, it is worth
noting how protracted and fruitless Harrison’s previous attempts had been to
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find acceptable, affordable Paris accommodation where she could work and
receive guests. The scholar wrote enthusiastically of her spacious living and
reception room in Reid Hall: “I can breathe and work and even think, if the
delights of Paris would leave me a free moment.”5¢

The stroke of luck in obtaining Reid Hall gave an important boost to the
IFUW Hospitality Committee’s efforts to create a transnational network of
meeting places for academic women. In 1922, visions of similar halls in major
cities around the world seemed, at least in the American women's eyes, to be
not unrealistic dreams but perfectly realizable projects—assuming, of course,
that their foreign colleagues would come to master the “tricks” of successful
fund-raising that had been applied to such good effect in the United States.’

As it turned out, the British initiative to set up a clubhouse in London became
the heart of the IFUW’s complex of international hospitality. Although the
British women were initially far less optimistic than their American colleagues
about the chances of collecting the necessary donations through their own
efforts,’® members and sympathizers in Britain in fact showed an unexpect-
edly high degree of commitment, as did every one of the IFUW’s affiliated
associations. This was partly due to the special historical glamour and excep-
tional location of the building that was to house the IFUW’s future London
residence: Crosby Hall, a medieval town house with an impressive ballroom.
The house, built in 1446 in the heart of London, had served as a residence for
Richard III and the humanist Thomas More and a backdrop for Shakespeare’s
plays. It was one of the very few buildings in London to have survived the
Great Fire of 1666 unscathed. The Hall’s historical significance had preserved
it from demolition in 1910; it was taken apart, stone by stone, and rebuilt by
the University and City Association on an excellent site in Chelsea, with a
view onto the Thames. The original plan was to use the Hall as a dining room
for a new University of London residential college, but during World War I
the building had been adapted to accommodate Belgian refugees. It had stood
empty since 1918.%°

It says much for Caroline Spurgeon’s London connections, her powers of per-
suasion, and the general popularity of the idea of academic internationalism
after World War I that the BFUW ventured to take on the great financial risk of
buying Crosby Hall and fitting it out as an international hall of residence.® The
acquisition and rebuilding of the premises required an investment of £50,000,
of which £25,000 had to be paid up front before building work could begin.!
To collect the necessary funds, the BFUW pursued a rigorously organized fund-
raising campaign directed not only at its own members but also at the IFUW as
a whole and at the British general public.®*

After the addition of a new annex for living quarters and offices, the plan
was to make Crosby Hall an international IFUW residence with a library, din-
ing room, and clubroom. It was hoped that during the summer months, up
to 50 “university women studying in London” and traveling IFUW members
could be offered accommodation for a fee, the income from which could be
used in winter mainly to subsidize affordable lodgings for women students
from Britain and all over the world. A brochure giving details of the idea and
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illustrated with pictures of the building was distributed by the British women
at the 1922 convention in the newly opened Reid Hall in Paris; they also pre-
sented a scale model of the London premises for members to admire.%

The fund-raising strategy was based on collecting the necessary resources
room by room. A gift of £1,000 would entitle the donor to give one room in
the new wing the name of her choice. For just £200, a donor would be com-
memorated for the furnishing of a room.% Contrary to the fears of the British
organizers, the campaign to finance Crosby Hall was greeted with an enthusi-
astic response quite comparable to the case of the AAUW's clubhouse project
in the United States. At the Paris conference, US and Canadian delegates were
already pressing $100 bills on the British treasurer to help realize the planned
center in London.® Members of the BFUW in Manchester, Birmingham and
the Midlands, Glasgow, and London raised the considerable sum of £1,000 per
region; further £1,000 donations came from the United States (twice, in 1924
and 1927), Australia, Canada, India, and New Zealand. The only Continental
European organization to raise £1,000 for a room was that of Norway, while
the organizations from Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Finland, France,
Italy, Sweden, and Yugoslavia (and later Austria and Germany) each paid
£200, earning the right to be named as donors of furnishings.%

The collection of donations for Crosby Hall was in the hands of Caroline
Spurgeon. She entrusted the organizational side to a fully paid employee who
came with all the relevant experience: up to the beginning of World War 1,
Miss Arnold had organized highly successful events for the women's suffrage
movement, and from 1919 to 1921 she had been responsible for arranging
housing for British war widows. The BFUW membership as a whole also
entered into the project with great energy. Alys Smith Russell, for example,
an American by birth and the niece of Carey Thomas, gave the campaign
invaluable support and “never stopped begging for a moment.”” Russell
had studied at Bryn Mawr before her family moved to England. She married
the young philosopher Bertrand Russell and worked with him on German
socialism.® The Russells’ childless marriage broke down, and they divorced in
1921, but Alys Russell continued to dispose over her own fortune and bene-
fited from an American lack of embarrassment in asking for donations as well
as from her excellent connections to the British moneyed and aristocratic
classes. She herself gave £1,000 for a room in Crosby Hall, which she dedi-
cated as a memorial to her aunt Carey Thomas; she was also the driving force
and treasurer of a group of members collecting funds for a room in honor
of Thomas More's learned daughter Margaret Roper, whose Latin correspon-
dence with Erasmus had spread her fame far beyond England.® Alys Russell
also managed to persuade Lady Agatha Russell, the elderly daughter of the
first Earl Russell, to donate £1,000 for a room to commemorate Alys’s now
long dead, progressive parents-in-law, John and Kate Russell, the Viscount
and Viscountess Amberley, who were early proponents of religious freedom,
birth control, and free love.”®

The list of donors to the Crosby Hall project amounts to a roll call of British
liberalism. It includes representatives of the women’s suffrage and women’s
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education movement; graduates of the first women'’s colleges in Cambridge and
Oxford, Girton, Newnham, and Somerville, an important source of members
for the early BFUW; and industrialists and philanthropists like Sir Otto Beit,
director of the British South Africa Company and benefactor of an important
fellowship for medical research. Not least, the wealthy residents of Chelsea
and several large London businesses made their financial contribution to the
history of the Hall. Just two years after the fund-raising campaign began, Alys
Russell was able to inform the IFUW members assembled in Oslo that the
British association had already collected £17,000 of the £25,000 required to
start construction.”! Work began in 1926 with a ceremonial dedication, and
one year later, on July 1, 1927, Queen Mary opened the completed building
amid great festivities, attended by high-ranking guests and numerous [FUW
members from Britain and abroad.

The fund-raising for Crosby Hall was, then, a success story, and the same
proved to be true of the use of the building, which now housed both the
BFUW offices and those of the [IFUW. In the first year alone, the Crosby Hall
guestbook listed “several hundred” women from almost all the countries
affiliated with the IFUW, although visitors from the British dominions and
Continental Europe predominated. A large number of women tourists booked
short stays; the majority of the longer-term visitors, who stayed for up to ten
months, were researchers carrying out work at London’s libraries, museums,
archives, and hospitals.”” Large receptions, workshops initiated by the guests
themselves, and study groups lent Crosby Hall an open, international, intel-
lectual, and sociable ebullience that very soon earned the “spirit of Crosby
Hall” a legendary status not unlike the “spirit of Geneva.” Female academic
internationalism, it seemed, had become a living reality here.”® Even if the
impact of the global economic crisis drastically reduced the number of guests,
especially those from overseas, and Crosby Hall constantly teetered on the
brink of financial ruin, the communally funded model of an international
social and academic meeting point in London became a living emblem of the
goals that the IFUW had pledged to pursue on its foundation in 1919.

A vivid personal glimpse of this atmosphere can be gained from a report by
Viennese physicist Berta Karlik, who spent a year in 1930/31 as a Residential
Fellow at Crosby Hall. In 1932, Karlik gave a precise account of the endeavors
to nurture personal contacts between the guests in and around Crosby Hall to
members of the Austrian association.”* The social high point of each day was
the shared dinner in full evening dress at the long tables of the medieval hall,
which began at seven every evening. New guests were seated at the “High
Table” set crosswise at the front of the room. They were presented to the other
diners, and specifically introduced to selected residents of the Hall. After din-
ner, the evening was spent together in the two great communal rooms or
in the library, giving the guests time to get to know each other. Once on
more familiar terms, they exchanged invitations to each other’s rooms. “The
atmosphere that prevailed in the whole building was a particularly congenial
one,” reported Karlik. “All the residents were very friendly, helpful, cheerful,
almost more than I can describe. Little study groups arose as if of their own
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accord. We often spent time sitting with an Indian woman, for example, who
answered our questions about her homeland.” As well as their international
origins, the women residents’ interdisciplinarity exerted a very inspirational
effect, Karlik said. A British radium researcher was resident at the Hall at the
same time as herself, a former student at Stockholm, Paris, and New York.
A French historian had made use of her stay to work at the British Museum
on the influence of the papacy in the Middle Ages. An Indian archaeolo-
gist was writing up her excavation reports from the Sahara. An exchange of
information and ideas on the League of Nations was offered by a Munich
woman who worked in Geneva as a secretary to the League’s press section.
Karlik herself taught German to a small group of colleagues once a week, and
offered a very successful “physics class.” The unique atmosphere of Crosby
Hall, in her view, arose from the fact that “many of the foreign women were
spending just the one year in England, and...as a result felt this year to be
one of the greatest experiences of their lives. For this reason the majority
of the Crosby Hall residents lived at an enormous pitch of intensity, lifted
out of their everyday habits, and this, above all, was what shaped the intel-
lectual life of Crosby Hall.” Her own experiences went beyond Crosby Hall
and her own field of scientific work. Under the auspices of the Crosby Hall
Hospitality Committee, Karlik traveled across all of England in the course
of her fellowship, without, she stressed, ever having to spend a night in a
hotel—she was always privately accommodated by members of the BFUW.
A Christmastime invitation from Ida Smedley MacLean had introduced her to
South Wales and to many local BFUW groups along the route. On returning
to Vienna, even after several months she found it difficult to give adequate
expression to the “incredible good luck” of her year-long fellowship. “Only
when you feel giddy at the abundance of things,” she noted at the beginning
of her lecture,

will you be able to form a correct idea of my study year in England.
Then you will understand what an extraordinary experience it was for
me, and...how exhausted I was on my return by the many impressions.
That was only to be expected, considering that I had been offered the
opportunity to become closely acquainted with more than thirty scien-
tific institutions, meet certainly more than a thousand people (and have
genuinely intense interchange with many of them), and travel across
more or less the whole of England.”®

Karlik’s report emphasized again and again that the richness of her impres-
sions was by no means restricted to scientific matters, but extended especially
to cultural and social experiences. She felt “deeply indebted” to the IFUW for
the year she had spent studying in Britain.

