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Mythological Narratives

and Critical Interpretation

SR ,Great Britain and the United States in the interwar period
tessed the most polemical and complex peace movement activity in

kﬂﬁt@fﬁ Qﬂn,ventional interpretations of this activity have framed debates
~ in history, international relations, and international security studies.
rterpretations, however, are misleading. They have limited our his-
understanding of the role, influence, and meaning of interwar
novements. They have also constrained theories about the role of
wements in world politics.
ntrast to conventional interpretations, I argue that interwar peace
ts in Britain and the United States contested traditional secu-
‘and legitimized significant norms that underlay global inter-
ganization and, ultimately, the construction of the United
e importance of this activity has been masked, however, by the
itives of the interwar period, which blame peace move
asement in Britain and isolationism in the United States
cial agency in the founding of the 'United-Naﬁonsif |
dominant narratives, in turn, has reinforced the
1bel social agency as “idealist” as OPPQSedf ‘9 : :
ngerous, simplistically liberal, or unwort

': jonal wisdom provide cont
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of specific policies, inch'lc.iing arms limitation an‘(1>
appeasement, were rooted in the biases of indl'VIdual leaderst,hzct:o(;]:r:“
or security requirements, or structu'ral constralr.lts——f?ct}i)rsconstructi(z[
involve social agency. Second, dominant narratlves of the : 1v

e of social movements, yet the very

. SRR 1
of the United Nations ignore the ro . . - the
f norms underpinning global international organization—

motion of peace, eco-

that the primary causes

existence o :
universal participation, equality of status, the pro i
nomic and social welfare, individual and group rights—makes little sense

when divorced from the agency of social movements. The abSCI.lCC of
social movements from these narratives is all the more puzzling since a
considerable body of research accords nongovernmental organizati?ns a
significant role in promoting these norms in contemporary international
organization.!

Incomplete narratives of the influence of social movements are respon-
sible for these paradoxes. The first paradox is based on a narrative that as-
signs peace movements significant influence—but only for negative nor-
mative and policy effects. The second overlooks the role of social agency
in building global international institutions and leads us to disregard the
similarities between social movements in the past and in the present. Re-
solving the inconsistencies in both paradoxes requires historical research
that is more balanced and narratives that are more complete.

I thus maintain a critical stance toward entrenched narratives in order
to reconstruct interpretations that address the complexity of social move-
ment agency. I argue that the most productive way to understand social
movement agency in world politics is to clarify its normative meaning, that
is, its role in legitimizing and delegitimizing norms of behavior in political
practice. I analyze policy, therefore, but not as an end goal. Instead, trac-
ing the role of peace movements in policy debates provides a means to sit-
uate both the movements and the debates within a broader normative and

' 1”Paul Wapner, “Politics beyond the State: Environmental Activism and World Civi i
tics,” World }’olztzgs 47 (April 1995): 311-40; Audie Klotz, “Norms Reconstituting Ir‘:;;l::(s)g:
Global Racial Equality and U.S. Sanctions against South Africa,” International Organization
49d(§1(;:,pm§r 1995): 451~78; Kathryn Sikkink, “Human Rights, Principled Issue-Networks
;no er.Aﬁ;g;gnty in Latl.n America,” International Organization 47 (Summer 1993): 41 1—42:
Socg kg ate, Chadwick F..Alger, and Ronnie D. Lipschutz, “The United Nations and Civii

ociety: Creative Partnerships for Sustainable Development,” Alternatives 21 (J
éM:rh;h 1996): 93~122; Franke Wilmer, The Indigenous Voice in World Politics (Newb anu;:ryl:
Glomlsage’ 1993) ;gh‘oma{; G. Weiss and Leon Gordenker, eds., NGO, The United N‘:z’:t?om C‘;’
qua Govmzed& ’ ;;;ce st(a oulder, C}olo.: Lyn.ne Rienner, 1996); Ronnie D. Lipschutz and I;Lcn
Univci;l 1;; I'he State ‘f”.d Social Power in Global Environmental Politics (New York: Columbia
il ity P .S%%a }1'9\9;3), Davigi P.‘Forsyth‘e, Humanitarian Politics: The International Commi
 theRe (:@Qmorezjohns Hopkins University Press, 1977). i
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social context. My analysis then explores the relationship among narra-
tives, norms, and social agency.

