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Ce,~le,-/b,- .Sclroln,:v rrfld bVrire,s 
71re Ne~s York I'rrblic Lil,r<r,y 

Despite its obvious significirnce f i ~ l ~ i l i ~ ~ g  01' rcsei~rcl~ i s  i.iluely trealztl 

in histories of llle sciences. l'here are ilsually ;~lmost no references ~ I I  

this aspect of scientific develnpnienl in lheory-centeretI liistories o f  llre 
social or llle hu rn ;~~~  sciences (e.g. ScI1llnil)eter 1954, 13oIlo1i~o1-z &! 
Nisbet 1978, Smith 1997). Only suldies on tlie i n s ~ i t i ~ l i ~ r n i ~ l i z i l l i ~ ~ ~  01' 
particulilr disciplines reveal something about tlie f i ~ l i ~ t i c i i ~ l  side O E  1111: 
scientific endeavor (for sociology see Turner & Turner 1990) or slud- 
ies on less respected sul>jects, like empiricill srlciel resei~rcli (I'lirtt 
1996), applied resenrch (Converse 1987), or orgilliiza1ionaI llnils its 
universities, r z s z ~ r c l ~  celilels, or i lep l r t~ i ie~ l ls  (e .g .  Bol~ l ier  1982, 
Dallrendorl' 1995, Abhott 1999). Of ~IIIII-se. Ihere itre sociology 111 sci- 

' l W<ILII~ likc 10 lltmk IIIC roll<~wi~>g i~~stit~~lions I'IW ~naking rn;~lcri;tl ~ ~ c c c s s i l ~ l c  10 

inn: Rockclellcl. A<cl!ivc Cclllc~, Poc;bnlico Ilill. NY; Ilill-viwd Archives. I I i t ~ ~ v i ~ ~ ~ c l  

Utliversily, Cambridge, MA: 'The New Yolk P~lllli~. I_ilil.il~.y, C~blu~~llliit U~~ivcrsily, 
I'olrl Fouodnlion, a l l  ia  Ncw Yolk; ;lad 1I1c I.olldt,ll Scl~,ol of Ecollcrlllics illltl 

Polilic;ll Sciencc. 
Fin;llicial supporl w;rs ]plovicled ihy Ihc I'o~lds zur l:iir~I~rtl#lg del. ~ i s s c ~ ~ s ~ l ~ i l I ' l l i c I ~ c ~ ~  
Vorscl\t~~>g W ,  Vie~na;t. I'~.oiect P IOllhl-Soz. l l lc Jubilii~l~nsli~a~<Is dcr 
Ocs~crrcicl~iscl~en N;~~io~lnlb;~~~l;. Viclrlra. I'n~.jccl 6773, llrc l(ockcicllcr Axl~ivl: 
Cemcc, 'Tnrrylaw~~, N.Y. will) i ls  Spcci;ll Cil:l!ll O n  IRcseitr~I~ it ,  llle I l i s l o l y  111 IIIC 
Soci;~l Scieoccs. ;and by llle l.oodon Scltool o l  Ec<,~lotnics i t ~ ~ i l  l'~lili~i!l SC~CIICI: 
EUSSIRF Cil;rnl (Eurnpc;~~~ Union Soci;il Scic~rcc I~llorm;~lior\ Kesei~lcl~ Firilily). 
l WOIIICI likc 10 express gui~lil~~dc 10 :all ll~csc i ~ ~ s l i l ~ ~ l i ~ ~ ~ ~ s .  'l%c fi~!;iI \'erSioll \V;IS 

wr i~ lc~~  whilc 1 w;~s ;I rcllow 211 thc Cclllcr l i , ~  Scllal;irs ;!ncl Wrilcrs ;I( Tltc New 
York P~!l~lic 12il>fitry. l 111wk 1%1cr Gay 1ur ;t very ~n>incI l ' t~ l  rending 01 at! c t w l i c ~  

vcrsioll i r ~ c l  C,rnrillik N~CISCII (I1r IIC~ COPY-ediling. I_ i l s l  11111 11111 IC~ISI I IIILVC 111 111111: 

1h;~l l ;tppreci;tletl (ltlrirlg ;l lollg lpcriacl o l  cullsb~,lilli~~e wwk 1111: lhellr 111 l<cillllilril 
Mtillcr ;III~ Dirk l<;liIl~. 



ence papers and monogr;~phs dealing with financing but only few 
studies from this perspective actually discuss the I'unding of the social 
sciences at length (c.g:Deutsch, Markovits, Platt 1986). One can find 
more about funding in biographies, but for obvious reasons a com- 
parative approach is hardly prevalent in this sort of texts. 

A special aspect of funding concerns the granting of fellowships by 
Foundations. One of the most intluential donors for the social sciences 
was the Rockefeller Foundation (hereafter RF) and preceding it the 
Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial (LSRM) who distributed fellow- 
ships from the 1920s to the 1960s. (General information on R F  in 
Fosdick 1952, Nielsen 1972). Studies of the R F  lhave focusetl on the 
orpinization itself ancl its officers (Coben 1966, Kohler 1976, Karl & 
Katz 1981, Bulmer & Bulmer 1981). the promotion of certain scientific 
disciplines (Lomax 1977, Kohler 1978, Fisher 1983, Bulmer 1984, 
Fisher 1984, Craver 1986a), the role the Foundation played in thc 
cl-eation of research organizations like the National Bureau of Ecn- 
nomic Research or the Social Science Research Council (Craver & 
Leijonhufvud 1987, Fisher 1993). or the importance of the Rockefeller 
funds for developments in the social and behavioral sciences in 
different countries (Craver 1986b, Turner & Turner 1990, Dahrendorf 
1995, Platt 1996). Previous studies on fellowship programs lhave been 
restricted so far to an analysis of the policies of the Fonndation and its 
officials. T o  my knowledge there have been no investigations of the 
groups of recipients, on their social, intellectual and ac;ldemic back- 
ground, or of the contribution of fellowships to the permanent migra- 
tion of scientists, the so-called brain-drain. Occasionally one finds in 
biographies references to the crucial role Rockefeller fellowships 
played in the survival of refugees from Nazi Germany (e.g. Coser 
1984, Craver 1986b). but there are no prosopographic analyses inves- 
tigating groups of fellowship holders as cohorts or generational units. 