The IFUW clubhouses in Washington, Paris, and London remained the three
most frequently visited, though smaller residences were also set up during the
1920s in Toronto, Montreal, and New York. American and British initiatives
to create similar establishments in Rome and Athens came to nothing, despite
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promising beginnings.”® In most of the countries of Continental Europe,
the membership of the national associations was too small—or, in cases like
Germany, lacked the financial muscle—to set up institutions of this kind.
Nevertheless, the call for every country to offer opportunities for visits and
encounters among academic women met with an enthusiastic and efficient
response from all the IFUW's affiliated associations. In most cases, discounts
were negotiated with particular, centrally located hotels and guesthouses in
the capital city or important cultural centers, and national or local hospi-
tality committees were appointed that, among their other tasks, served as
points of contact to arrange private accommodation for traveling academics.
In Italy in 1927, for example, women with the appropriate references could
find low-cost accommodation in Bologna, Fiuggi, Florence, Siena, and Rome;
in Brussels, Grenoble, and Stockholm, IFUW members could make use of
University Clubs and women'’s student residences; in Berlin they had access to
the well-appointed guestrooms of the Lyceum Club.”” In 1932, the IFUW offi-
cially listed 36 hostels, guesthouses, and hotels, in 12 countries, that offered
special rates for IFUW members. Adding to this the increasingly numerous
offers of private “hospitalities,” the period between 1919 and 1933 saw the
weaving of a dense fabric of international interchange that was wide-ranging,
complex, and diverse. The reports of the individual associations bear eloquent
witness to the fact that this transnational network was not only used by the
small minority of women who were actively working in university settings but
also by the professional women who made up the majority of the federation
and who were looking for affordable vacations or trips motivated by educa-
tional improvement, language learning, or simply pleasure. The activities of
the Italian association make this expanded function particularly obvious. In
1932, the association listed guesthouses and hotels in 18 towns and cities,
including such attractions as a small, family-run hotel in Cannero on Lake
Maggiore “with garden and magnificent view over the lake” or a “delightfully
quiet mountain resort” near Merano.”8

With its three large international halls of residence in Washington, Paris,
and London and its network of hotels, clubs, and guesthouses in those coun-
tries where the establishment of an IFUW residence was not feasible, the
IFUW could, from the mid-1920s onward, build on permanent structures that
enabled and nurtured exchange and encounter among its members to a very
important degree. To do full justice to the scale of the new opportunities for
international networking, however, other important aspects must also be con-
sidered: the educational tours, lasting several weeks, that were organized in a
different country each year; the IFUW conferences; and the private hospitality
that all members committed themselves to provide.

Within just a few years, the IFUW built itself the prerequisites for the promo-
tion of personal contacts between academic women of many nations, and thus
for an important contribution to international understanding. The particular-
ity of these efforts becomes even more evident if the IFUW is set against the
other institutions that arose during or after World War I with a commitment to
academic interchange. Most of these, such as the American University Union in
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Europe, the Institute of International Education in New York, or the German
Academic Exchange Service (Deutscher Akademischer Austauschdienst, DAAD),
established advisory offices to assist students abroad, or else they gathered, syn-
thesized, and published information designed to help students find their feet
while visiting foreign universities. The gender-specific network of the IFUW
did provide this kind of information for women—but it also, and especially,
attended to the accommodation and social integration of its members. As a
result, the IFUW was a transnational organization uniquely useful for women
scholars. That usefulness increased in direct proportion to the federation’s suc-
cess in complementing its halls of residence and hospitality program with a
genuine promotion of women’s research.

Promoting International Research

Promoting the scientific advancement of women in all its affiliated associa-
tions was the IFUW’s most ambitious goal. During the federation’s constitu-
tive phase it was not yet clear how such an undertaking could be funded from
the organization’s own resources and upon what criteria it should be based.
An initial idea, proposed by Carey Thomas, was that the IFUW’s responsibility
might be to serve as a “women’s Academy of Arts and Letters and Science,”
in which “we shall honor and praise each other, for praise is a very important
thing in success.””®

In 1923, the IFUW Council decided to launch its own fellowship program.
In this, the federation was following the example of its American mother orga-
nization, which had begun funding postgraduate studies in 1890 and whose
system of postdoctoral fellowships had made it one of the very first associa-
tions worldwide to award funding of this kind.® From the beginning, the
AAUW grants had not been restricted to the United States. On the contrary,
they formed part of a “creative philanthropy” that set its sights on an impor-
tant trophy inside Germany: the admission of women to the German doctoral
examination, which American women hoped could have an important signal
effect for the United States as well.3! The first three American women to gain
their doctorate in Germany, in 1895 and 1896 at Gottingen and Heidelberg,
received financial support from the ACA.®? Right from the start, the founders of
the ACA encouraged talented women to undertake high-level scholarly and
scientific work; enabling women to take an active and assertive part in sci-
entific endeavor was also the declared aim of the pioneers who shaped the
fortunes of the AAUW in the early 1920s. Carey Thomas had set up a graduate
program at Bryn Mawr (the only such program at a women'’s college), and it
was well known that Virginia Gildersleeve gave her utmost to nurture aca-
demically ambitious Barnard graduates.®

Including the Rose Sidgwick Memorial Fellowship, by the early 1920s the
AAUW was awarding seven generously funded grants every year, two of them
for study visits to Europe. The AAUW Journal regularly informed its readers
about successful applicants, printing detailed reports by the fellowship recipi-
ents of their activities. It was hoped that the Fellows’ reports would remind
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members of the success and vital importance of one of the AAUW'’s crucial
goals, “the encouragement of graduate study by fellowships.”8

Thanks to the US and British associations, which initially took on the main
responsibility for awarding grants, the IFUW was able to offer its members
fellowships of various kinds in the first years of its existence, even before it
disposed over financial resources of its own. The principle soon emerged that
a balance of consideration should be granted to representatives of both the
natural sciences and the social sciences or humanities, and to both young
postgraduates and established researchers. The British association offered its
first travel grant in 1922, an award that was open to all IFUW members. Of
the 25 grant applicants, the BFUW selected the gifted Swedish archaeologist
Hanna Rydh, who planned to spend time in France carrying out research on
the Stone Age.®> The British women also raised the necessary funds to estab-
lish a fellowship at the University of Manchester for an American postdoc-
toral researcher and arranged for four women students from Czechoslovakia
to visit London with all expenses paid. Similar projects were carried out on an
exchange basis with the Italian association.5¢

As the number of affiliated countries grew, so did the number of applicants
for the fellowships, with a substantial rise as early as 1923. There were 38
applicants for the AAUW'’s International Fellowship in 1923/24; the BFUW,
which that year had been unable to raise the money for a travel grant and
instead offered a “Prize Fellowship” not tied to a stay abroad, received 44
highly qualified applications.®” Choosing the best candidates proved a “most
difficult task” for both organizations.®® The high number of applicants revealed
the existence of an impressive pool of academically active women—but it also
showed how paltry the available resources were in comparison with the huge
need for funding. The British committee responsible for awarding fellowships
lamented that “only too frequently scholars of first-rate quality have had to
abandon work they were specially qualified to perform, in order to earn their
livings in ways which waste their time and exhaust their energy.”’ But despite
the sobering insights into the material hardship suffered by many women in
the academic sphere, the fellowship committees maintained rigorously to the
principles already established by the American association, which laid down
that decisions be based on the highest intellectual standards and without
reference to an applicant’s personal situation, however difficult. This often
enough meant that existing privileges were perpetuated: “to her that hath
shall be given.”*°

For its International Fellowship in 1923/24, the AAUW decided to give pri-
ority to a younger natural scientist in the area of important basic research, and
awarded the funding to the Viennese biologist Leonore Brecher. Brecher had
earned her doctorate in 1916 in the field of experimental zoology, and had
subsequently published a remarkable number of papers on developmental
mechanics and color formation in butterflies.”* She planned to use the AAUW
funding to visit the Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Biology in Berlin, in order to
experiment on the biological heredity of different insect species’ pigmenta-
tion in adaptation to their environment.
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With the principle of balance in mind, the BFUW awarded its own prize
in the domain of the humanities, selecting the philosopher Cecilia Dentice
di Accadia of the University of Naples in recognition of her highly respected
book on Tommaso Campanella.®® In view of the high quality of the appli-
cations, the BFUW raised some additional money and awarded five further,
smaller prizes worth £25 or £20 each. Among the recipients of these were two
Austrian, one French, and two Finnish women. At the top of the list was the
president of the Austrian federation, Elise Richter, whose innovative studies
in Romance linguistics the BFUW sought to commend. She was followed by
the literary scholar Christine Touaillon, whose work the BFUW committee
regarded as equally outstanding. Touaillon’s groundbreaking and compre-
hensive history of the German women'’s novel in the eighteenth century was
published in 1919. It was rejected that year by the University of Graz as the
basis for a Habilitation (the university teaching qualification, requiring a kind
of second doctoral dissertation), but was accepted in 1921 by the University of
Vienna.** The fellowships and prizes mentioned so far by no means exhausted
the spectrum of funding opportunities offered by the IFUW in 1924. However,
the remaining grants—such as the Rose Sidgwick Memorial Fellowship, the
Residential Scholarship at the University of Manchester, or the grants awarded
by Reid Hall in Paris—were not open to all IFUW members but directed at indi-
vidual bilateral exchanges between Britain, the United States, and France.