PEACE MOVEMENTS AND NORMATIVE INFLUENCE

Criticisms of peace movements remain powerful. At the extreme, pundits
and scholars accuse interwar peace movements of causing appeasement,
isolationism—and hence promoting world war. This thesis is epitomized
by Walter Lippmann, who stated unambiguously that “the preachment
and practice of pacifists in Britain and America were a cause of the [sec-
ond] World War. They were a cause of the failure to keep pace with the
growth of German and Japanese armaments. They led to the policy of so-
calle.d appeasement Interpretations based on this thesis permeate both
hinking and scholarship, and leaders in Britain and in the United
! "thc 19503 to the present post—-Colﬁ War mhme called upon

@0 es. The appeasement bogeyx for éxaﬁklﬂe; has been
' afgams‘*crmcsof mﬁttansm m& interventionism
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orally corrupt vestiges of

ects Carr considered at best naive and at worst m

i iberalism.”
mge:l?:dthcfiiir;:yc:; interwar social forces focuses on the damage thlat
“public diplomacy” could cause to diplomatic efF:‘aency.. For example,
Gordon Craig and Alexander George address the . excessive preoccupa-
tion with the mood of the clectorate” during the interwar period. They
single out “diplomacy by conference,” a method that peace movements

actively supported to make the treaty-building process more transpare:nt
to the public in the hopes of thwarting Bismarckian-style secrecy. For dip-
lomatic historians, these methods “had the effect of changing the con-
duct and forms of diplomacy in ways that were not always conducive to
efficiency.”™
All three critiques are variants of classical realism, wh
war period as the prototype for how foreign policy ought not to be con-
ducted. The field of international relations has ever since cast the com-
plexities and paradoxes of the period into binary categories—realism
versus utopianism or idealism; scientific man versus power politics; moral
man versus immoral society—that typecast social ;agcnc;y and from which
enduring lessons are to be drawn.”> L st T RN
: Yet, when scholars move from castigating peace mavememtstoexpmn-
ing the outbreak of war, these mythological rep N s
Scholarship on the origins of specific interwa
movement influence as the n

ich sees the inter-
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movem(?nts. Neorealist analysis, in particular, ignored questions of social

agency, intentionality, and normative meaning; consequently, the interwar

period became a “gap” in balance-of-power politics. Scholarship emanat-

ing from th'e fiftieth anniversary of World War II, however, has revived
debates on Interwar tragedies and fiascos.® Although contemporary de-
bates do not focus on the role of peace movements or echo the vehe-
mence of Lippmann’s censures, vague references to the role of “pacifism,”
the “peace movement,” or war-averse “domestic publics” as contributing
factors to ill-fated policies remain common and illustrate the endurance
of the earlier narratives.

The discrepancy between the negative reputation of interwar peace
movements and the inconclusive evidence that they exerted direct policy
influence is due to the difficulty of tracing peace movement activity to
strategic or military decisions and to theoretical trends. Final policy pro-
posals must pass through domestic elites and legislative institutions to be
enacted, and documentary evidence of policy decisions comes from gov-
ernment archives and official papers that reflect socialization into the tra-
ditional diplomatic discourse of realpolitik. It is easy, therefore, to ignore
social movements in favor of structural analysis, to focus on “domestic fac-
tors” that encompass only elites, or to adopt the attitude of government
officials who dislike unofficial interference. Thus analysts of the “high poli-
tics” of peace and security either dismiss social forces, especially those that
draw much of their strength from popular mobilization, or consider them
to be a priori nefarious. They thus miss or gloss over, at considerable cost,
the social and political ferment that contributes so strongly to debate. It

is necessary, therefore, to reexamine both the classical realist critique and

the neorealist denial of social agency.

