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generations would have found unthinkable: deploying an American army to Europe in support of the British. Haglund
explores why this transition happened, who made it happen, and what impacts it had on American identity and foreign
policy going forward.

Without stealing the thunder of the insightful scholars who participated in this roundtable, the core of Haglund’s argument
is that a “Hawthornian majority” existed in the United States. This label describes Americans who had British ancestry and
claimed to like individual Britons but who shared the traditional American disdain for the old world and its seemingly
endless strife. They also shared a belief that the United States had indeed managed to form a more perfect union than other
nations in Europe. This majoritarian group, like the German and Irish minorities in the United States that have received far
more scholarly attention, also forms a diaspora group. We should not ignore their views, Haglund reminds us, simply
because they were in the majority. They too had a shared identity, culture, and set of interests.

Part of the privilege of this Hawthorne majority expressed itself in the ability to establish definitions. Being first on the
scene (at least among the Europeans), they had the chance to set the terms of American identity. Their particular brand of
nationalism and patriotism became the model for later groups to emulate or risk ostracism: they were settlers, not
immigrants. As Haglund writes, “hyphenation is for latecomers” (38). This majoritarian identity, expressed under the
slogan ‘100% Americanism,” proved central to America’s ontological security, a term loosely defined as understanding one’s
identity and being willing to fig
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University, 2007), Tocqueville, Lieber, and Bagehot: Liberalism Confronts the World (New York: Palgrave-Macmillan,
2003), and The Two Faces of National Interest
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Review by Kathleen Burk, University College London

avid G. Haglund is a Canadian professor of political studies who is primarily a political scientist, but who calls on

history to support his arguments. This approach can sometimes lead IR theorists to look for evidence to support a

favoured theory. Therefore, | approached this book with some concern as to what I would find, although I knew of
Haglund’s excellent scholarly reputation. In this book he does straddle the line between history and IR theory. Fortunately,
once | had read beyond some jargon-ridden prose, | found, as | had expected, a deeply researched and lucidly--
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This relationship is not an end in itself but must be used as an instrument of achieving common
objectives. We cannot afford to permit a deterioration in our relationship with the British.”?]

In short, Haglund’s argument that the English diaspora was the victor in the 1914-1917 neutrality wars is convincingly
made; as convincing is his argument as to its importance in permitting and enabling President Wilson to take the United
States into the German War (as many British then termed it). What is less convincing is his conclusion that it directly
enabled the future ‘special relationship.” All in all, it is a thought-provoking book which amply rewards the effort expended
in reading it.

2 Paper presented for the Department of State, 19 April 1980, Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1950,
Volume I11: Western Europe (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1977), 870-879, quotes on 870 and 878.
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Review by David Clinton, Baylor University

tis rare that a scholarly study
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Review by Daniel Gorman, University of Waterloo

avid Haglund’s The US “Culture Wars” and the Anglo-American Special Relationship is a study of an important

component of the American melting pot that has been hiding in plain sight: Anglo-Americans. The study of

ethnic politics in international relations (IR) and international history alike has focused primarily on minority

groups and diasporas. This approach makes much sense, as it is minority groups which have pressed for
independence or greater domestic autonomy, challenged political and cultural status quos, and created extranational
communities. The categories of “ethnic group” and “minority” have become synonymous in international affairs, a historical
legacy of both the League of Nations’ consecration of these categories and of critical theorists’ emancipatory raison d'etre.*
Haglund concentrates on the late nineteenth and early twentieth century cultural and political identity of Anglo-Americans
(what he terms the “Hawthornian majority” (117-59), upon which more below) in order to answer the question of why the
United States entered the First World War in 1917.

The book'’s first half synthesizes the scholarship of international historians and IR scholars on how and why the United
States entered the war. In its second part, Haglund argues that the American entry into the war can be explained by an
emergent majoritarian Anglo-Saxon identity that reversed American’ longstanding political Anglophobia. This political
Anglophabia, he suggests, dated from the Revolutionary War and was exacerbated by more recent British challenges to the
Monroe Doctrine such as the Venezuelan Boundary dispute from 1895 to 1899. An explicit American Anglo-Saxon identity
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American political history as is the politics of liberty and exceptionalism, as highlighted by Haglund and historians such as
Jill Lepore.?