Accordingly, most of the women who received funding in 1923/24 were
American, British, or French. However, of the seven international fellowships
and prizes offered to the wider membership, three went to Austrians—indicating
that five years after the end of the war, the IFUW was moving across the pre-
vious enemy lines and utilizing its funding resources to reintegrate academic
women from the former Central Powers. This step was taken by the IFUW
significantly earlier than by most other international academic associations.”
The federation’s deployment of a genuine internationalism, based strictly on
scientific excellence, was highly effective. In Austria, the gesture was acknow-
ledged with considerable gratitude. “I felt that the International Federation
of University Women knows no difference and hostility between nations,”
was peace activist Christine Touaillon’s praise for the organization; “every
one of the women entrusted with the award of the Fellowship had no other
ideal than the unity of science throughout the whole world.”?¢ Similar, if less
spectacular, signals were sent by the awards to the two Finnish women: as
Scandinavian and Czechoslovak members pointed out, academic women
from small countries were dependent to a very particular degree on recogni-
tion and exchange with other countries, as a way of overcoming their dual
isolation as female scholars and as representatives of what were perceived as
the margins of academia.®”’

Despite their modest scale, born out of necessity, it was precisely these
minor prizes that revealed how much could be achieved through the applica-
tions process and the award of fellowships and prizes. It was not necessarily
important to insist on the large-scale, expensive, one-year international fel-
lowships: even without these, the IFUW was genuinely able to take on the role
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of a “women’s academy” that Carey Thomas had proposed in 1920. The inter-
national accolades gave recognition to the scholarly work of women, arousing
substantial interest in the IFUW’s agenda and goals around the world, and
thus deserved to be repeated in the future: “Public recognition of the work of a
woman of one nation by the women of other nations cannot fail to stimulate
international good feeling.”*®

These initial experiences of the difficulties and opportunities associated
with the international promotion of science strengthened the IFUW Council’s
resolve to accord its highest priority to the distribution of fellowships and
prizes. In 1923, the Council decided that the most important task of the com-
ing years would be the creation of an International Fellowship Fund, based on
an endowment of a million US dollars.”” The revenue from this capital would
allow the award of 30 travel grants and several prizes every year. The women
conceded that such a sum would not be easy to raise; each individual member
of the IFUW would have to contribute $40. However, buoyed by the success
of their efforts to acquire donations for the clubhouses, the Fund’s initiators
felt this was attainable. Only part of the necessary funds was to come from
member donations: large-scale gifts were hoped for, and there was consider-
able optimism that a munificent public could be galvanized to support the
initiative. “If the scheme grows,” predicted the British biochemist Ida Smedley
MacLean enthusiastically, “this fund will be one of the great endowments for
research of the world, and we want to build it up out of small sums.”1%

The convention held in 1924 in Christiania (now Oslo) ratified the Council’s
ambitious proposal, on condition that the national affiliates would not be
obliged to call in donations of a particular sum from their members. For most
of the European delegates, the amount specified appeared exorbitantly high,
far beyond what they would be able to afford.’®® The Fellowship Committee,
chaired by Ida Smedley MacLean, made vigorous efforts to counter this
mood.!%? But by undertaking the obligation to raise one million dollars by its
own efforts, the federation was, in fact, committing itself to a strategy that
demanded a high degree of engagement from all members. Unlike the one-
off effort to establish a clubhouse, the development of a fellowship program
called for long-term, systematic financial input.

In the US context, members had been successfully acquiring private dona-
tions for the promotion of scholarship since the late 1880s, a process that
had functioned impeccably in drawing together the association’s grassroots—
made up of college graduates without higher degrees—and its leadership,
mostly women who had enjoyed a full university education and held profes-
sorships. By acquiring donations, or making donations themselves, to pro-
mote women's research, members expressed their support for the ACA’s (later
the AAUW’s) policies and their sense of belonging to the country’s female
educational elite. In 1932, the large number of fellowships that the AAUW
was funding through its own efforts itself was widely considered a “symbol of
growth,” emblematic of the association’s strength.!®

For the IFUW, research funding was evidently intended to work in a very
similar way, providing a material anchor for an intellectual mission, external
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momentum, and internal coherence. The initiators of the “Million Dollar
Fellowship Fund” emphasized that the program would stand or fall on the
faith of each member—regardless of her nationality—in terms both of her
own financial contribution and of her personal willingness to search for other
sources of money.

The Fellowship Fund was also driven by the practical politics of profes-
sionalization. The Council argued that if the IFUW was to stand for demo-
cratic, coeducational university training for men and women, equal access
to academic training and degrees, and equal pay with equal opportunities
to undertake university-level research, then it would have to ensure first and
foremost that enough women were represented on the teaching staff of the
universities. Ellen Gleditsch, a Norwegian professor of chemistry, explained
to the members assembled in Amsterdam in 1926 that women in universi-
ties had hitherto made their mark primarily in low-status positions as badly
paid teachers, far less so as researchers. This lamentable situation applied to
all the affiliated countries.'® Proving herself in the field of research, argued
Gleditsch, was a necessary condition for a woman to assert herself vis-a-vis her
male competitors in the university system. Research practice was, however, far
more difficult to come by than teaching experience, and indeed could only be
acquired by women who had the opportunity to dedicate their entire energies
for several years, “free of cares and worries,” to a scholarly project. Only then
could a woman build up the necessary skills and determination to enable her
to remain in research for the long haul and to deliver first-class results even
under conditions that were less than ideal.'® Top-level research, Gleditsch
continued, was increasingly taking place within international networks. This
was one reason why it was of utmost importance to create more opportuni-
ties for women to pursue research abroad; another was that women required
such opportunities in order to compete more successfully with men, on a
national level, for the scarce and sought-after full university professorships.
As Ida Smedley MacLean added, this was the only way to ensure that equality
of educational opportunity for men and women might actually be achieved
in the universities. To reach that point, a significantly higher proportion of
women must attain well-paid and appropriately resourced positions, so that
they in turn could serve as teachers, researchers, and mentors for women stu-
dents. “We want to increase the supply of highly qualified women available;
to do this, we must encourage research.”1%

The minutes of the early IFUW conferences and Council meetings reveal
that the federation’s officers devoted considerable energy to persuading the
assembled members of the need to offer research fellowships in an international
framework. Their argument was that promotion of this kind was crucial not
only for the individual researchers who stood to benefit directly from funding,
but also for the federation as a whole and all its members. The women of the
Council, all fully accredited as academics, regarded themselves as a vanguard
within the IFUW and as role models for its members. They thus often began by
describing their own experiences, as a way of underlining the benefits of a study
trip abroad—benefits that could go far beyond science and help promote the
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wider cause of internationalism. Caroline Spurgeon portrayed her recent visit to
the United States as an intellectual and emotional turning point in her life:

It opened to me the vision of a new world, it was the most stimulat-
ing, inspiring and wonderful experience possible, as to the friends that
I have made there, and the kindness I have met with, well, I can never
hope even to begin tell the tale of it. In the same way my days of study
in Paris are a most happy and precious memory to look back upon, and
the friends I have made in France a most treasured possession.!®”

Ellen Gleditsch offered a similar line of argument. Scientific work abroad was,
Gleditsch maintained, an important component of the international promo-
tion of research; just as important, however, was “a stimulating acquaintance
with their fellow workers of other lands...they will have a store of memories
of those countries....Such memories will more than repay the International
Federation for all its work, for giving the money, thought and love to the
foundation of a Fellowship Fund.”!% Ida Smedley MacLean, who had spent the
years 1913 to 1915 in the United States with the support of a Beit Fellowship,
told delegates that this honor had been “a most thrilling moment of encour-
agement and stimulus” for her, one that the university world offered only at
rare moments, and especially rarely to women.!®®

All the members of the IFUW, said Gleditsch, could “contribute to the prog-
ress of research by women, by giving research students the chance of spending
some time in laboratories and research institutions of other countries, where
they will meet men and women of other nations who are doing the same kind
of work and who may open their eyes to a whole new field of possibilities.”!°
As for the objection that an expensive fellowship program would require the
IFUW to commit itself to a measure that offered little to the mass of the mem-
bers, MacLean countered with some verve: “However successful university
women may be in their various professions, however great the social service
they render to their community, our standing body of university women will
be judged by our contribution to the furtherance of knowledge. The standard
we maintain in research is not a matter that concerns only a few individuals.
It affects the position of every one of us.”!"!