6 For an overview, see William R. Rock, Chamberlain and Roosevelt: British Foreign Policy and
the United States, 1937—1940 (Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1988), esp. chap. 1; for
a different view of Roosevelt, see Barbara Rearden Farnham, Roosevelt and the Munich Crisis:
A Study of Political Decision-Making (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997). On corpo-
ratism, see Michael J. Hogan, “Corporatism,” in Hogan and Thomas .G. Pater.son,.eds., Ex-
plaining the History of American Foreign Relations (Cambridge: Cafnbndge Upwersuy Px.‘ess,
~ 1994), and Thomas J. McCormick, “Drift or Mastery? A Corporatist Synthesis for American
- Diplomatic History,” Reviews in American History 10 (December 1'982): 318-30. Qn neoreal-
~ ism, see Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley,

and Robert O. Keohane, ed., Neorealism and Its Critics (New York: Columbia University
1'983)‘.' gnrtmore recent scholarship, see Richard Cocket_t, Twilight of ’..l‘ruth: Chamber-‘
ent, and the Manipulation of the Press (London: Weidenfeld & Nlcolsqn, 1989);
.ron Watt, How War Came: The Immediate Origins of the Second Worle? Wag £938-
ew York: Pantheon, 1989). See also Beck, “Munich.’s L:essons Reconsidered™; J. L.
“New Perspectives on Appeasement: Some Implications fot In.tcrnational I}e}a-

" 40 (April 1988)_ 289-316; and Anthony Adamthwaite, “War Origins

 Modern History 56 (March 1984): 10015
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es leveled against peace movements are not

merely that they “caused” bad policy, or in the worst case, war. Dominant
narratives criticize interwar peace movements as much for daring to in-
ject themselves into foreign policy debates, for the types of policies they
attempted to enact, and for the underlying guides to action they pro-
moted as for actual policy outcomes. These narratives charge peace move-
ments with normative influence, where norms are se€n as both pragmatic
“guides to behavior” defined in terms of rights and obligations and as ethi-
cal principles.”
The critique of diplomatic inefficiency illustrated by Craig and George
mildly criticizes social forces and does not accuse them of primary respon-
sibility for failed decisions. It does, however, emphasize that inefficient pol-
icy results from demands for inclusion and transparency. It implies that
demands to redefine who participates in security decisions disturb prag-
matic norms of efficient dlplomatlc conduct, leadmg to confusmn, mis-
perception, and mistakes. : !

Lippmann’s realpolitik critique casmgates peace movemems and mass
publics much more sevsr»ely for their inexperience and interference in se-
| a sohdsfoun&gmeﬂ for postwar pemeptxtms of the
‘ ut socia nﬁm:ei aﬁalrs. Stu-

At the same time, the charg
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of liberal hegemony. He implicates peace groups in his trenchant critique
of the “harmony of interests,” the notion that what is good for the indi-
vidual is good for the collectivity, even when the “individuals” who define
the collective good happen to be those who are most powerful and pros-

erous. For Carr this false belief in harmony has two interrelated aspects:
faith in the liberal doctrine of laissez-faire, and the belief that global peace
could be attained through law, international institutions, and the force of
reason, although he modified the latter part of the critique in his later
work. He deftly blends his critique of liberal norms of morality with real-
politik counsel on the necessity of taking “power” into account in foreign
policy decision making; thus both critical theorists and classical realists
draw “lessons” from his work.?