After a short overview of the Rockefeller policy with regard to fel- 
lowships I will turn to a more detailed analysis of the fellows from 
German-speaking countries (Germany, Austria, Switzerland, and stu- 
dents from the German University in Prague) from the beginnings of 
the program up to the end of the 1960s. I will then turn to the Austrian 
case and discuss the particularities of this country that went through an 
overproduction of talents and the role forced migration played in the 
transfer of Austrians abroad. And finally I will try to compare the three 
German-speaking countries with respect to the migration of social sci- 
entists in the period from the mid-1920s to the 1960s. Even though 
here and there outlooks to the post-WW I1 world will be  included for 

comparative reasons my analysis will collccnlralc prim;~rily on the 
years before the outbreak of W W  11. 

This study is basecl on published sources from Rockefeller Fountla- 
lion (1 95 1, 1955, and 1972) but uses the Foundation's administrative 
papers, now at the R~~ckefellcr  Archive Center in Pocantico Hills, 
New York.[ 

The Fellowship Program of RF 
Between 1917 and 1950 the total sum of recipienls i r o ~ n  the differ- 

ent RF  programs providing fellowships, ant1 lntel- ;~ lso  scliolarships, 
amounted to 6,342 (see table I); up to 1968 an r~ddlitionall 2,700 fellows 
received awards, but no detailed statistics were published. In ;~ccortl 
with the traditional philnnlhropic orientation of Llie early R F  ~i ios l  fel- 
lowships went to public hektllh, the education of midwives and nurses, 
and contributed to combating epidemic diseases in connection will1 the 
International Health Program (see Fosdick 1952, Shaplen 1964). RF  
also sponsored basic research in many sciences and indirectly enothcr 
fellowship program, administered by the Soci;il Science Research 
Council, which provided American, in p;trticular US, social scientists 
with one-year support for enhancing their rcsc;~~-ch competence 01- pur- 
suing original research on their own. More than 1,000 social scientists 
from North America received one of these SSRC fellowsl~ips between 
1925 and 1950 (I will not deal with this program here). 

The enlries i n  the p~~bl i shrd  dirrcla~cs ol'kr inl'urm;~lioll oo nolnc, y c ; ~  of b i r l l~ .  
coun1l.y of i-csidence $11 ll,c time or !he oomin;ition, yeill- ;,sd inslilution of 
graduation, position held belb~.c the lcllowship, RF program to which the :lpplicanl 
was assigned, cau!ttl.y of study, special fields of inlcrrst, ;ind ;~ddresses i n  1950 ;tnd 
1970 respectively. The archival material, esl,ccially ihe i'ellowship c;lrds conloin 
data for citizenship, education, presenl and pmspcclivc (afte~. 11,e fellnwship) 
position, rnurilal sulus, numhcl- of children, ilu~ntion of rcllowsbip, amounl of thc 
slipend and delz~ileil inlurln:lliun nboul the aclivities doring the fellowsl~il~. 
Unfortunately, 1hel.c is no inli>r~nation itbout 111c socio-cu11ul;ll backgroulld (fatl~cr's 
occupation, religion etc.). 



Table  1:  Distribution of Rockcfcllcr fellowships 
by scientific disciplines 1917-1950 

Discipline Peilowships Financing 
percenrab.~ (N) (in %) of total) 

Public Health 29.6 ( 1  877) 
Nurses 10.9 (689) 137 .1  
Medical Sciences 19.9 (1263) 21.1 
Natural Scienccs 19.2 (1219) 17.4 
Social Sciences 13.0 (823) 16.6 
Humanities 7.4 (471) 5.9 

Total 100.0 (6342) 98. l '  

Source: RFDil.ectory 1951, Appendix; my calculation. 
'Additional 1.8% to the China Program of RP. 

Approximately one eighth of all R F  fellowship recipients were 
classified as social scientists. On average every year nearly thirty social 
scientists received a stipend. (During W W  I1 practically no social sci- 
entist received a fellowship in contrast to medicine and science where 
the programs continued uninterruptedly.) 

From the end of W W  I up to 1950 R F  used more than 28 million 
U S  $ for the fellowship p r ~ g r a m . ~  The Foundation did not draw any 
significant distinction between hrrrd and so? science, costly and cheap 
branches. Each fellow received on average US $ 2,964 per year (bear 
in mind that not all fellows were abroad for a fill1 academic year), ap- 
proximately at this time the regular annual salary of a junior University 
professor. 

R F  emphasized particular disciplines (as shown in table. I) and 
channeled its funds to support certain countries. Table 2 illustrates the 
preferential treatment of the Anglo-Saxon countries. In all disciplines 
the USA or England (with Scotland and Wales) rank highest. R F  did 
not distribute the money equally among the disciplines. As  marginal as 
the sutns were in the whole, US humanities fellows got two third, and 
the Europeans nearly nothing. One could interpret this pattern as re- 
sulting from the fact that the North Americans had to catch up in these 
fields. A similar pattern emerged in the more practical branch of public 

Tlw fellowship progrim never caplorcti mom than 10% o l  all RF expenses. The 
biggest sh;lres were spcnl i n  1926 ;and in 1965, respecrivcly (Rockel'clle~. 
Foundalion. 1972, p. 41 l ) .  

health, where l iF  subsidized less-developed cot~ntries like Chine, 
Mexico and Yugoslavia dispropol-tionately. In the cases of sciences 
committed to basic research R F  sponsored primarily more advanced 
countries. 

Table  2: Fellowship recipients by country  of residence 1917-1950: 
Ranking a n d  amount  of distr ibuted money by disciplines 

I I ~ u b l i c  ~eel th l  Medicine I Scicncc I Soci;~l I Hu~n;;aitics I 

CDN 2. 8.3 4. 4.0 
Germany 2. 6.5 
France 5. 3.8 
China R .  4.8 

Country 

Mexico 
P. Rico 
Source: RF Direclary 1951, my cnlculnlion. 

Rank Money 
in 5% 

The decisions R F  made were not always consistent. T o  enhance 
onderdeveloped countries and to strenglhen the hot spots of first-class 
research at the same time led to ambivalences (Bulmer & Bulmer 
1981, Bulmer 1984). During and after the Great Depression the sup- 
port of applied economics, especially business cycle research, contrib- 
uted massively to the growth of research centers like the National BLI- 
reau of Economic Research, Brookings Institution, the economic 
intelligence section of the League of Nations, the London School of  
Economics, Harvard University's department of economics and its 
business research centel-, and other places where business cycle re- 
search began, like the Austrian Institute of Trade Cycle Resenrch (cf. 
Shaplen 1964, 144, Grossman 1982, Craver 1986 a). Accordingly, 
nearly half of all social science fellows catne from economics. 