The new program had barely been resolved before the first donations
arrived, during the Christiania conference itself. Professor Gleditsch told the
members about a group of elderly gentlemen who, following Norwegian tradi-
tion, had met in Oslo to celebrate the fiftieth anniversary of their graduation
from university, collecting a sum of money to mark the occasion. They had
planned to use this to fund a study grant for a Norwegian woman student,
said Gleditsch, but had now decided to transfer it to the IFUW’s International
Fellowship Fund as the very first contribution.!? In the course of the event,
the 68 US participants, “so inspired by the conference,” put together $1,000
for an international fellowship. They did not add this money to the general
appeal, but passed it directly to the IFUW so that a grant for 1925/26 could be
awarded immediately, in honor of the Scandinavian hosts.!!?
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Despite this encouraging start, however, the reality of the fellowship pro-
gram lagged far behind the high-flying ambitions of the early 1920s—in stark
contrast to the clubhouse appeals. The hope that the Fellowship Fund would
once again inspire wealthy individuals to make generous gifts remained unful-
filled. Collection efforts among the members themselves, too, yielded less than
had been expected. As the 1920s drew to a close, a somber mood prevailed:
it was only with great difficulty, and with the help of a large donation by
the Czechoslovak president Thomas Masaryk, that the Fellowship Committee
was able to scrape together the trust capital of £6,000 required to create the
first IFUW International Fellowship.''* Whereas in 1926 talk persisted of four
international fellowships, by 1930 it had become clear that the actual achieve-
ments would be more modest in scale. Among the reasons for this state of
affairs was the fact that, until 1927, the IFUW’s two most important programs,
research promotion and international hospitality, had operated in competi-
tion. While the Fellowship Fund was asking for donations, British members
were putting all their efforts into the appeal for the redevelopment of Crosby
Hall; similarly, the Italian association’s members were concentrating their
fund-raising energy on the provision of hospitality in Rome. The large-scale
gifts that had been envisaged failed to materialize.

The sparse funds that the other European affiliates managed to gather were
often used to award small grants within each association’s national framework
or to administer international fellowships on its own account. For example,
in 1929/30, the Spanish association offered its own international research
grant, while the French club raised the money for an “international vacation
fellowship” that enabled the Austrian psychiatrist and neurologist Martha
Briinner-Ornstein to spend one month researching in Professor Lapique’s
laboratory in Paris. Examining the rationale behind the selection of candi-
dates for grants, it seems that national concerns were often accorded more
importance than international ones. Thus, a report by the French associa-
tion noted that Briinner was a fortunate choice because her aim in visiting
the Sorbonne was to learn to apply a new neurological measurement pro-
cedure: a French invention. The association was anxious to see this inven-
tion recognized and disseminated among scientists in the German-speaking
world.!® In 1928, the Spanish association awarded an international fellow-
ship, funded by the Spanish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, to the Austrian
historian Margarethe Mecenseffy, who was studying the links between the
Austrian and the Spanish Habsburgs;''® in 1929 the same fellowship went
to the US historian Dr. Lillian Estelle Fisher for her work illuminating the
“true mission of Spain in America.”'"” In 1929, the German association DAB
presented 1,000 reichsmarks to a fellowship fund maintained by the Reich
Ministry of the Interior.!'®* When, in 1930, the DAB received a gift of 2,000
reichsmarks, it preferred to set up its own “German Fellowship” for a woman
scholar from abroad instead of contributing the money to the IFUW’s Million
Dollar Fellowship Fund.'” Such priorities slowed the accumulation of the
required capital for the fellowships; they also fragmented the already meager
funding available to women, making it hard for applicants to stay abreast of
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the different options. In some cases, the result was a failure to award funds
due to a lack of suitable applicants.

Outside the United States, the largest contributions to the IFUW's
International Fellowship Endowment came from Australia, Britain, Denmark,
New Zealand, Norway, Sweden, and Switzerland. The commitment of these
associations, on the one hand, quite simply reflects the fact that their mem-
bers were the ones most able to afford the international promotion of science.!*
On the other, however, it seems that these were countries where the practice
of donating money was more deeply rooted in academic culture, and also
that the membership of the associations there included a significantly higher
quota of women who were themselves professionally active in science and
academia. But the disproportionate efficiency of the US fund-raising remains
striking: while the European donations came primarily from charity bazaars,
fund-raising events, and the sale of IFUW postcards and notepaper, thus dif-
fering little from the general culture of charitable giving, the American women
succeeded in appealing to their members’ sense of belonging to a responsible
educational elite—for example, by asking them to donate at least one day’s
wage per month to the endowment fund.!*

Also important is the fact that, in contrast to Crosby Hall or other club-
houses, the funding of which had proceeded with such élan, an “International
Fellowship Endowment” was a rather abstract notion, poorly suited to attract-
ing heartfelt and enthusiastic donations. The AAUW, which had the most expe-
rience of carrying out vigorous appeals for donations and had long acquired
private funding for fellowships, quickly identified this problem and began
instead to raise money for four individual International Fellowships. This
seemed more concrete, easier to explain, and more capable of being achieved
than the huge and abstract target of “one million dollars.” Even more effective
proved to be the idea of attaching specific names to the individual fellow-
ships. In 1930, the BFUW'’s executive committee in Britain decided to award
an international “Caroline Spurgeon Fellowship,” worth £100, for the follow-
ing year, as a signal of gratitude to the former president for her great efforts
in helping to open Crosby Hall as an international residence. The members
greeted this initiative with such a “generous response that a scholarship of 100
pounds a year for two years will be awarded for the years of 1931-1933.”12

In 1927, the international project of the Million Dollar Fellowship Fund
passed into American hands. As a result, the international orientation of the
Fund’s original purpose now shifted in favor of promotion efforts within the
United States. Of the 25 one-year fellowships that were to be funded from
the endowment in 1932, only ten were still advertised as “international.”!??
Optimism regarding the feasibility of collecting such an ambitious sum
through membership dues was not dented in the United States until the end
of the prosperous 1920s; quite to the contrary. The AAUW also benefited
considerably from its international activities and the increase in female col-
lege graduates, as reflected in a constant rise in membership figures. Between
1918 and 1924, the number of AAUW members grew from twelve thousand
to nearly twenty-one thousand. The association’s international orientation,
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reported Ellen F. Pendleton of Wellesley College in 1924, “fired the imagina-
tion and enthusiasm of the younger college woman, whose interest it was par-
ticularly desirable to secure as soon as they graduated.”!?* In 1924, the AAUW
succeeded in going beyond membership dues and donations alone to acquire
large appropriations from charitable foundations, a move which fundamen-
tally altered the association’s financial circumstances. Grants from the Laura
Spelman Rockefeller Memorial, the Carnegie Foundation, and the Carnegie
Institute of International Education totaling more than $100,000 prompted a
surge of professionalization in the association’s labors.!?> Skilled and special-
ized secretariats were put in place, responsible for dealing with administration
and member relations. They also began to provide systematic information
on the importance of national and international association activities.!?
Additionally, voluntary work for the association was offered by individual
members not in paid employment. Dorothy Bridgman Atkinson launched the
Million Dollar Fellowship Fund campaign from St. Paul, Minnesota, with the
help of her husband’s secretary.'?” The campaign initiated by Atkinson was
the AAUW’s first nationwide appeal for donations. Each of the 25 sections
created by the association for this purpose was charged with raising $40,000
for the endowment fund, a sum that corresponded to the capital required for
each one-year grant. In 1932, five years after the campaign began, the assets
collected for the Fellowship Fund amounted to just over $200,000, one-fifth
of the million envisaged by the organizers.!*

Up to 1933, the IFUW’s actual achievements in the international promotion
of science remained far behind the ambitious goal set by its Council in the early
1920s. The reasons for this may be found partly in the great scarcity of private
and public financial resources in Europe,'? partly in cultural differences within
the federation.!® At least for Continental European states, it proved impos-
sible to establish a proactive approach to procuring funds. The degree to which
these countries’ reserved attitude should be interpreted as a form of skepticism
toward the IFUW’s program among individual national associations will be
discussed in chapter 4, with specific reference to the German case.

Despite these difficulties, progress was made up to 1933 in the transnational
exchange of ideas between women scientists and scholars through the [FUW
network. In the first 13 years of its existence, the organization and its national
affiliates offered 45 international grants, prizes, and fellowships.!*! One-year
travel awards, allowing women to pursue scientific research abroad, accounted
for around half of this funding. From 1928, support was offered annually from
the endowment of the Million Dollar Fund. The fact that this amount was
modest in comparison to the demand for international fellowships among
women researchers, and that further efforts were therefore urgently required,
was something the leadership never tired of impressing upon the federation’s
membership. It was partly with this in mind that, from 1928 onward, the
Fellowship Committee supplemented the IFUW’s own funding opportunities
with a detailed booklet listing all the international grants for which women
could apply.’®** The Council called on members to make up for the lack of
paid support by offering “complete hospitalities” for women researchers, and
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in the early 1930s several associations took up this challenge. In 1936, the
South African association offered six months’ hospitality at the Cape of Good
Hope, while Austria and Sweden took in two British researchers each for sev-
eral months. Paris, Brussels, and Copenhagen, too, reported success in accom-
modating researchers from abroad.!* Individual colleges in the United States
created their own international visiting scholar programs and extended invi-
tations to members of the network. First and foremost among these colleges
was Barnard, which invited Marguerite Mespoulet, Caroline Spurgeon, and
other prominent IFUW members to New York as visiting teachers.