Here again, much of the power of the critique lies in its normative di-
mensions. Carr, more clearly than others, zeroes in on the normative con-
tent of peace movement projects, and he disparages the specific norms of
equality of status and universal participation on which peace group Pproj-
ects for global international organization were based. By creating the
realist /utopian dichotomy, he opened debate about the relationship be-
tween ideology and power. Carr’s peace groups are simplistically liberal,
morally naive social agents who promote unworkable norms in world poli-
tics. “It may be not that men stupidly or wickedly failed to apply right prin-
ciples, but that the principles themselves were false or mapphcable MeFor
him peace groups ignore power realmes at the same tlmc as they act asun-
witting agents of hegemonic interests. e e ¥ 3 AR

'Ehese mtlasms each presuppose some j
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ents’ influence ties norms to ap-

realpolitik judgment of peace movem
‘ e al support. The degree 1O which

peasement, yet lacks concrete empiric hees
peace movements are blamed for these norms and policies indicates un-

acknowledged assumptions and preferences, resulting in analytical confu-
sion. The diplomatic history critique rues overreliance on public partici-
pation during the interwar period, yet the demand for participation by
nongovernmental organiza institutionalized over time

tions has become sO 1
as to make such criticisms today seem like carping. At the very least, we
should ask whether the problem mig

ht lie with the incapacity or unwill-
ingness of diplomats to recast decision-making procedures to take into ac-
count very real public fears and social pressures, especially powerful in the
aftermath of World War L. Finally, Carr’s critique of liberalism treats social
agents as monolithic in their ideological orientation. His work thus
opens—and attempts to close—a debate about progressivism, radicalism,
and socialism that intellectual historians and social theorists have found
much more complex and treated with greater sophistication.!' Taken to-
gether, these interpretations lead to a partial, misleading, and unsophisti-
cated treatment of social agency, resulting in the overly simplistic di-
chqtomizal:ion of political action into realist and}d&allstca i
also fail to help s to understand
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War II “realist” restructuring of international politics into a reconstituted
and pragmatic balance of great power interests.!?

Yet there is nothing inherently inevitable about the evolution from
legal theories to institutions, especially in times of cataclysmic wars. It
is also unclear why states would want to “complicate their lives” by agree-
ing to construct and participate in costly forms of cooperation in a “multi-
purpose, universal membership” international organization.’® Both the
evolutionist and creationist narratives, I argue, lack an understanding of
the social agents who articulated, promoted, and worked to legitimize
global international organization. Twentieth-century innovations in the
League and the United Nations are comprehensible only if we examine
how social movements promoted and legitimized norms that constrained
states’ rights to wage war and that elucidated social and economic rights

and responsibilities.

My alternative narrative captures social movements’ constitutive, or en-
abling, role in building the United Nations. At issue is not promoting
world government or furthering a spurious belief in global international
organization to find a solution to the world’s ills. Rather, we need to
recognize that social groups fostered and exploited norms of behavior in
world politics that differed in both form and substance from those that
governed traditional diplomatic practice. The result, the legitimization of
the League, the construction of the United Nations, and ongoing debates
over the role of social movements in international life, represents a signifi-
cant “move,” in David Kennedy’s words, in the course of international re-
lations. However short the League and the United Nations fell of the lofty
goals stated in the Covenant and Charter, respectively, each organization
has represented in its era the primary recourse for social groups who have
found the state unable or unwilling to provide security and peace, to ad-
dress social inequities, and to respond to humanitarian crises. Global
international organization embodies significant normative tensions and
represents a “site of struggle between conservative and transformative
forces.”1* Both the construction of an alternative to the state and the un-

derlying norm that stipulates that the international community, rather

” F. H. Hinsley, Power and the Pursuit of Peace (London: Cambridge University Press, 1963);
see also Chapter 5. R :
Ggrarg Ruggie, “Multilateralism: The Anatomy of an Institution, Intematmn?l Or-
, 46 (Summer 1992): 583-84. 1 address Ruggie’s explanation, U.S. geographic ex-
S1) m(]hap pter 7. ; SoE 9

i Kmuwdy, “TlZe Move to Institutions,” Cardozo Law Rewew 8 (Api:li 1987). ‘841—
W, Cox, “Multilateralism and World Order,” Review of International Studies 18

Jl
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than great powers, is responsible for maintaining peace emanate from the
activities and goals of social movements.