On the other hand, Beardsley Ruml, director of the Laura Spelman 
Rockefeller Memorial from 1925 until its consolidation with the 
Rockefeller Foundation in 1929, establishetl the policy of primarily 
supporting bright young graduates, which i~lmost iln~netliately became 

Rank Money 
in 5% 

Rank Money 
io %I 

Sciences 
Rank  Money 

in % 
Rink Money 

ia % 



the kind o f  official ideology. This preference didn't f i t  in  with the 
strategy of supporting more or less established research centers. Such 
ambivalence were the rule, not the exception. 

The fellows in  economics illustrate this ambivalence fi~rther. 
Countries with underdeveloped research in  economics, summarized in  
table 3 as "others" (mainly non-Western, less-developed countries), 
sent more economists abroad than the more developed countries. 

A different picture emerges in political science. More than every 
second U S  fellow from the social sciences was ;I political scientist, one 
quarter o f  the French social science fellows originated form this disci- 
pline and these two countries and the British occupied half of the po- 
litical science fellowships. 

Table 3: Number  o f  social science fellowships recipients, 
b y  country of residence and discipline 

Catzntryl-ics Econoliiics Sociology Pnliticnl Other Totnl in l70 
Science Social 

Sciences 

Ger~nany 38 12 7 20 77 9.4 
Auslnn 13 3 5 I I 32 3.9 
Swilzcrlnnd 4 I 3 5 13 1.6 
U.K. 43 13 16 43 115 I 4 0  
France 25 I I 19 16 71 8.7 
West-EU 20 I I 0 I I 42 5.1 
Poland l 6  14 3 8 4 1 5.0 
East-EU 48 16 I I 24 9 12.1 
North-EU 46 16 6 23 91 11.1 
Soolb-EU 27 3 5 6 41 5.0 
USA 10 5 28 7 5.0 6.1 
AUS 14 I 4 13 3'i 3.9 
CDN I 1 l 7 12 1.5 
ASIA I S  14 6 8 43 5.2 
OTHERS 3 1 X 7 15 61 7.4 

Tot;ll 35 1 131 121 217 X20 - 
in W 42.8 16.0 14.8 26.4 - 100 

Legend: UK = England snd Scotlnnd; Wcsr-EU = Belgio~n. Netherlaods: Ensr-EU = 
Bulgaria. Czechoslovakia, Hungary. Komaniu. Yugorhvin; North-EU: Denlnark, Finlund, 
Nonvny, Sweden: South-EU =Greece. Italy. Turkq: AUS = A!tstmlin; ASIA = China. India, 
Ja~xx" OTHEKS= Umsilin, Mexico and 49 other pri~nnrily non-western counlrics. 
Source: R l i  Directory 1951, my cillcolnlion 

The field of sociology also appeal-s sl~rncwh;~l patchy. 'l ' l~erc was 
strong support for Polish sociologists, even altllough Poland was only 
included in the fellowship program some years after the merger of the 
L S R M  and R F  when a new group o f  Foundation representatives trev- 
eled through Europe and found Polish candidates parlicularly pn~mis -  
ing (finally 11% of al l  sociology fellows came from Pol;~nd) :~nd ;I sig- 
nificant portion came from Asia ( I  1% of all sociologists came from 
Asia and one third o f  all Asian social science fellows did their rese;lrch 
i n  the field o f  sociology). While Poland's sociology was at this time 
relatively advanced, and thanks l o  the infl i~ence o f  Florian Znaniecki 
not far from US  American standards one couldn'l s;ly thc sane for 
Asian sociology. 

The data su~n~narized in  Table 3 do not support ;In interpretation o f  
Ihe RF policy in  terms o f  Merton's well-know11 M;rtlhew effect, em- 
phasizing "the accruing of large increments o f  peer recognition to sci- 
entists of grcat repute for particuli~r contributions in  contrast to the 
minimizing l'...'] of such I-ecognition l't~r scicnlisls who li;~ve not yet 
niade their m a r k .  (Mertnn 1996, 320). On the contrary, the fellowship 
program demonstrates that the development of the soci;rl sciences 
could be become the target o f  a kind o f  science policy long before this 
specific term came into currency. 

German-Speaking Social Science Fellows 

I n  1924 the first four German-speaking fellows, the psychologist 
Charlotte Buhler, the economists Ludwig Fritscher, lire political scien- 
tist Eric Voegelin from Vienna and lmmanuel Fauser, pres~~mably ;In 
agrarian economist from Berlin, were nominated, joining twelve other 
European fellows on their way to the USA." A little more than 100 
fellows were nominated up to 1941 when the U S A  entered W W  11 ancl 
civilii ln transport across the Atl;~ntic became impossible. The last Ger- 
roan wlio got n fellowship w i ~ s  A lber t0 .  Iiirschm;ln, who lived in exile 
since 1933 and started his I'ellowship in  1941. U p  to 1964, when the 
last and youngest fellow o f  the whole sample, the 29-year-old Gel-man 
political scientist Peter Weber-Scliilcl'er, started his fellowship, neal-ly 
two hundred scholars from Germany, Switzerland ;~ntl Auslri;~ received 
;I fellowship from R F  (;I snlilll groIIp received inrw@ than one fellow- 

3 Seven ciunc i io~n B~.il;!in, IOrec Iram I'~:tocc, and <mi. li.o!rl I l l  :&nil 
Czcchosluv;lkii~ ~.eq,cclively. 'l'hc Rockcfcllcl- Fuundstlion. Snciiil .Scie,,ce /;ello~~,- 
.S/!//> ,!/',/I<! lt,~ckc/i//er F,mo,/<,~iou /924-/9.j2, I':!ris l 933  (RF, (<G 1.2. l l o x  50, 
Fi~ldcr 382, RAC) ilntl I<o~k~l'cIIcr FOLIII~~III~O~I, 1951 



ship, but I won't consider this aspect here). Two thirds started before 
1941 and only one third after 1947 (in the interim the social sclence 
fellowship program was discontinued as mentioned earlier). Table 4 
shows the distribution of fellows between the two periods and their 
disciplinary specializations. 