Studying the reports and curricula vitae of the women who received IFUW
funding between 1922 and 1933 reveals that the federation’s support mea-
sures provided new momentum to their recipients’ careers, exerting a decisive
and lasting positive influence. For these women, the IFUW’s promotion of
research opened up new perspectives. The first recipient of the International
Junior Fellowship, awarded out of the IFUW’s own endowment fund for the
first time in 1928, found the idea of a funded research trip abroad so far
beyond the limits of her imagination that she had to be pressed into apply-
ing by her sister members.!** The Swiss biologist Anne-Marie Du Bois stud-
ied in Neuchatel and Geneva, earned her doctorate in embryology in 1927,
and then overcame great financial difficulties to continue her studies at the
Sorbonne. The IFUW funding enabled her to research for one year at the
Kaiser Wilhelm Institute for Biology in Dahlem, Berlin, with zoologist Richard
Goldschmidt, a world leader in the field of genetics who was also well known
for his unprejudiced support of female scientists. For Du Bois, fresh from her
doctorate, the one-year visit to the KWI in Berlin turned out to be a break-
through in her scientific career. Under Goldschmidt’s guidance, she was able
to experiment on the heredity of sexual characteristics in a butterfly species
and acquire the foundations of her later specialization; in addition, she found
in Goldschmidt a mentor who helped her network within the new field of
genetics. When her IFUW funding ended, Du Bois remained employed at the
KWI laboratory for an additional six months. Goldschmidt then helped her
find a two-year grant from the Carnegie Institute of Washington that allowed
her to pursue her research at respected US laboratories. The biologist’s nearly
four years of scientific work abroad smoothed her path into a career in Swiss
science. Upon her return from the United States in 1933, she received the
entitlement to teach biology at the University of Neuchétel and, in 1937, was
appointed senior laboratory scientist at the dermatological clinic of Geneva
University. In 1940, she stepped in to replace a colleague who had been called
up to military service and took on the teaching of his histological laboratory
courses. Du Bois continued to teach at Geneva University until her retire-
ment in 1974.1%

Similarly, the Viennese physicist Berta Karlik’s one-year fellowship at Crosby
Hall in 1930/31 laid the foundations for an extremely successful scientific
career. In 1928, Karlik had completed her studies in physics and mathematics
in Vienna summa cum laude.!*¢ She wrote her doctoral thesis while serving as
an intern at the Institute for Radium Research in Vienna, an internationally
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renowned institution whose director, Stefan Meyer, was particularly support-
ive of women students. Meyer encouraged and helped Karlik throughout her
studies, giving her—like many female colleagues at the Institute—the oppor-
tunity to pursue her own independent scientific work.!*” Upon completion
of her doctorate, Karlik first sat the teaching examination and subsequently
completed her probationary year of teaching at a Viennese technical high
school. During this time, she enjoyed access to the laboratories of the Institute
for Radium Research. Karlik wanted, if at all possible, to continue with her
scientific work; however, she was all too well aware how rare it was to find a
permanent appointment in the world of science, and decided that training as
a teacher was an absolute practical necessity, a conclusion reached by almost
all women with scientific ambitions during this period.'*®

Karlik published her first important works on the scintillation process
in 1929 in the papers of the Institute for Radium Research, and these stud-
ies paved the way for her selection as the recipient of a young researcher’s
Residential Fellowship at Crosby Hall for the academic year 1930/31.13° Armed
with Meyer’s letters of recommendation, Karlik spent her fellowship year
acquainting herself with the important laboratories and scientists of western
Europe active in the field of radium research. In Britain, she worked at the
Royal Institution in London with William H. Bragg, the 1915 winner of the
Nobel Prize in physics and, like Meyer, an energetic promoter of women.'*°
While in London, Karlik worked closely and productively with one of Bragg’s
many female colleagues, crystallographer Isabel Ellie Knaggs. It was the radio-
graphic analysis of the structure of cubic metals, developed in Bragg’s labora-
tory alongside Ellie Knaggs, that would establish the foundation of Karlik’s
international reputation.'*!

At the Cavendish Laboratory in Cambridge, Karlik carried out research with
Ernest Rutherford. Like Bragg, Rutherford was among Britain’s leading nuclear
physicists and was in close contact with the Institute for Radium Research
in Vienna.!*? Karlik also visited many London hospitals, acquiring familiarity
with the practical applications of radium research in the treatment of cancer.
In Paris, she observed the work of Marie Curie, visiting the Pasteur Institute
and the laboratory of Louis de Broglie."** When she returned to Vienna in
1931, it was not yet clear whether Karlik would succeed in pursuing a sci-
entific career, but her collaborative work with numerous eminent scientists
in Britain and France upon completion of her doctorate certainly played a
decisive part when, after a year of unpaid work at the Viennese Institute for
Radium Research, she was offered one of the few salaried research assistant
posts there in 1932. Thanks to her scientific experience abroad and her com-
mand of foreign languages, the 28-year-old Berta Karlik joined what was still
a rather small international community of physicists. As Otto Hahn remarked
with some respect, she had “been able to expand [her] scientific horizons far
further than is possible in the course of normal scientific life.”14* Karlik’s sci-
entific reputation was reinforced by further research visits, this time funded
by the Austrian state, to the oceanographic commission in Borno, Sweden, the
results of which appeared in a widely read paper on measuring the uranium
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content of seawater.’*® To be sure, the status and salary of Karlik’s appoint-
ment by no means matched her scientific reputation and, like so many other
female scientists, she faced considerable delays and impediments to her sci-
entific career. Even so, her case can be described as one of the first “linear”
female scientific careers in twentieth-century German-speaking Europe, since
it was not significantly disrupted by Germany’s Anschluss of Austria in 1938,
by the war, or by the upheavals of the postwar period. In 1937, Karlik, then
33, received her university teaching credentials; named an associate profes-
sor in 1940, two years later she published her much-noted discovery of ele-
ment 85. In 1947, she was appointed director of the Institute for Radium
Research in Vienna and professor extraordinarius, and in 1956 she became a
full professor—the first woman to hold this position in Austria. When, after
World War 11, the Institute gradually managed to rebuild its prewar renown,
this was due in large part to Karlik’s international connections.

During the 1920s, the IFUW'’s insistence that the international promotion
of women in science was one of its central tasks helped establish a reputa-
tion for nonpartisan internationalism, which brought the organization a
high level of credibility. Even if the actual promotion activities were modest
in scale, these grants sent important signals: they lent visibility to women
scientists’ internationally relevant research, and offered quite a few of those
women a completely new range of opportunities to establish themselves in
research. In this respect, the women'’s network of the IFUW stands out as hav-
ing promoted science with a powerful impact in the few fields where influ-
ential male professors were prepared to support women and enable them to
carry out independent research work in their laboratories: the new disciplines
of nuclear physics and genetics.!*¢

Above and beyond these personal advances, the funding efforts gave expres-
sion to the IFUW's aspiration to make science and scholarship key elements in
the formation of a transnational female elite. In selecting women to receive its
grants, the organization set high academic standards, demonstrating that it had
a sure eye for the potential of the next generation of women academics. The
IFUW's international promotion of knowledge and science helped it to define
a very specific profile, easily distinguishable from that of all the other interna-
tional women's and professional organizations. This explains why the IFUW
called on its members to commit themselves to the promotion of research as
the most important contribution to a global community of graduate women.
When, in the early 1930s, hopes died that the IFUW could achieve its aim
of contributing to the maintenance of peace through collaboration with the
League of Nations, the organization’s web of hospitality and its promotion
of science came to the fore as a cohesive grounding for the diverse choir of
representatives of national elites that were assembled in its ranks. Through the
trials of the 1920s, the IFUW had laid the foundation for extraordinary efforts
to rescue academic women from Germany and the whole of German-occupied
Europe when the international community collapsed in ruins.'¥’



4

Reactions in Central Europe:
The German Case

Science, Internationalism, and the Women’s Movement

In the immediate aftermath of the world’s first global conflict, there was no
question of admitting Germany to the IFUW. The fact that the IFUW steered
clear of the Central Powers, and especially Germany, arose from the initia-
tive’s orientation on work within the Entente, which lasted well beyond
the armistice. The IFUW did not differ in this respect from the academies of
science and the other international scientific and professional associations.
Germany was also excluded when the new International Research Council
(IRC) was formed, under American leadership, between October 1918 and
spring 1919, with the task of intensifying the inter-Allied scientific coopera-
tion that had begun during the war. Early on in this founding phase, the IRC
passed a resolution ruling out both official and personal contacts with the
Central Powers. Before these countries could be readmitted into the interna-
tional academic community, said the IRC, “the Central Powers must renounce
the political methods which have led to the atrocities that have shocked the
civilized world.”!

The response of German academics and their organizations was to dig in their
heels and present a counter-claim of their own: they would only be prepared
to join the international community if they received an unconditional invita-
tion. The result was a “war of the academies” that the contemporary German
historian Margarete Rothbarth considered to be still raging in the early 1930s.
Rothbarth had been working at the League of Nations’ International Institute
of Intellectual Cooperation in Paris since 1926 and observed the slow progress
of political and academic rapprochement from there. In her view, the war
had caused more devastation for Germany in “cooperation between scholars”
than in almost any other sphere.?

Recent studies confirm Rothbarth’s evaluation,® with the caveat that it was
largely the Germans themselves who bore responsibility for the persistence
of the devastation. A stance of self-imposed isolation, particularly marked
among German professors, meant that the process of reconciliation unfolded

57
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significantly later in the academic world than in the political sphere, and
had not fully taken root by 1933.* Overall, as Gabriele Metzler has argued,
Germans “squandered” their chance of academic internationalism during the
Weimar period.’