AN INTERPRETIVE APPROACH TO UNDERSTANDING
INTERWAR PEACE MOVEMENTS

An interpretive analysis of interwar peace movements addresses these
shortcomings. Interpretivism is an approach whose roots are found in
hermeneutics, history, philosophy, and jurisprudence, and that has
branched out from early twentieth-century debates over the degree to

“which Verstehen (understanding) departs from explanation, to take a firm

hold in the social sciences. Interpretivists stress the ways in which inten-

tions and actions emanate from intersubjective understandings, are com-
municated by actors through discourse and narrative, and .rcaprﬂduce or
change the meaning of established practices, rules, and norms.:In con-
textualizing intersubjective understandings, discourse and narrative, and
practices, rules, and norms, the interpretive task is “mmkg a confused

more C
text or
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from both structural analysis and choice-theoretic modes of explanation,
that ignore or overlook this understanding of social agency in favor of
economic, strategic, or individualistic determinism.'® Although variants of
interpretation, like positivism, abound, its adherents join in rejecting
monocausal, ahistorical analysis that focuses on “brute facts” or objectively
observable behavior. Thus most interpretivists admit some variation of the
“hermeneutical circle,” that is, that no single interpretation can provide
the final, complete, or ultimate understanding of events.! In other words,
some interpretations are clearly better than others, good interpretations
make sense in relating action to meaning, and strong empirical evidence
is a necessary component of the interpretive task. Yet the adherence to
contextuality, whether seen in terms of historical “layering” of translations
of meaning for Gadamer or the incommensurability of different dis-
courses for Taylor, means that analysts must also see their own narrations
and understandings as situated in a matrix of historically conditioned con-
~ cerns.2’ Interpretivists do not shy away from articulating well-developed,
~ coherent understandings that improve on past explanations. Indeed,
Lk interpretivist research can aid in both “explaining” the role of particular
> agents in political outcomes and in “understanding” the meaning of such
actions in their normative and historical contexts. But, mindful of the pit-
falls of the hermeneutical circle, interpretivists stop short of declaring
their findings universally applicable or finite. ‘
 Thus, intepretivists recognize that the way in which narratives, or
“stories,” about political events, are constructed lS a critical dleotetugal
enterprise. in that stories emphasize particular aspects of evidence for par-
oses. The critique of established narratives, th&r@f@re,isa‘ sig-
yonent of their work. They are also&:ﬁhmedmt}i the rela-
| intentionality and behavior, how behavior is guided by
-al norms and conscious attempts to reproduce or

D I'CP.

i~
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cal life.” This

ocial and politi -
and possibili-

practices, and institutions that make up § :
th the meaning

means that interpretivists are concerned wi

ties of social agency.”! g ol
Aspects of interpretive methodology have taken hold in internationa
ncerned with the problem of

relations. Diplomatic history is centrally co i b it
interpreting archival evidence and the theoretical 1ssu€s ra(lise by S
fering interpretive approaches.” Critical theory and postmo ernism are

concerned with both exposing the material and ideological power re.la-
tionships underlying dominant discourses and narratives and exp.lormg
the relationship between identity and power.?> AS discussed later in this

chapter, constructivism focuses on the critical role of rules and norms in

providing intersubjective understandings that guide behavior.2* And many

feminist studies of international politics, despite their variants, contextu-
alize dominant narratives and expose the contradictions 11 constructions
of foundational concepts such as power and security.2® In seeing Interna-

21 Ricoeur, Hermeneutics and the Human Sciences, pp- 274—965 Donald E. Polkinghorne,
Narrative Knowing and the Human Sciences (Albany: State University of New York, 1988),
pp- 37—70; Richard J. Bernstein, on Isaiah Berlin’s critique of empirical theory, in Bernstein,
Restructuring, p. 61; Taylor, Philosophy and the Human Sciences, 2, P- 27 and Ricceur, Hermeneu-
tics, pp- 197—-221. : TE s el S T