Table  4: German-speaking R F  Fellows 
bv selected disciolines a n d  ~ e r i o d  

Discipline Germany Austri:~ Switzerland Total 
(incl. others) 

before after before after before after before after 
41 45 41 45 41 45 41 45 

Economics 34 23 12 5 2 7 57 39 
Sociology 13 5 3 3 0 0 21 8 
Polit. Scicnce 7 I 5 l I 0 15 3 
Others 23 8 10 3 3 2 39 13 

Total 77 37 30 1 1  6 9 132 63 

The gender distribution was massively one-sided: During nearly 
four decades only twelve women (or 6%) received a fellowship. 
Curiously enough, only three women, or 5 %  (tlie econo~nists Eva 
Bossmann and Elisabeth Liefmann-Keil, and the sociologist Renate 
Mayntz) were nominated after W W  11, while before 1941 nine women 
(or 7%) received a fellowship. Since there are no statistics i~bout the 
sex proportion for students from particular fields of study over the 
period under investigation it is almost impossible to propose :L sound 
interpretation." I can only spcculate on thc reasons and causes 
underlying this skewed distribution. Perhaps the decline over the years 
is n long-term conseqllence of the anti-feminism of the Nazis, resulting 
in a onder-representation of women in the student body a f e r  WW 11, or 
the scarcity of  female students between the wars draw more attention 
to the minority, whereas after W W  I1 men and women were in stronger 
competition with each other. But whatever the ultimate cause might be 
the astonishing small number of women is remarkable. 

The age distribution falls short of later developed patterns of so- 
cially expected durations of academic education. At their respective 

4 
Unlil  lllc of thc 1920s llle ovcr-all sllare of fcmnlc studenls was bclow 10% il l  

Gcrmnny, and a lilllc bil higl,el- it,  Na1ionill"kononlic (economics). Tirzc I9X7, 
vol. 1, 1p11. 156 nod 165. CC tlucrk;l~np 1996. 

starting point ;~pprr~xim;ltely one quarter of  the fkllows we1.e younger 
then 27 years old; in lhc pre-war period the percentage was much 
higher, 30%, while after W W  11 only 8% slarled theil- fellowship ;it ;In 
age younger than 27 years. One of the youngest was the Viennese 
economist Oskar Mnrgenstern, horn 1902, who started his fellowship 
in the same year he received his Pli.D., in 1925. Between 1924 ;~nd  
1941 an additional twelve students were younger than 26. Aller 1945 
no one started so  young. For the whole period 6070 were younger then 
32 years when they began their fellowship, and ;In addition;~l qu;tl-ter 
were ynunger then 37 years. The age-distribution underscores the 
claim that R F  supported maitily young bright men (seldom women, as 
we have already seen). 

It seems to be clear that receiving a fellowsliip couldn't be the re- 
sult of individual competence, effort or  visibility alone. There must be 
an influence coming from teachers and mentors. One 's  own position in 
or  relation to an intellect~lal network connecting local represe~ltatives 
or patrons acting as intermediaries to the Paris based European office 
of R F  played a crucial role (see table 5 for the concentration of the 
fellows in particl~lnr irni~~ersilies). The files at the Rmkefeller Archive 
Centcr corroborate this assumption and memoirs of lormer RF fellows 
provide additional evidence. Lazarsfeld's memoir from 1969, for ex- 
ample, tells the story of  his good fortune in finally obtaining a fellow- 
ship lie even did not know that he was nomini~ted for. (L;rz:~rsfeld 
1969, pp. 275 f.). Probably lie was not cvcn aware 111' the background 
nf his nomination at the time of his memoir because he was seen the11 
as one who was close to tlie Viennese School of E c o n ~ m i c s  ;~ntl woultl 
have made "psychological conlribulions 111 cctlnomic re scar cl^" during 
his fellowship term."~.azarsfeld's a u t o b i o g ~ x p h i d  report is still the 
only one that givcs detailed i ~ ~ f o r ~ n a t i o n  about the process of becoming 
;I Rockefellcr Fellow. Many of the other altlobiographers nnly report 
that the frllowship Ih;lpper~ed, that they got one, or mix up the whole 
story by presenting the fellnwsliip offer ;IS ;I kind of award ceremony." 

Letle~~fiom Jolm Van Sickle li, Slncy Mny, Juttc 21. 1933 (RF, RG I.?. Serics 100 
i~~ler~~alional, R n x  49,17<11del-376, RAC) Fcllowsl~il~ Csnl l'i!~~l F. Lir~il~.sicld (RAC). 

~ ~ i i l . e l - - l l s i ~ n c ~ ~ ~ l o r ( . ,  1990, p. 7:  I3uhlel- 1972, pp. ?Sr.; ;tnd fhc itppl-upl-inlc ct!ll.ies ill  

Il~c two volumcs cilile<l lhy Fleck 1996, cnnd 13ollc & Ncidhardl I998 rcspeclivcly, 
wilh :al~lohiogl;~phiu;lI i-cminisce~icc lhy socic,hlgisls from the posl WW l 1  
gcncr;tlion. 



Table  5: Graduat ion of Rockefellcr Fellows, by  universities 

Country1 City Period 1 Period 2 Totul 
before WW 11 after WW I1 

Germany 80 35 115 
or Ihl:  
Berlin 13 2 15 
Bonn 3 2 S 
Frankli~rt S 7 12 
Freiborg 5 2 7 
Hamburg 7 2 10 
Iicidclberg 8 2 I I 
Cologne 3 5 X 
Kiel 7 2 9 
Leipzig 6 0 6 
Munich 7 2 9 

of that: 

Switzcl-land 6 9 IS  

Others 9 7 16 

I h t a l  127 60 I X7 

DUI-ing the early years of the fellowship program the decision just 
who shoi~ld get a fellowship lay co~npletely in the hands of a small 
group of national representntivcs of the LSRM, while the distribution 
of fellowships was restricted to countries where such adviser&,were in 
charge. In Austria the historian Alfred Francis Pribram acted on his 
own, as did economists Alfred Arnmonn and Joseph Macek for Ger- 
man and Czech students respectively in Prague. In Germany a c o n -  
mittee of high-ranking University professors and policy-makers nomi- 
nated the fellows during the existence of the LSRM. After the 
reorganization of the Foundations in 1929 RF's officials took over the 
selection of fellows. Candidates could send in applications independ- 
ently but their cases were always checked with local confidants. The 
former representatives and the increasing number of former fellows 
acted as gatekeepers and referees. 

The qi~eslions whether there were national, political, or any other 
clearly established preferences, or whether R F  distinguished between 

special kinds of scientific orienlation ( ' l~af i~digms ' )  or  inhibited p;~r- 
ticular biases are difficult to handle. Over the years many ihings 
changed unintentionally, some on purpose, and g ~ ~ i d e l i ~ ~ e s  and explicit 
preferences were reformed regulilrly. Undisputed were two criteri;~ 
which were applied throughout the whole period under investigillion: 
First, regardless of what someone intended to d o  during his fellowship 
it had to be n kind of inductive research, as the Foondation's officers 
called their preferred style of doing research. It nreant thi~t  it s l~ould be 
empirical research and no speculative theorizing. Surprisingly enot~gh 
;I lot of exceptions were made, otherwise it would not have been possi- 
ble Ihat philosophers like Voegelin, Leo Strauss, Jacob T;tubes, 
Elizabeth Feist-I-Iirsch, or Ernst Topitsch, none of them known es an  
inductive researcher, could be ;lccepled ;IS socii~l scientists comnritted 
to realistic research, to rluote it term often used synonymously to in- 
ductive. But they and some more were nomin:~lcd. Secondly, every 
selectin11 decision was based on the judg~nent of more th;~n one referee, 
thus forestalling later peer review procedures. 