The history of how the German federation of academic women, the
Deutscher Akademikerinnenbund or DAB, was founded and admitted into the
IFUW reveals a very different pattern. Understanding was reached between
the German women and the new female international academic community
by the mid-1920s. The DAB was formed in 1926 and it immediately joined the
IFUW. By 1932, the German body’s position within the IFUW had become
strong enough for the Edinburgh convention to accept German as the third
conference language alongside English and French—a concession that the
IRC never offered German academic organizations, to the latters’ chagrin.
The strength of German academic women's ties with the IFUW also becomes
apparent in the fact that, in Edinburgh, the international umbrella organiza-
tion accepted the DAB’s invitation to Berlin: the sixth international assembly
of the IFUW was to be held there in 1936. This process of rapprochement
was certainly not free of tension in the period, and in 1933 it began to take a
very different course from the one that had been envisioned.® Nevertheless,
in light of the relations between the IFUW and the DAB, it is fair to say that
Weimar’s university women—unlike their male colleagues—made full use of
the opportunity offered by membership of the IFUW. This chapter begins by
exploring the reasons for their embrace of scientific internationalism and the
manner in which it took place.

The first step toward closer rapport came from the IFUW itself. Compared
with the majority of male-dominated academic associations, the IFUW moved
away earlier from the policy of categorically excluding the former enemy
nations. Gradually, it began to steer a course of integration, a change that
found expression in the IFUW'’s research promotion policy. The admission of
the first successor state of the former Central Powers, Austria, in 1922 played
an important role in this process. Although Austria’s admission to the IFUW
took place concurrently with the new Republic’s admission to the League
of Nations, and to this extent harmonized with official Western diplomacy,
Austrian membership sent a message to the world of science. After all, in
1919, the Austrian Academy of Sciences had joined the cartel of the German
academies, committing itself fully to its political line and thus isolating itself
internationally in just the same way.” This made the founding of an Austrian
association of academic women and its accession to the IFUW in 1922 all the
more striking. The importance of this advance in the politics of reconcilia-
tion was underlined by the association’s success in attracting Austria’s most
renowned female scholar as its president.® This was the 57-year-old Elise Richter,
linguist and specialist in Romance literatures, who had been appointed to the
University of Vienna in 1907 as the Habsburg monarchy’s first female univer-
sity lecturer and in 1921 as the new Austrian Republic’s first female professor
extraordinarius. Her personal decision to become president of a national orga-
nization of women academics was probably accompanied by considerations
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of global politics. In Habsburg times, Richter had spent long months traveling
in western Europe—especially France and Italy, but also England. Elise Richter
spoke several languages, and had a low opinion of the provincial nationalism
that was then cultivated in German-speaking universities. She was part of the
liberal, cosmopolitan Viennese intellectual elite of the Habsburg era, which
was prepared to take up a committed political position when the monarchy
collapsed and helped to build the Republic of Austria within the new com-
munity of nations.’ Richter herself said she believed “the international idea of
cooperation and mutual assistance among those with a common cause” to be
a self-evident and logical correlate of university work.!

A politically active representative of the new Austria and a scholar commit-
ted to internationalism, Elise Richter proved the ideal president for an IFUW
member association. These advantages evidently outweighed the fact that she
had, on her own admission, previously avoided contact with other women at
the university, let alone with the women’s movement, in the hope of attract-
ing as little extra attention as possible to her gender. Richter had made her
way at the University of Vienna as an individualist and an exception, with
the help of certain male patrons. In her memoirs, she portrayed the IFUW'’s
invitation as the moment when it dawned on her “how completely unfamiliar
I was with absolutely all those women who had trodden the same path as I,
and perhaps had suffered the same experiences. That piqued me to take on
the task.”!!

It would be interesting to investigate whether Richter’s male colleagues had
anything to say about her new office and the admission of Austrian women
graduates and researchers to the IFUW. We do know from Richter’s memoirs,
written in 1941, how difficult she found it to organize the female representa-
tives of Austria’s politically polarized academic sphere into a nonpartisan, inter-
nationally oriented association. Establishing the Austrian university women'’s
association, the Vereinigung der Akademikerinnen Osterreichs (VAO), was, as
she put it, like stirring up “a hornet’s nest.” It meant “walking on eggshells”
and an attempt to rise above politics to the lofty attitudes that very few of her
newly assembled colleagues were “able, or even willing, to reach”:

The Catholics were implacable enemies of the Protestants, the nation-
alists of the Social Democrats, and everybody of the Jews—even at this
stage following the idea of race. They had been strongly attached to
these positions from their student days, wanting on no account to fall
behind their male colleagues in the robustness of their views, often sur-
passing them in the narrowness of their prejudices and in their timid-
ity toward the international idea....It was considerably easier to tie the
knot of friendship with sisters in Japan or Australia than with the Czech
women or one’s colleagues from the very next street.!?

Links with the IFUW and the opportunity to make international acquain-
tances and receive fellowships were, in Richter’s opinion, the crucial fac-
tors in bringing together and keeping afloat an association so deeply riven



60  Science, Gender, and Internationalism

by political disagreement. The IFUW's research grants and prizes, awarded
to Richter herself and two other Austrian women in 1923, were immensely
important for the survival of the young VAO, but their luster reached as far
as Germany, too, probably not least because they honored the research of
German-speaking women.

With regard to integrating Germany itself, the IFUW—again following the
political line of the former Entente—was less forthcoming. Having said that,
there were members, especially among the American delegates, who advo-
cated admitting the German women. Physiologist Ida Hyde, who had earned
her PhD in Heidelberg in 1896 with the help of an ACA grant, made no secret
of her stance in this respect. She contacted the Germans on her own initiative,
a move that would ultimately do more harm than good. During the run-up to
the Paris convention of 1922, Hyde was staying in Heidelberg, near her friend
from student days, economist Elisabeth Altmann-Gottheiner—now professor
extraordinarius at Mannheim'’s commercial college and one of the few German
women university lecturers to play an active part in the national and inter-
national women’s movement.!* Acting without a mandate and without the
knowledge of the IFUW Council, Hyde erroneously told Altmann-Gottheiner
that the Paris conference might resolve to admit the Germans to the IFUW.
She propounded this view so convincingly that, in spring 1922, Altmann-
Gottheiner called two meetings of German university women to discuss the
possibility of joining the IFUW. A petition was drafted noting “that no doubt
the University women of Germany would be glad to join the Federation, and
probably also be willing to send delegates, if the invitation were extended
to them in the same way as it has been to the women of other nations.”*
A German federation numbering thousands of university women could, said
the signatories, be established at very short notice; in the meantime, Elisabeth
Altmann-Gottheiner and Gertrud Baumer were nominated as unofficial del-
egates to the Paris event.

Just weeks before the conference began, Hyde passed the petition to the
IFUW board, causing consternation. The question of admitting a German
federation of university women had been discussed at the margins of the
first members’ convention, in London in 1920, but no conclusions had been
reached. A more thorough discussion was planned for the Paris meeting in
1922. Put under pressure by the German petition, Caroline Spurgeon asked
the French host association whether, under these circumstances, it might be
justified to invite the German women to attend as unofficial visitors. This
would, she said, depend on their presence being “acceptable for our French
hostesses. None of us would wish to have them unless their presence was
likely to contribute to international good feelings rather than the reverse.”'s

The French women’s answer was unequivocal. In a series of letters, they
recounted their firsthand “expériences deplorables” of the German occupa-
tion, and refused to contemplate an ad hoc visit by the German academics.
They insisted that the question first be discussed on principle, as planned—
and without the German guests. The letters were accompanied by two bro-
chures of a “Ligue pour perpétuer les crimes allemands,” recalling the atrocities
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committed by the German occupiers. Unfortunately, Spurgeon’s diplomatic
dispatch to Altmann-Gottheiner has not survived, but Altmann-Gottheiner’s
answer has. If, she wrote, she had known that the question of admitting a
German federation was to be discussed in Paris, she would never have put for-
ward her request, “as we should never apply for admission if we did not know
that we should be absolutely welcome. As matters stand, we should of course
not be able to attend a conference which is to discuss our admission.”!

It is quite conceivable that these deliberations would have turned out more
favorably for the Germans if it had not been for the irritations preceding the
convention. Nevertheless, after exhaustive debate in Paris, the IFUW’s Council
settled on the wording: “The German university women, when they are prop-
erly organized in a national federation and apply in the usual way, shall ulti-
mately be admitted to the International Federation, probably at the time when
Germany has been admitted to the League of Nations, if not sooner.”"”

This closing phrase could be interpreted as indicating a more accommodat-
ing stance toward Germany. The German women themselves, however, inter-
preted it as an insulting affront and as perpetuating the policy of exclusion.®
Hence the bitterness with which the leaders of the German women’s move-
ment noted in their monthly review, Die Frau, that the IFUW now seemed
to have aligned itself completely with the general “loathing of Germany as a
country unworthy to join the community of nations,” or at least was pander-
ing to those feelings. Gertrud Baumer and Helene Lange, the most high-profile
representatives of the bourgeois women’s movement in Germany, were out-
raged that such a position could even be contemplated “in an association of
women who epitomize the highest educational standard of their countries,
an association that, moreover, claims to represent the ideals of international
peace.”” Baumer and Lange felt that the internationalism propagated by the
IFUW was discredited by this resolution. For German university women, they
concluded, the question of founding a national organization and possibly
joining the IFUW was off the agenda for the time being.?