22 See Michael J. Hogan and Thomas G. Paterson, eds., Egcplfaining,ihé History of American
Foreign Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, repr. 994); and Colin Elman and
Miriam Fendius Elman, “Diplomatic History and International Relations Theory: Respecting
Difference and Crossing Boundaries™; Jack S. Levy, “To m

ce in Stud '
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tional relations as gendered, feminist interpretations of international re-
lati(.)ns.ernphasize the necessity of highlighting, reinterpreting, and even
critiquing the understandings, actions, and role in world politics of “hid-
den” or ignored social agents.?®

My preference for the interpretive approach is guided first and fore-

most by the empirical case at hand and the paradoxes it presents, and sec-
ond, by the conviction that taking social agency seriously requires an in-
terpre.tive stance to'ward intentionality. I therefore ground the problem of
narrative construction in a critical case of social movement agency to de-
velop a more sophisticated view of social movements as actors in inter-
national politics.

As argued, extant explanations of the role of interwar peace movements
in international relations are embedded in variants of a “dominant narra-
tive” of the interwar experience. Some variants attempt to explain the on-
set of World War II; others stop at the policies of appeasement and isola-
tionism or neutrality; yet others view the interwar period as a “gap” in the
normal conduct of foreign affairs. But each weaves the role of social
forces, most often from the point of view of diplomatic sources, into a
“plot” that contains normative lessons, or guides, for the conduct of for-
eign policy. These lessons emanate from the way in which concepts such
as power, realism, idealism, diplomatic efficiency, security requirements,
and the harmony of interests, hold intersubjectively understood meaning
in foreign policy and security discourse. The resulting explanations of
events point to concepts validated within this discourse to provide support
for a given interpretation of events.2” The dominant narratives “work,”
even when they lack sufficient empirical evidence, to the degree that their
conceptual foundations call upon or validate norms that are deemed

intersubjectively legitimate.
Narrative explanations of events thus have normative implications that

we must discover and expose. In the case of interwar peace movements, SO-
cial movement agency has most frequently been understood through the

26 Not every feminist work focuses on all of these aspects, of course. Ibid. See also Chris-
tine Sylvester, Feminist Theory and International Relations in a Postmodern Era (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1994); Jean Bethke Elshtain, Women and War (New York: Basic Books,
1987); Cynthia Enloe, Bananas, Beaches, and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International Polz-
tics (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990), and Does Khaki Become You? The Mili-
tarization of Women’s Lives (London: Pandora Press, 1988); and, for. an overview, Craig N.
Murphy, “Gender in International Relations,” International Organization 50 (Summer 1996):

lis points to the notion of “conceptual narrative” articulated by Margaret R. Somers
a D. Gibson, “Reclaiming the Epistemological ‘Other’: Narrative and th? Social
1 of Identity,” in Craig Calhoun, ed., Social Theory and the Politics of Identity (Ox-

ell, 1994), pp- 37-99-




[14] Beyond Appeasement

prism of realpolitik and traditional diplomatic practice. [ use an interpre-

tive approach to exit from the traditional security discourse and provide a

more coherent understanding of social movement agency than the domi-

nant narratives allow. A more coherent interpretation requires a critical

stance toward established ways of thinking. It also requires examining both
peace group archives and the diplomatic records of governments and
international organizations.

An interpretivist focus on the constitutive nature of rul
meaning also opens the way to understanding social movements’ long-

term role in constituting the United Nations. In international relations the

study of norms provides a contrast to materialist and individualist theo-

rizing to provide an understanding of the social fabric of international life.
Norms are not merely regulative or constraining of behavior, but also en-
abling, or constitutive of particular practices and institutions. According
to Kratochwil, norms are thus “the means which allow people to pursue
goals, share meanings, communicate with each other, criticize assertions,
and justify action.” The study of norms in international relations falls un-
der the rubrique of “construcuﬁsm,”whmh relies on interpretive insights
to understand why actors make particular claims or choos