Table 4 shows not only the over-representillio~~ of economics but 
also a further shifting in the composition of  special fields. Tlle number 
of fellows from economics increased after WW I1 in all three countries, 
whereas sociology and political science, practically non-existent at the 
oniversities before the war, received more attenlion before than after 
WW 11. This Finding is a striking argument xgainst all i~othors sttg- 
gesting that there was a close affinity between the institutionalizi~ii~~n 
of  sociology and political science in post-war Germtlny and the re- 
education policy of the American occupiltion h r c e s  t1rel.e. whereby 
Foundations wcre seen as instru~nentel to US foreign policy. 

Just as striking as the preferenti;tl ire;itment of econotnics is the 
disproportion betweer, the two lime periods. Yet it would give ;I false 
itnpression to assume that  he decline of  fellowships after WW 11 was 
brought on only by ;I shift in the policy of  the Foundation. Indeed R F  
shifted its focus from Europe to the less tlevelopetl countries but the 
differences between the ihree German-speaking countries reveill what 
happened between the years whcn R F  started its European progrilm 
and the 1960s when it gave op its co~nlnitlnent to help European soci;~l 
scientists to recover from the aftermath of ;I war. Switzerland, not ill'- 

fected by diclatorship and war, sent more fellows ;tbro;ld after WW I! 
than before. During the first period Switzerlitnd nominatetl 4%, Austria 
23% and Gerlnany 58% (an additional 14% German-speaking ilppli- 
cants from elsewhere, primarily from the Ger~nen  Charles U~riversity in 



Prague). In period 2 the Swiss share climbed to 14%, again 58% came 
from Germany, while Austria's rate dropped to 17%>. 

T o  put this in perspective we could compare the shares of fellow- 
ship recipients with their homeland, the numbers of students and Uni- 
versity personnel. In 1930 approximately 100,000 students attended 
twenty-three universities in Germany, whereas approximately 7,000 
students enrolled in seven Swiss universities7 ancl nearly 15,000 stu- 
dents populated the three universities remaining from the larger aca- 
demic market of the Austrian-Hungarian Empire. Around 1930 the 
ratios of Austrians to Germans, and Swiss respectively looked very 
different at the following three strata: 

Austria : Germany Austria : Swilzcrland 
Students I : 6.6 l : 0.5 
Faculty 1 : 3.3 I : 0.6 
Rockef'eller Fellows 1 : 2.5 I : 0.2 

These data underscore what the officers of the RF noted more than 
once in their inter-office correspondence from Paris to New York: 
Austria produced more talents than it was able to subsidize. As  a 
consequence, and in accord:~nce with the policy of the RF - i.e., to 
grant fellowships only to persons who were willing to return to their 
country after the end of the term abroad and who had something like a 
job in view - some R F  officers argued in favor of reducing the number 
of Austrian fellows. One victim of this policy was the mathematician- 
turned-economist Abraham Wald whose nomination by Oskar 
Morgenstern was postponed more than once - until Hitler's troops 
decided instei~d of the reluctant R F  officers. Wald fled immediately 
after the A1rsch1rl.s.~ and got his first job in the States subsidized from 
tlie special funds the Rockefeller Foundiltion had establishetl to support 
displaced scholars. 

The Strange Austrian Case 
The ove1.-production of  t;tlent.s in Austria could be traced back to 

various roots. The role Vienna played as the metmpolis of the 
Hapsburg Empire contributed to a constellation, which for ;I very long 
period was called the "hydrocephalus syndrome". It refers to the pres- 
ence of better-educated civil servants ancl other white-collar employees 
in Vienna because there were tlie different headquarters for the huge 

Thc Itwee Gcr!n;lo-spcaking univc~~sities, Rnscl, I3e1.n rind Zurich, wc1.e lhatne for 
two tlrirds ot'thc suldeots ilnd a slighlly more than h ~ l f o l n l l  ihcnlty. 

empire, and well-educated f~rthers soi~ght for their sons, 12rely in these 
years for their daughters, similar status by investing in etlucation. An- 
other reason, which is not independent from the former one, is the 
higher proportion of Jews or people of Jewish origin in  Vienna com- 
pared to all other Gennan-speaking University cities.' A ihird factor 
could be found in the troubles the Austrian governments experienced 
throughout the whole interwar period. While the W e i m ~ r  Republic 
went through a period of economic recovery in the midst of the 1320s, 
the Austrian government restricted the federal budget much more ;tnd 
the consequences were visible especially in higher education where Ihc 
over-aged faculty was a well-known phenomenon ;lntl col~ld  be seen by 
everyone. It seems also that the Austrian adviser Pribrnm exerled pres- 
sure on the R F  more than his Gerrnart cotlnterlJtarts, ;tnd doe to the f ict  
that many of the earliest nominees from Vienna turned out to be gootl 
choices they themselves became influentii~l in the selection process of  
their followers. 

But why did these pattern change so  tlram;~tic;~lly over the short pc- 
riod of seven years of Nazi rule in Auslria'? And, why was the impact 
of the same dictatorship o n  Germany weaker than in Auscri;~'! Bolh 
queslions are related to the one, just how many social scientists were 
forced out of Austria. 