The IFUW's Paris resolution reinforced the view, widespread among German
academic women, that Germany could do without international links—indeed,
that the national interest demanded they be forgone.?! In several pieces for
Die Frau, Baumer devoted extensive discussion to the rationale behind this
stance, which she initially described as the only defensible response to the
Treaty of Versailles.?? The new community of nations that had arisen through
the treaty in 1919 was, she argued, “founded upon the trampling of German
honor,” and it was only through Germany’s absence from the international
stage that the world could be suitably alerted to this fact.?® In Baumer’s view,
internationalism had been invalidated by Versailles, and must therefore be
rejected not only by male office-bearers and dignitaries, but also by their
female counterparts—all the more so in that women now had the right to
vote and, with it, adult political responsibility. For Biumer, gaining the vote
in 1919 cast sweeping doubt on the previous practice of nurturing interna-
tional relationships between women. She argued that since women had begun
to bear responsibility for political processes to the same degree as men, it was
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no longer possible to sustain the previous division of the world into a politi-
cal sphere, defined as male, and the feminine idealism that had been “peace,
international understanding, human community, and...the source of cordial
sympathies.” The “irresponsibility” with which, before they attained political
adulthood, women had been able to create networks “in areas where politics
had interests to preserve” was now, in view of the hated peace treaty that
had been forced on Germany, nothing less than “wicked superficiality.” If
women wanted to be taken seriously as actors in the international arena, they
would have to abandon the “play of sweet feelings” and pursue “the politics
of peace.”? Baumer was not alone in believing that rebutting international
relationships was the only political act appropriate to the situation: for large
segments of the German population, the hostility to foreign triumphalism
that had marked the immediate postwar years hardened into an isolationist
ideology as the Weimar Republic slowly gained its footing.?

However, it was typical of the Weimar period’s dynamism that the defensive
attitude toward international work soon softened somewhat, at least for some
liberal members of the women’s movement. This was due to the markedly
more conciliatory attitude toward Germany displayed by the International
Council of Women (ICW) and the International Woman Suffrage Alliance
(IAW)? than by most other international organizations, and especially than
the academic ones. The umbrella organization of German women’s asso-
ciations, Bund Deutscher Frauenvereine or BDF, was invited to the ICW’s
annual congress in Norway as early as 1919, and in 1920 the IAW invited the
venerable German association Allgemeiner Deutscher Frauenverein or ADF
(later known as the Deutscher Staatsbiirgerinnenverband, the Association of
German Women Citizens) to Geneva. At that stage, German women were not
yet willing to accept the invitations, but in 1920 a German delegation, for the
first time, attended a meeting of the Women’s International League for Peace
and Freedom (WILPF) in Rome, and another traveled to The Hague in 1921
for the international congress of the ICW.?” This latter group included Gertrud
Baumer and Elisabeth Altmann-Gottheiner.

In 1921, overwhelmed by the warm reception the German women were
given in The Hague, Baumer noted with obvious emotion that before World
War I no one had fully realized “how much moral force really lies in these
women'’s organizations of the world, in their collaboration and the bonds
between them.” It turned out, she wrote, that the will of all women to join
together in overcoming the war’s catastrophic consequences was stronger
than wartime hostility itself. As a result, it had been possible in The Hague “to
find important lines of common aspiration” even while “preserving our own
standpoint intact.” Through the encounter with women of other nations,
a generally shared “sense of the female destiny” had emerged that, in turn,
vividly reminded Baumer of “the active task of women,” also beyond the
political sphere—something that “had a very profoundly uniting effect.”

From this point on, relations between the German women's organizations
and their international counterparts were rapidly normalized. At the IAW’s
Rome congress in 1923 and the ICW’s Copenhagen meeting in 1924, no
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particular controversy surrounded the German women’s attendance despite
the renewed political tensions generated by the Ruhr crisis,? and German was
reestablished as the third conference language in the international women'’s
associations.* In 1926, Biaumer’s reawakened belief in a specifically female
contribution to international understanding found poignant expression at a
ICW rally in Paris: after her speech, she embraced her French co-speaker to the
tumultuous applause of the audience.?

It may have been this optimistic turn in the process of reintegrating German
women into the international women'’s organizations during the early 1920s
that prompted Altmann-Gottheiner and Baumer to react so eagerly to Ida
Hyde’s advances. Against such a positive backdrop, their outrage was all the
greater when they read the text of the IFUW’s 1922 resolution. Certainly,
the IFUW was a new body; admittedly, it was looking to position itself on
the international map of academic organizations and molded its attitude to
Germany to match theirs. But in Germany, the IFUW was regarded primarily
as an organization of women and, accordingly, was measured against other
women'’s organizations in terms of its will to achieve political reconciliation.

Given this rift, how did the international organizations nevertheless man-
age to grow closer, a process culminating in the foundation of a German fed-
eration of university women and its admission in 1926 into the international
umbrella organization? Personal networks between the IFUW and the inter-
national women’s movement proved critical. The international women's con-
gresses offered neutral ground for first encounters between academic women
from Germany and members of the [IFUW, and as such were a decisive factor
in the founding and integration of the DAB. As Gertrud Baumer noted in 1921
apropos of the ICW congress in The Hague, participants at the international
women’s conferences included significantly more academically educated
women than had been the case before the war,*? and many were also members
of the IFUW. The meetings of the international women's associations enabled
German and non-German university women to become close on a personal
level, and some IFUW members also deliberately used these gatherings to pro-
mote the IFUW and as a diplomatic platform. When the IAW met in Rome in
1923, the Italian university women'’s association organized an informal get-
together for all women graduates attending the congress. The association con-
cluded from the success of this occasion that IFUW member federations “may
soon be formed in Germany, Hungary, Switzerland, and the Ukraine.”*?

There are strong indications that Gertrud Baumer—an economist, Liberal
Democrat member of the Reichstag, newly appointed ministerial official, and
doyenne of the bourgeois women’s movement in Germany—was tentatively
approached in 1921, at the ICW meeting in The Hague, about the possibility
of establishing a German association of university women.** In spring 1923,
Baumer became the first woman in Germany to speak out publicly in favor
of founding an association of this kind.*> The women who endorsed that
idea and forwarded its progress in the subsequent years had also attended the
international women’s congresses of the postwar period, along with Baumer
or at her behest. Germany differed from most of the other western or northern
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European countries, and indeed from Austria: in Germany, it was ultimately
not women actively engaged in research work who ensured that an associa-
tion was founded and admitted to the IFUW, thus reestablishing academic
internationalism. Instead, that task fell to a small number of politically active
university and college graduates with links to the international women’s
movement. These women were the driving force in founding a German fed-
eration of university women.

Specifically, the initiative to open a public debate and change the mood
among German academic women originated with a small number of women
students. At least two of them belonged directly to the circle around Baumer:
Irmgard Rathgen, a student of economics in Hamburg, and Gabriele Humbert,
a student of German literature in Berlin. In 1925, Rathgen coedited a fifti-
eth-birthday homage to Gertrud Bdumer from the “third generation” of the
women’s movement.* A member of the German Democratic Party (Deutsche
Demokratische Partei or DDP) and, from 1925, executive secretary of that party’s
cultural committee, Rathgen attended the ICW congress in Copenhagen in
1924.37 Shortly afterwards, she traveled to the third convention of the IFUW,
in Christiania, Norway, in the company of Emma Alp, a budding art histo-
rian and committed pacifist from the southern German university city of
Freiburg.®® In Christiania, the two women introduced themselves as the unof-
ficial representatives of German university women. It is probable, though not
verifiable, that this was done in consultation with Baumer; what is certain is
that Alp and Rathgen had gone to Norway to gauge the chances of a German
application to join the IFUW being approved by all members. Rathgen herself
claimed already to have received personal assurances from “leading women”
at the ICW congress in Copenhagen that “all representatives in Christiania,
including the French delegation, would accept a German application for
membership.”* However, these assurances seem to have been insufficient to
convince Rathgen'’s colleagues that such an application would be approved
without embarrassing dissent.

According to the IFUW’s conference reports, Emma Alp took the floor in
Christiania to express her regret that it had not yet been possible to found a
German association of university women. Younger women, especially, were
keen to join the international community, she said. Alp did not leave it at
that; she also asked the assembled members for an assurance that the IFUW
would unequivocally welcome the membership of the German women.* The
transcript reveals a youthfully naive and vehement Alp reiterating an appeal
that had been made before by many German associations to international
organizations, but mostly without success (especially in the case of academic
bodies), causing continued and profound German resentment. In Christiania,
too, the initial response to Alp’s call was that the statutes did not provide for
an invitation of this kind. All new associations were required to submit an
application for admission, based on which the Council would come to a deci-
sion. The Germans must abide by this rule like everyone else. However, after
lengthy discussions, the assembly found a very diplomatic compromise, show-
ing how much the process of the Germans’ rapprochement with the IFUW



Reactions in Central Europe 65

benefited from the interest in harmony and the political experience of women
who had long been active in the international women’s movement. It was
none other than the much-admired Margery Corbett Ashby—a 1901 graduate
in Classics from Newnham College, Cambridge, and a member of the BFEUW,
but best known as a high-profile British suffragist and as the newly elected
president of the IAW—who managed to persuade the 1924 conference to set
a signal that would satisfy the German women without being regarded by
the other member organizations as inappropriate special treatment.* Corbett
Ashby suggested that the IFUW send a message of greeting to all the national
associations currently in the process of forming, a proposal finally approved
by the members present. Such notes were to be sent out not only to Germany
but also to Bulgaria, China, Estonia, Greece, Luxembourg, Poland, Mexico,
and Romania.*?