haviors over others. These s may gene

es, norms, and

3
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o
‘-01});} reality—firmly within the interpretivist camp. My use of interpretation
'tiQal rules out either a positivist or a relativist analysis of interwar social move-
thh ments. Rather, it supports an approach to political and social phenomena
a that relates each to the other and is, according to Bernstein, “empirical,

q interpretative, and critical.”® Thus, following interpretivists such as Ri-

coeur, ] am more concerned with transcending the modernist versus post-

)and structuralist debate than with taking a rigid position in regards to it. In

5 other words, I am more concerned with analyzing how normative under-
‘the standings give meaning to intentions, behavior, and events than with re-
leg, solving the debate over whether foundational principles or methods can
life. be “true” or universally applicable.®! I thus draw on the long tradition of
en. interpretivist social science to highlight the relationship between narra-
illg tives, norms, and social agency in world politics.
Sue ~ Emphasizing this relationship requires taking social agency SCI‘iO\.lS!y.
s Both Gidden’s notion of structuration in sociology and the constructvist

: interpretation of the “agent—structure” debate in international relations
- theory have opened the door to social agency by insisting that structures
hts and institutions are not immutable, but instead are socially constructed
’e- ~ sets of practices that are reproduced by agents who act knowledgeably and
les ~ reflexively in the political sphere. Actors can act meaningfully only in a
If- 5 cial context, based on mutual understandiﬁgzs‘: and interpretations of
by ents.?? Yet they may behave in intentional ways, through claims, de-
u- ‘mands, and actions that either reproduce or challenge established rules and
n ractices. | e RN Sa N RARE A
A Nevertheless, despite the fact that both structurationism in sociol

d constructivism in inter
of how to interpre

4
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It is not my purpose, however, to e€xempt peace movements (or any
other agent) from all responsibility for interwar fiascos. Tactical choices
can lead to normative problems. For example, although I find it incorrect
to blame the British peace movement for appeasement and misleading to
equate neutrality with isolationism in the United States, I criticize certain
U.S. peace groups for aligning themselves tactically with elements of the
far right in the late 19g0s and for adopting slogans such as “Keep Amer-
ica out of War.” These choices muddied the normative goals of the move-
ment and helped to legitimize the identification of “internationalism”
with militarism and U.S. national interests after World War II. Developing
a more sophisticated view of social movements, therefore, means seeing
them as constant, intentional actors on the world scene and recognizing
the complexity of their interactions with other types of agents, existing sets
of practices, and norms.

In critiquing dominant narratives of the influence of peace movements,

I present several interrelated alternative narratives of interwar peace
movements’ role in delegitimizing traditional security norms in Great
Britain and the United States and in legitimizing norms underlying the
formation of the United Nations. Chapter 1 begins this process by con-
textualizing interwar peace movement agency and developing an inter-
pretive approach to the study of social movements. The second chapter
explores the nineteenth- and early-twentieth-century ebb and flow of
peace movements in Britain and the United States, analyzing their varied
ideological composition and the way in which their normative project in-
teracted with socioeconomic and political practices and concerns. Chap-
ters g and 4 evaluate the British peace movement during the interwar
period from the early 192os through the controversies over Abyssinia, Mu-
nich, and war in the late 19gos. They highlight the fact that Britain could
not achieve all of its conflicting goals, raising questions on what positions
were “realistic,” and they present an alternative narrative of British peace
movement influence that breaks down its utopian moniker. Chapters 5
and 6 examine the U.S. peace movement in the same time period and pro-
vide an alternative interpretation of activity from the Washington Naval
Conference of 19g21-1922 through the neutrality debates of 1935-1041.
The U.S. movement attempted to keep the debate over the content of in-
ternationalism from veering toward a uniquely military approa'ch. A.l-
though it ultimately lost this battle, its understanding of the relationship
between equality, justice, and peace would influence the future develop-
ment of global international organization. Chapter 7 explt?res. th? ways in
which the constitutive norms of equality of status, humanitarianism, and

universal participation promoted by peace movements influenced the

construction and legitimization of the United Nations. The conclusion ex-