Haglund comes to this study of the early twentieth century roots of the Special Relationship from his work on diaspora and
ethnicity politics.® He is not quite correct that “majority ethnicities” have not been studied in any great depth. Many
international and imperial historians have assessed how majority identity groups have shaped global imperial networks and
the international system itself. Historians of settler colonialism, such as James Belich (whom Haglund cites) and Marilyn
Lake and Henry Reynolds, among many others, have demonstrated that settler colonial empires in the nineteenth and
twentieth century, including the United States, were built upon a foundation of white supremacy.* It is true, however, that
excepting the scholarship of Samuel Huntington (upon which Haglund builds his argument) the significance of ethnic
majorities has been comparatively understudied in IR (though there are important exceptions, such as the work of
Haglund’s colleague Will Kymlicka).> Here IR has absorbed the idea of the nation-state that was advanced by nineteenth
century scholars like Ernest Renan, who argued that nations are based upon a spiritual principle of unity that flows from a
shared understanding of their history and a common set of goals, rather than that of critical and postcolonial scholars who
have taken seriously the arguments of Edward Said, Benedict Anderson, and their many successors that nations and the
states they form are historical constructions that reflect prevailing currents of political and cultural power.®

In IR terms, historians give priority to explanation, and see all or most variables as independent. In historical terms, IR
scholars think systemically rather than granularly in search of grand narratives and predictive theories. One of the book’s
many virtues is how it combines these two epistemological and methodological approaches without doing violence to either.
As such, the book is an example of the sort of instructive historically informed IR scholarship for which many scholars have
long called.” Haglund present a novel theoretical and, to a lesser extent, empirical understanding of the role of the Special
Relationship in explaining how and why the United States entered the First World War on the Entente powers’ side in
1917. Haglund weaves primary sources into an immersive analysis of IR scholarship on ethnic politics, national identity,

2 Erica Lee, America for Americans: A History of Xenophobia in the United States (New York: Basic Books, 2019); Jill Lepore,
These Truths: A History of the United States (New York: W.W. Norton, 2019).

% David Haglund, Ethnic Diasporas and the Canada-United States Security Community: From the Civil War to Today (Lanham:
Rowman and Litt
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and the causes of the First World War. The book demonstrates the insights to be derived through mid-range theoretical
analysis of identity formation and its influences on foreign policy.

Haglund employs Kenneth Waltz's conventional three images as his interpretive frame, dismissing the first image
(individual politics, thus minimizing President Woodrow Wilson as a factor) and the third image (the system of states) to
focus on the second image of the state.® So far, so orthodox. Where he provides insightful middle range theory is in drawing
on the OST of scholars such as Jennifer Mitzen, which is buttressed more eclectically by loosely related social identity theory
dating to the mid-twentieth century psychologist Erik Erikson and psychiatrist R.D. Laing,® to explain how debates about
American political identity and security created circumstances that led to the decision to go to war (137-138). Mitzen
argues that political conflict arises from states’ need for self-identification through conflict with an essentialized Other.*
Just as identity gives meaning to individuals’ lives, so it does so for states. Haglund thus argues that English, Irish, and
German Americans each had ontological security needs for a stable sense of continuity and order that preserved their
identity, and that the United States entered the war when English Americans’ ontological security needs trumped their
historical political Anglophobia.

Haglund’s use of OST presents a potential way out of the Thucydides’ Trap by explaining why the United States joined a
war that arguably did not present a challenge to its own position in the international order. He thus suggests an escape from
the structural realist cul-de-sac by explaining in this historical case why and how the national interest was ultimately
expressed as it was,
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other conventional causes for the American decision to go to war that were advanced by Americans at the time and scholars
afterwards, such as debates about neutrality, British interests, economics, the German threat, and Wilson’s desire to shape
the postwar international order. The book has shifted my view of the American entry into the war to better appreciate the
role of identity politics, but more empirical evidence is needed to demonstrate that it was more than one of several
independent variables that came together in 1917 to create a situation where Wilson could bring his country into war.
Haglund argues that the 1916 election was fought on cultural and identity issues (226).
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default realist assumption is that a national interest is the norm, and that ethnic politics is a deviation. His evidence
demonstrates that the two are not mutually exclusive. Haglund’s “Hawthornian majority” conflated its own ethnic interests
with those of the state. This is how privilege perpetuates itself.