In Germany, the events of Christiania were accompanied by carefully staged
media attention. In the run-up to the IFUW conference, Gabriele Humbert—as
the editor of a new nationwide monthly magazine for female students, Die
Studentin—had already launched a debate on the arguments for and against
a German federation of academic women. Though Humbert herself made no
secret of her skeptical view of the [IFUW, she allowed Emma Alp to put her
points in the journal’s very first issue. Alp provided a brief outline of the goals
of the IFUW, and followed it with an impassioned appeal to her sister students
not to fritter away their energy on the international boycott. Women students
must themselves realize how much their interests were “intertwined” with
those of their European and American colleagues, and how much they needed
“these other comrades.” Alp called on students not to make the narrow limits
of their own nation the measure of all things. The effort of expanding their
horizons would not be “too great”—certainly not, she stressed, for “the scien-
tific thinker, the truly cultivated human being.”*

On her return from the IFUW conference in Christiania, Alp wrote a further
article in Die Studentin, again propagating academic internationalism. She now
explicitly appealed, quite in the style of the IFUW, to her readers’ sense of duty
as female representatives of the German educational elite. Because of their sex,
she argued, women had a special vocation to combat the “degeneration” of
the nation’s sciences, “the highest goals of which should and must be truly
international, supranational.”#* This was exactly what she had experienced in
practice at the IFUW conference, she added. In terms reminiscent of Baumer’s
upon her return from The Hague three years earlier, Alp too underlined the
“warm and heartfelt goodwill” that the delegates of the IFUW had shown
Germany and its two representatives. “Again and again,” she noted, delegates
had expressed a desire “to see German academic women join the federation’s
ranks in future.”* She herself had been asked to tell her colleagues at home of
the delegates’ “wish and hope to be able to work together with the German
women in years to come.” Emma Alp’s article in Die Studentin was directly
followed by a full-page item by the IFUW's secretary, Theodora Bosanquet,
propounding the organization’s program and aims. Although Bosanquet’s
piece did not close with the promised invitation to the German women,
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it emphasized the successes of the [FUW and predicted that the federation
would “without doubt...in the very near future encompass university women
of all those countries in which the higher education of women has become an
established fact.”¢

Irmgard Rathgen supported Alp’s comments in Die Studentin with further
arguments in favor of German membership of the IFUW.* While studying
economics, she had, she explained, come to understand that the international
exchange of experiences was an absolute necessity. There were specialist ques-
tions that could not be resolved by remaining within a purely national frame-
work. Over and above that, female academics and researchers were especially
likely to draw personal and collective benefit from meeting their international
colleagues. Rathgen was particularly impressed by the academic self-confidence
of colleagues from the British and American women's colleges. “With regard
to the creation of a tradition of female intellectual work,” she wrote, they were
“well ahead” of the German women. In Germany, the very different structure
of the higher education system meant that “different paths” must be found to
build a collective consciousness of this kind, but nevertheless there was much
to be learned from American and British women.

Alp’s and Rathgen’s energetic advocacy of the international female aca-
demic community did not remain uncontested in the journal. Some opined
that the time was “not yet ripe” for such a move,*® or continued to insist on
the “pride” of German women researchers, calling for them to maintain, like
their male colleagues, their voluntary isolation and refrain from joining any
international organizations.* But these voices fell silent when, in late 1924,
the [IFUW’s promised message of support arrived in Germany and was printed
in both Die Frau and Die Studentin. The IFUW'’s official note, which explicitly
welcomed the founding of the German association and expressed the hope
that “we may expect it to join the international federation in the near future,”
met with a gratified response. In the women’s organizations and among
women students, the IFUW greeting was regarded as the hoped-for unequivo-
cal invitation for Germany to join, and as a basis upon which the German
women could now officially seek admission to the IFUW without losing face.*®
From this moment on, there was no more debate about whether a federation
of German university women should be established, only about the form that
federation should take in preparation for joining the IFUW. This new debate,
oriented primarily on the context within Germany, is analyzed in more detail
below. First, however, I retrace the nature of the relationship of the German
women with the IFUW from their admission into the international federation
in 1926 until the end of the Weimar Republic.

The “Language Question,” 1926-32

It seems unlikely that the German delegates could have imagined a more dig-
nified form for the official admission of the DAB at the fourth IFUW con-
vention in Amsterdam, 1926. The German group joined the IFUW along
with Poland, Hungary, and Estonia, as the twenty-sixth national association.
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Virginia Gildersleeve, elected president of the IFUW to succeed Caroline
Spurgeon, cordially greeted all the new member associations. The opening
words by Estelle Simons, a lawyer from Utrecht and president of the Dutch
association, were both far-reaching and personal; they were directed only at
the German women and, moreover, read out not in the federation’s official
languages English and French, but in German. It was only with the admission
of the German women, said Simons, that the IFUW had truly fulfilled its claim
to be international:

I have always felt very strongly that [the IFUW] was not a genuinely
international forum for as long as the academic women from a country
so important in the sphere of knowledge were missing. It is therefore a
great pleasure for me to welcome you now.>!

At the end of the opening ceremony, Agnes von Zahn-Harnack, the first presi-
dent of the DAB and the leader of the German delegation, asked to address
the assembled women, and thanked them for their friendly welcome. For her
and her sister delegates from Germany, she said, it was difficult to express all
they felt “on this auspicious occasion.” She drew on the authority of Goethe
to invoke a happy and successful cooperation between the associations gath-
ered in the IFUW: “Goethe...said that we all belonged to a tribe that sought
for light. Light meant understanding, confidence, admiration, and friendship.
The International Federation will help us to find that light.”5?

With its almost 4,000 members, the DAB was the second-largest national
group in the IFUW, after the American association.** As the Germans observed,
it not only had almost as many members as the British and French asso-
ciations put together, but also boasted by far the highest proportion of
women with doctorates.’* The German delegation in Amsterdam repre-
sented the Weimar Republic’s female educational elite in impressive breadth.
Alongside the DAB president, historian and leading German feminist Agnes
von Zahn-Harnack, it included the DDP parliamentary deputy and future
DAB president Marie-Elisabeth Liiders; Rosa Kempf, an economist and the
director of a women'’s professional social-work school in Frankfurt; Maria
Schliiter-Hermkes, the association’s general secretary and a Catholic high
school teacher; Anna Schonborn, principal of the girls’ high school Uhland-
Oberlyzeum in Berlin; and the plant physiologist Margarete von Wrangell,
who in 1923 had been appointed Germany’s first female full professor at the
agricultural college in Hohenheim.>> Among the nine other German women
who attended the Amsterdam conference were Maria von Linden, a parasi-
tologist at the University of Bonn who had become Germany’s first titular
professor in 1910; and Elisabeth Altmann-Gottheiner, who had earned her
university teaching qualifications at the commercial college in Mannheim as
early as 1908 and, in 1924, had been appointed there as an associate univer-
sity professor.>®

Most of the women in the German delegation in Amsterdam were later, at
the IFUW Council meeting in Vienna in 1927, appointed to one or other of
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the federation’s standing committees, and from then on took an active part in
the IFUW’s practical work: Elisabeth Altmann-Gottheiner in the International
Fellowship Award Committee; Marie-Elisabeth Liiders in the Committee on
Careers for Women and, when that was dissolved in 1929, the Committee
on the Legal and Economic Status of Women; Anna Schoénborn in the
Committees on Exchange of Information Concerning Secondary Education
and Interchange of Secondary School Teachers. In 1927, the physician Ilse
Szagunn offered her services to the IFUW Committee on Standards, and Agnes
von Zahn-Harnack took up a place on the Conference Committee in 1929.
After the early death of Elisabeth Altmann-Gottheiner in 1930, physicist Lise
Meitner replaced her on the International Fellowship Award Committee.*”

However, a shadow soon fell on the spirit of cooperation, understanding,
and friendship that Agnes von Zahn-Harnack had evoked in Amsterdam. The
Germans felt that neither the status of their association nor the importance of
their country was being appropriately acknowledged within the international
federation, despite the cordial welcome in Amsterdam. If the Dutch presi-
dent had briefly greeted her German colleagues there in their native language,
only English and French were in use as conference languages at the 1926 con-
vention. The German delegation promptly submitted a request for German
to be used as the third conference language of the IFUW, alongside English
and French; it was a demand that would preoccupy the Council and confer-
ences until 1932 and contribute to considerable tension within the IFUW. For
the Germans, the confrontations over the “language question” in the IFUW
became the pivotal issue for their full recognition and a focal point that crys-
tallized their notions of how German academic women should be represent-
ing the political interests of their country on an international level, in light of
the Versailles Treaty and the attainment of women’s suffrage. For the IFUW,
in turn, the increasingly vehement German demands became a difficult dip-
lomatic challenge to mediate between the national interests of its member
countries and its own objectives.

When the IFUW Council met in Vienna in 1927, the German academic
women—supported by their Austrian colleagues—made sure that the language
issue took a prominent place on the agenda.’® Together with the Austrians,
they succeeded, after lengthy discussions, in persuading the Council to approve
a resolution that

English, French, and German may be spoken at the Conference.
Translations, if asked for, will be given in French and English, since
these are the languages spoken and understood by more than two-thirds
of the present members. The secretarial work of the Conference will be
conducted as heretofore.

This formulation shows that complete equality between German and the
other two conference languages was impossible from the outset. Moreover,
the Council added a caveat that the resolution was by no means final, and
that its practicability must first be tested during the next meeting, in Geneva,
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in 1929. The majority of the Council members wanted a third conference lan-
guage only if this did not cause any added obstacles to day-to-day business.*’

In Geneva, Agnes von Zahn-Harnack took advantage of the Vienna agree-
ment to use her native language for her 20-minute plenary lecture on the
IFUW's relationship with the women’s movement. A short English summary
was circulated among those present, based on the printed version.®® However,
this was far from drawing a line under discussion of the appropriate status
of German vis-a-vis English and French; on the contrary, the debate took up
substantial space in Geneva as well. The German women were hoping for a
specification or revision of the Viennese declaration, especially with respect
to the question of whether or not German c