First of all one has to emphasize that there w;~s  more than one wave 
of migration in Austri;~. One could begin with the 1920s when en ill- 
creasing number of scholitrs lel'l Auslria, partly i ~ s  ;I reaction to the in- 
flux of educated people alter the hreakdown of the Hapsburg Empire, 
when every citizen had to choose between one of the follower states. 
Many of the University graduates, I-eferrcd 111 ;IS Akrrrle~niko., earning 
nothing more than their cultt~rz~l capital, t11 use Boi11.dieui;tn distinc- 
tions, opted not so  much i ~ r  the tiny new republic De11tsc11-0,sterreiclr 
than for the advantage to live in the then still great and vital city of 
Vienna. During the 1920s educated people were driven out of Austria 
primarily because of the job market. In part Vienna funclio~ied as a 
"transit stiltion" when, l i ~ r  exttmple, Hung;~rii~ns fleeing the Bolshevik?; 
and later the anti-Bolshevik counterrevolutionaries were stl-;~ntled for 
shorter or longer periods in  Vienna before 1c;lving ag;~in for Berlin, 

X According to slatislics p ~ ~ b l i s l ~ c d  hy lhc fit~rei~u ilil. Stitlislik ~ C I .  Juden (1g05 ;lnd 

1908) Ihc rate of' Jewish sl~~ilc~~ts it, Prussi;t i n  the lirsl dccitdc o l  tllc 20111 cen!lll.y 
was about 99, wllcl-cils lhc co~npnl.ilble i!o!nhcr I > r  Ac~stri;~ r v ; ~  i~c;!rly lh'%, hcklvc 
Ihc call;ll~sc of' tllc clnpil-c. Litlel- d:tl;b ~11.c inat very l~.~~stwol-lily, bece~~se o l  lltc 
oation;llisl' ovcrcsli~n;!lic,~t c,l'll~e Jewisll problc~~~. 



Leipzig, Oherlin, or Moskva.Wne could call tlie migration during the 
1920s the usual brain drain from an over-producing market to ;I more 
receptive one. Yet I'd like to add that even then there were also politi- 
cal reasons that forced scholars to leave Austria. For example, the fa- 
mous legal theorist Hans Kelsen got angry at constitutional reforms 
Austria's conservative government initiated in the late 1920s, which 
resulted in a change of his consti t~~tion in the direction of a more 
authoritarian regime. Kelsen was the main author of tlie first Repobli- 
can constitution, which came into effect in 1920. H e  left Vienna for 
Cologne where he had to leave involuntarily when the Nazis seized 
power; he accepted an offer from the (German-speaking) Charles Uni- 
versity in Prague, which he again liad to leave during the Surlcterilund 
crisis and the rising anti-Semitism in 1938. After il short interlude at 
the lr~stitut i~triversituir-e rlcs hrrrrtes i tndes internatioricrles, in Geneva, 
lie came to the USA, in his late 1950s. There he faced a harsh time 
because he could not get a regular professorship and made a living 
from temporary affili;~tions, ibr example at Harvard, where lie taught at 
the Law School. H e  finally settled in California where he got an offer 
from tlie University of California at Berkeley to join its department of 
interntltional law. At retire~iient age Kelsen change from constitutional 
law to international law, which for a long time he liad considered to be 
an improper, nearly inexisting entity. 

Joseph A. Schumpeter pursued a less dramatic career as compared 
to Kelsen's. After resigning from the Ministry of Finance in the early 
1920s, he tried his luck with the world of banking and failed - not the 
last famous economist whom the real world of  finance taught a lesson 
ro. Later on lhe returned to a University post, not only to p ;~y  his debls 
that he felt was his duty as a man of honor. Just to ease this burden 
earlier he accepted an offer from Harvard, where lhe got a salary of 
$ 12,000, back in 1932 a considerably well-paid professor."' " 

h 0 s z k 5 r  Jiszi finnlly became n professor 11 Obel-lin College, neal. Cleveland. Ohio: 
Geo1.g Lukics  spent sutnc years in Viennil but ~ v ~ n l u i t l l y  cnilcd LIII i n  Moskvi~ ;IS il 

meniber of tlic no~ncncl;~lucc. Ernn Manhcim smdied under H i m  Frcyer i n  Leipzig 
before fleeillg via London lo llrc USA, Micliacl Pulyini held it tiil.c~to~.shil~ ill lllc 
Ki~iser Wilhelm lnstil~~lc fur C11crnisll.y i n  Berlin before lllc Nazi  i;\hcaver of 11owcr 
wllicl~ d 1 . o ~ ~  lliln ;ag;!in inlo cnilc. Cf. its on overview on the H~~ng;~l . i :~i> i t ~ l ~ l l ~ ~ l u i l l  

Diasporo: Cungdun 199 1. 
"' Joscph A. Schompe~cl. Papers, HUG (PP) - 4.7, BOX I : A - BC). Foldcr H C C ~ C I .  visit 

c;lsc (H;lrv;lc<l University Archives). 

The next wave, the fil-st with ;I prim~irily polilici~l h ;~c l ;g ro~~nd  bap- 
pened arol~nd 1933. Bul unlike Germany tlhc fil-sl sc11ola1-s who bccamc 
victims were not Jcwish, liberal, or left-wing ;~cademics but astonish- 
ingly, Austrian Nazis who were forced out of their University posts by 
the right-wing Catholic regime, which was also opposed to the Left. 
There were practically no members of the Social Democratic Workers 
Party in the universities, not to mention Communists. Most of the few 
Social Democri~ts didn't loose their jobs but were not illlowed to leach 
po1itic;ll subjects anymorc. The only prominelit "part-time sociolo- 
gisls"" who were driven out of  Austria at this time was tlie pliilosop1ie1- 
Heinrich Gomperz and tlie "organizational m;~n" of the Vienna Circle 
of Logical Positivism, Otto Neur;~tli. At this lime Sigmund Freud Ins1 
his right to teach at lhe University which was without practical conse- 
quences because lie t~lrei~tly slopped tcaching long before. 

During the authoritari;ln regi~iie tlhe "norm~l"  brain drain continued 
but at a slower pace. Especially meml~ers of tlie so-called fourth gen- 
eration of the Austrian Scliool of  Economics, who were offered posts 
in Geneva, London, Harvnrd, and Buffalo eagerly seized the opportu- 
nities. Neither Hayek nor Haberler let't Vienna for political reasons. 
Only Machlup col~ltl be regarded as  a victim of racial prejudice. H e  left 
Austria since anti-Semilic professors denicd 11im tlie I~abilitation be- 
cause he, as ;l11 other Jews, was regarded as precocious, es compared m 
his Gentile contemporaries. One of the professors, i~ count in the days 
when aristocratic titles were !not prohibited by law, added that therefore 
it would be unfi~ir to the Gentiles to promote him at the age of twenty- 
something (Cmvcr 1986). Ludwig Mises' acceptance of a parl-timc 
professorship in Geneva was a rrsult of  his quarrels with tlie econo- 
mists at Lhe University in Vienna. Anti-Semitism played ;I minor role in 
Lhis fight between rival paradigms. 