Privilege also presupposes the inferiority of other groups. In the Anglo-American case, this meant non-white Americans,
who constitute the most striking absent party in the book. Haglund argues that Anglo-American identity crystalized during
the First World War culture wars in opposition to German and Irish American identities. Yet it was not an Americanized
“Englishness” but race, and specifically whiteness, that was the core American national identity in the early twentieth-
century. Whiteness was the explicit basis of the census. It was the determinant of suffrage. The immigration Act of 1917
imposed a literary test for immigrants two months before the U.S. entered the war. Immigration is briefly broached in the
book (175-75). Huntington would argue that rising immigration from central and southern Europe produced a defensive
response from Anglo-Americans. How do these immigration flows fit into Haglund’s thesis? Many Anglo-Americans, after
all, were as or more vociferous in their opposition to the immigration of these groups as they were of German and Irish
Americans.

The Other against which Anglo-Americans constructed their identity was not, or at least not primarily, other European
ethnic groups, but African Americans. The postcolonial literature with which Haglund does not engage provides clues to
how this Other was created and subordinated. Here an analysis of the United States as a continental empire is helpful,
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The study of Anglo-American identity is an important but fraught subject. One of the book’s strengths is to engage with this
important but difficult subject and recover the role that English American identity played in early twentieth century
American foreign policy. Yet the extremes of this identity group, from nineteenth century lynch mobs, through the Ku Klux
Klan’s rebirth during and after the First World War, to the white supremacists who marched at Charlottesville, Virginia, in
2017, reveal the toxic violence that can emerge from majority identity groups when they perceive their cultural, political, and
economic hegemony to be under threat. It is thus odd that a sustained examination of the role of race is missing from the
book’s argument.

The strengths and limitations of The US “Culture Wars” and the Anglo-American Special Relationship both result from the
book’s ambitious goals. If Haglund takes on more ideas and history than he can fully address, he nonetheless provides readers
with a serious argument with which to engage and instructive questions to guide further scholarship on the American entry
into the First World War.

Nation in Search of an Empire,” Foreign Policy, 24 October 2019, https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/10/24/boris-johnson-dreams-
anglosphere-european-union-empire-colonialism/.
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undertook an internal study to determine whether the U.S. could force British capitulation (and concluded that the U.S. in
fact could).

Nor does Haglund justify why 1917 is the end of the story on the German-American and Irish-American side of the
equation. For if the visibly influential opposition of those communities to Woodrow Wilson’s re-election in 1916 was a
“pyrrhic victory,” (225) how is it that Wilson blamed those two communities for the failure of his League of Nations years
later? Wilson’s speeches declaimed the patriotism of “hyphenated Americans” long after Haglund tells us that their political
power waned.

Haglund does not weight seriously Wilson’s desire to create an international order that was different from the blood-soaked
frenzy of World War I. He believes that what the U.S. wanted the international order to become required a new kind of
relations with Great Britain, ones which were different from those with other nations. That was true from 1870-1914 but
was overcome by Wilson’s confidence that the entire international order could be structured to universalist American aims,
as evidenced by his Fourteen Points. In that constellation, Britain became less important, not more.

Haglund’s book has another timeline problem, too, which is that Hagland attributes the “most significant foreign policy
consequences ever” to the emergence of Anglo-American identity (20). But the consequence he is discussing is the “special
relationship,” which did not come about for at least another two decades after the ostensibly momentous events of 1917.

Culture Wars is an erudite book. Its annotation is a thorough education; its reviews of the literature on ethnic identity,
alliance formation, and the causes of World
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Review by Srdjan Vucetic, University of Ottawa

n 2 April 1917, President Woodrow Wilson stood before a joint session of Congress to argue for war. Citing

Germany’s violation of its promise to curb unrestricted submarine warfare, as well as Berlin’s efforts to bring

Mexico into an alliance with the Central Powers, the President furnished what became one of the most famous
phrases in US foreign policy discourse of all time: “The world must be made safe for democracy.” Four days later,
Washington formally entered the conflict, to the delight of the Allies and their associates, from the mighty British Empire to
the tiny Emirate of Riyadh.

U.S. entry into World War I transformed the course of American political development. In addition to mobilizing over
four U.S. million troops, and sending over two million to the Western front, Washington drastically expanded its role in the
economy in order to support the war effort. Millions of mostly white women soon gained more power, via the Nineteenth
Amendment to the Constitution, while around six million African Americans migrated from the Jim Crow South to
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opposed to inferior, also helped construct the U.S. as a more exclusive civilizational community and therefore silence
alternative visions of American identity, not least those favored by the German-American and Irish-American communities.

Second and related, could it be that the German-Americans lost their ‘culture wars’ even earlier? As Haglund notes,
nineteenth-century U.S. leaders and public-policy intellectuals were often deeply impressed with Prussian and later German
excellence in military affairs, industry, commerce, science, and education (100, 173). The problem, however, was Germany’s
Weltpolitik, especially in the Pacific, large parts of which the US claimed for itself (174). But I think there was another key
development here: the second Venezuela crisis (compare 33-5).

In December 1902 Britain and Germany, as tactical allies (later joined by Italy), deployed their gunboats in the Venezuelan
waters—that is, the American waters—with the objective of forcibly collecting debts. After the heavy-handed
bombardment of VVenezuelan ports, the American press and public opinion exploded in rage. The Theodore Roosevelt
administration responded by dispatching a battleship squadron under Admiral Dewey, compelling the European allies to
agree to arbitration. But then, in January 1903, German warships shelled and destroyed yet another Venezuelan fort. This
sent the American press into a frenzy, and so Washington confronted Berlin with an ‘ultimatum.’” This led to the signing of
the new arbitration agreement and a de facto expulsion of European military power from the western hemisphere (until the
1960s, when the Soviet missiles appeared in Cuba).

What mattered here was the differential construction of the European great powers by the U.S. media and public. Asso
often before, ‘Britain’ was misguided: the English/British people were sensible, but their government was not. ‘Germany,’ in
contrast, was irredeemable. Here, too, outsider agency helped in a sense that many Britons publicly agreed with this view.
Rudyard Kipling’s new poem “Rowers,” published simultaneously in the Times of London and The New York Times on
December 22, 1902, put it thus; “With a cheated crew, to league anew/With the Goth and the shameless Hun!”2, If we
accept that this crisis nipped American Germanophilia in the bud, then it stands to reason that German-American lobbyists
had an uphill battle to fight later on (but his footnote 29 on page 174 contains some hints on how we might go about testing
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Response by David Haglund, Queen’s University

hen I first began to think about how I should respond to the set of reviewers’ reports | received, | had imagined
the best way might be to identify some common strains in the critiques of the five colleagues who so kindly gave
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political England) was to make Wilson’s choice for war far easier than it might otherwise have been; but it was Wilson'’s
choice, not theirs. More importantly, as this really is the crux of my argument, the flip-flopping opened up possibilities for an
Anglo-American alliance that had hitherto been dismal to nonexistent, the “great rapprochement” to the contrary
notwithstanding.

Schake seems to argue that the U.S. and Britain (and also the U.S. and France) were not really “allies” in 1917 and 1918.
And if you took Woodrow Wilson at his word, they could not have been; instead the U.S. was merely an ‘associate’ of the
two Entente powers. If you insist that alliances can only come into existence through treaties (think: the 1949 Washington
treaty establishing NATO) and not through reiterated practices of mutual security cooperation, then of course Schake is
right. But why would anyone so insist?® Obviously, Wilson, who sincerely believed that alliances had caused the war and
that only the expunging of alliances through “collective security” (never to be confused with “collective defense™) could
remove the scourge of war, was hardly going to boast that America’s aim in joining the war was to become an ally. But an ally
it very much did become, however temporarily.

Schake asks an excellent question, one that appertains to the postwar failure of the U.S. to join the League of Nations, given
my assertion that America’s entry into the war in April 1917
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poses a tough question, to which I wish | had a ready response: “is the ontological security of the American state the same as
that of the Hawthornians?” Had | argued that public opinion drove Wilson’s intervention decision, and that back in 1917
the Hawthornians still represented the majority of America’s ethnic stock (today they are only about 20 percent), then |
perhaps could have attempted to trace the ‘necessary’ explanatory significance of the group’s ontological insecurity, and meld
it into the country’s (or state’s), all with an eye to determining the intervention decision. The best defense | can muster here,
however, is to revert to Burk’s comments, to the effect that | was positioning Hawthornianism as more of a permissive
condition for something happening, rather than as a cause of its happening. Inany event, I fail to see why, in logic,
subnational groups cannot themselves be allowed to have concerns about their ontological security, or that such concerns
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