During the early 1930s conditions i n  Auslrie worsened, more with 
regard to tlie lack of politic;rl freedom than ;IS ;I consequence of spe- 
cific restrictions of academic freedom. Both the psychologists around 
the Buhler couple and the economists around Morgenstern's Business 
Cycle Research Ins t i t~~ te  - the two most influentii~l and most produc- 
tive research centers of this lime - ilid busincss as usui~l during tlhe 
takeover of power by Engelbert Dolll'~~ss and the following years of 
i~l~lhoritilrian rule under his successor Kurt Schusclhnigg, backed by 
1t;lly's dictator Benito Mussolini. 



Only social scientists active in tlie underground movement of the 
Revolutionary Socialists were arrested. One of them, Marie Jahoda, 
then head of the Wirtschnflspsychologische Forschnng.s.stelle, a re- 
search unit which became famous as the micro-environment responsi- 
ble for the study Die Arl~eitsloserr v011 Mnrierrthal (1933), was in jail 
for more than half' a year. Subsequent to her release she left for 
London, and only came to the United States after the war. But she was 
the exception. The majority stayed in  Vienna, and did not experience 
political threats or persecution. Only the mood became miserable. 

The third wave of emigration, around tlie Ansch1ir.s.s in 1938, was 
the biggest one. At this time political and racist persecution reached 
the universities too. Within two months the Nazi regime repeated in 
former Austria what it had done in Germany at a slower pace between 
1933 and 1938. 

Before elaborating on the 1938 migration let me make a jump 
forward in time and draw attention to the fact that after thedefeat  of 
the Nazi regime a political motivated migration took place once again. 
At this time former Nazi party members from lower ranks who were 
unwilling to accept immediately tlie new ideological conditions by 
erasing their past political affinities lost their jobs and tlie brightest 
ones emigrated. T o  name only the most prominent figures of this 
migration wave I would like to mention the case of the former Natural 
Science Rockefeller Fellow, Ludwig Bertalanffy who immigrated to 
the US, while Konriid Lorenz, the later Nobel laureate, went only to 
Germimy. Both were later honored, e.g. in a biographical entry in tlie 
ltrterriatio11~11 E~rcycli,petlin of the Socinl Sciences. In a broader sense 
these men were political &migr&s as well, because both men had been 
forced out of their University positions due to their affiliation with the 
Nazi pnrty. They were accompanied by a small hut later d i s t i ~ g ~ ~ i s l ~ e d  
group of students or  graduates who saw no future in the devastated 
Austria of  the 1940s and 1950s. The sociologist Peter L. Berger, the 
philosopher Paul Feyerabend, and the psychologist Waller Toman are 
just three of them." 

T o  come back to the Nazi purge of 1938, the picture is not entirely 
clcar. On the one hand, about 400 scientists of all branches, affiliated 
in some way to tlie universities, lost their jobs, 01- 40 to 6070, depend- 
ing on whom one includes in the ci~lculations, were forced out. How- 

I ?  Again, all uf them werc "cry yollztg at  !IIC time of Ibeir cmigriition. Oldcl. oncs like 
Ibe concentration camp survivur Renedikt Kanlsky could not tincl a plncc lu stay in 
thc USA du~.ing an eiirly trip aila- WW 11. 

ever, the number of soci;il scientists whir were dismissed lrom theis 
University posts is very sm;ill. 

Only few of  the dismissed social scientists went abroi~d. Scht11;irs 
who became well known later and had held rcgulilr professorships tlnlil 
I938 werr Eric Voegelin, Charlotte and Karl Huliler, bolh left Vienna 
as early as possible. Roughly half a dozen more, then and lotl;iy witlely 
unknown professors from different branches of tlie socitil sciences 
were dismissed and emigrated afterwards. About 80% of tlie imiglds 
ended op in the US. Most of the disniissed went into so-citlled "inner 
emigration", only a few suffet-ed short t e r m  of itnprison~nent. 1 fi~ontl 
about ten social scientists - itgain in the bro;itlest sense of  this co11- 
cept-  who were tleporlcd 111 concentration camps - some today un- 
known members of the Catholic Church, some spokesmen of  the 
;luthoriterian govcmmcnt. and from the Left Br i~no  Bettelheim iintl 
Paul Neuralh, both released before tlie start of the war, and Klithe 
Leicliter and Benedikt Kautsky, only tlie latter survived. A very prom- 
ising young economist, Karl Schlesinger, committetl s ~ ~ i c i d e .  

Most of the later 61nigris lost their jobs outside the University or 
wen1 abroad without leaving regular places of work and some of tllc 
refugees were undere~nployed or une~nployed before they left Austri;~. 
I guess llist both the extent of the emigration wave and tlie small num- 
ber of victims can be explained by this special situation of former un- 
deremployment, job insecurity and insignificant occupational bontls I O  

their nalive environment. 
T o  reach a more definite picture of the number 111' soci;~l science 

6migr&s I carried out a stricter investig;ition. Let me explain ilic design 
at some length. In trying to identify social scientists in Austria between 
witrs it is pointless to look only to tlie universities. I therel'nre dccidcd 
to construct a sample of social scientists witliirul any reference to oc- 
cupational positions wilhin or  outside the universities it11d witllout any 
~~reco~icepl ion with ~eg;ird 10 llrr emigration aspect. I wiinted to Iii~ve 
data at hand to say so~nelhing about cotnmunalities and difierences 
between refugees and "re~nainess". How to do this? 

I made tlie claim ih;rl someone could be ;tccepted iis ;I social 
scientist if lhe publislied bctwcen the middle of the 1920s ;lnd tlle 
middle of tlie 1950s at least one article or wrote ;it least two reviews i n  
one of lhc social scientific journals in thesc iliiriy ycnrs. 1 have 
collected a set ol'iournal of all the then well-known journals publisl~ecl 
ill Austria, Germi~ny (n= 13), iintl England, France ntld tlie US 
(n = 25). The reitson I included non-German journals is il simple one: 
The generation of  Austrian 61nigrCs seemed to have been a relittively 



young cohort. Consequently, it would have been difficult for them to 
pltblish papers before they were forced out o f  Austriil. Political and 
racial prejudices [nay have also played a role in  preventing them from 
publishing. Additionally, one must bear in mind that politically active 
young University graduates submitted their first papers mostly to 
journ;lls of  opinion o f  their own respective ideological in-group ilnd 
hence avoided academic journals." 

On the other hand i t  seems fair against tlie "remainers" to widen the 
temporill fn~mework because some o f  them did not had u chance to 
publish their papers during the Nazi period but afterwards. Serving in 
the Wehrri7rrcl7t and detained additional years as prisoners of war 
caused delays in  academic careers. To  take this point into iiccount 1 
extended the observation period up to 1955 so that everyone who was 
silenced during tlie war or h i ~ d  the burden o f  ;I second period ol'stutly- 
ing had ;I chance to publish something, at least one paper. I t  i s  no easy 
task to define who was an Austrian. I n  this sample Austlian does !lot 
mcan citizensllip or place of birth or other criteria o f  nationality. I t  only 
tneans that someone lived or slutlied in  Austria more than two years 
(most o f  the population 1ii1s stronger bonds to Austria, so the former is 
just the bottom line or m in im i l  definition). 

Some results are surprising: from a total o f  313 persons, 65% be- 
came i tnigr is.  One fifth o f  the "remainen" experienced some sort of 
persecution by the Nazis, ranging I'rcrm dismissal, short-term itnpris- 
onment, to homicide in  the citmps. 

I checked the data more than once, but the ratio o f  two im ig r i s  to 
one "renininer" i s  very st;~blc ilnd indeed surprising, cotnpared with the 
overall rate of migration in  Austria and Germany. Around 1,500 schol- 
ars o f  al l  fields who held at least a hi~bilitation left Germany after 1933, 
which is about one fifth u f  all people o f  similar rank. Admittedly, tlie 
65% rate o f  emigration is congruent with estimates o f  German i m i g r i  
economists ;~nd sociologists, but the authors do not explain how they 
obtained their resc~lts. 

Remember the small number o f  female Rockefeller Fellows I men- 
tioned before - 7%. I found nearly same rate o f  women i n  this s;~mplc, 
9.5%. 

' Mal'ic J:lhode. Paul Lirzill.sl'cld, l l i ror  Zeisel. Alcx:\nilel. Ga-schcnkron ond tnilny 

Inure p~~blislled tlreir first tnorc or less scicnlilic pi~pcr in Social Delnocrnlic 
mi~girzioes, l ike DEI KI I I ) I I?~  or Aldeir trrlrl IVirl.vchq(~. bollr jaul-onls bcyoscl 
comparison to their prcscnt rkly counterpsrls. 

In  the 1rol1c tllat I am not straining the rr;~der's pi~ticncc I wi l l  lircs- 
enl onc last quantitative finding conce~ning the itgc dislribulion (see 
table h). 

Table 6: Comparison of two groups of Austrian social scienlisls 

I l i r t l i  a~ l ior t  ErnigrCs "l<emaincrs" All 
N Percenl~lgc N Pcrcc~llagc 

All 196 77.5 57 22.5 253 

The result is reliltively clcar and cot~vincing: The i m i g r i  pop~t lec io~~ 
was characteristically younger Ihan the "remainer's". The difference in  
[he mean value i s  len years. The mediiin year o f  birth krr 111c "i.e. 
mainer" is 1887, buc 101. the imigres 1901. 

I only f o ~ ~ n d  one publication that otfers co~npnrable tlitte l i ~ r  tlrc 
German imigre sociologists (Wittebur 1991). The ;~uIh~)r  o f  this P1l.D. 
thesis collected data Srom 139 German snciologisls and inade some 
calcul;~tions. The share o f  women in  his st i~t ly i s  smi~ller t1i;ln in  my 
sample, only h%, and the age tlislribution dcvinlcs from the Austrian 
refugees too. I t  did not collie near to the Austriiln "remainers": l l ~ e  
German im ig r i s  were born around 1897, ten years before Lhc Austrian 
"remainers" and on lhe average were four yeal-s older than their 
Austrian counterpilrts. This last difference becomes weeker i f  onc toll- 

siders that the o f  tlie German refugees lel'l their country o f  
origin some years enrlicr than the Austriilns. The rcfugce populittion 
was ;I comparably young cohort, :ls ;~lways when tnigralion Iiappens, 
one could add. 

A more comprehensive portclit o f  the Austrian i rn igr is  would have 
to investigate in  greetcr detail the following particularities one en- 
counters by analyzing tlie archival n t e r i  in tradition:ll historio- 
sociographical ways: 

First, most Austrians left williaut a professioni~l careel- and looking 
at their future at this poinl, one could say without i l ic burden o f  overly 



11igh aspirations. I t  seems that tliis was an advantage in  tlie long run. 
While every fill1 professor who migrated felt i~ncomfortable in  view of 
the shrunken opporti~nities he found abroad, i t  was easier for younger 
people to become ilcquainted with the rulcs, habits and opportunity 
structures o f  their new environment. Telling evidence is the correspon- 
dence between German or Austrian Gentile professors who tliouglit 
about migration but eventually decided not to go abroad because o f  
unpleasant peculiarities abroad. Only a small 11i11nber o f  imigres 
established themselves within a short period o f  time in  a position 
cornparable to their former position. O f  all German-speaking soci i~l  
scientists one could only enumerate Martin Buber at the Hebrew 
University at Jerusalem and Paul Tillich, who went fi-om Columbia, via 
Harvard to Chicago."' Nearly all former fill1 or associated professors 
from Germany had a tough struggle after their migration. One part 
ended up in  the enclave o f  the New School for Social Research, which 
was founded on the premise that its faculty would not compete with 
Americans. Another part went to the Midwest and Soot11 o f  the USA. 
Characteristically most o f  them relurnctl to Germany at tlie cntl ol' 
WW 11. 

Second, most o f  the Austrian 6migrds went abroad without being 
disciples o f  a particular school of tliought, a pattern that is even valid 
for the younger economists from the Business Cycle Research Institute 
in Vienna. t'or example, in  the early 1930s, an officer from the 
Rockefeller Foundation, very familiar with the habits and obsessions o f  
the older Viennese economists, noted that young Haberler lost some o f  
the narrow-mindedness o f  his fellow "Austrian Economists" during his 
fellowship term. l'he same could have been said about Morgenstern 
ant1 Maclilup soon after tlieir arrival on the other side o f  the Atlantic. I f  
one had to look for inveterate narrow-minded Austrians I woyjd name 
I d w i g  Mises and Eric Voegelin, both of whom hardly changed after 
tlieir departure from Vienna (it would be easy to name more than half a 
dWen Germans with a similar mindset). Yet most o f  the Austrians 
adapted quickly to the new intellectual environment. As a by-product 
of this lack o f  apprenticeship and school thinking you couldn't find 
any Austrian r l~otcd scl~ool o f  social thought. Probably the influence o f  
Schutz on phenornenological sociology and ethnomethodology i s  tin 
exceplic~n. 

"l Tillich c:lrecr in thc US wils pilrtly subsirlizcd l iom ihc Spccial Rcscal.ch Aid Ibr 
Dcpuxrd Scho1nl.s esr;lhlisBed hy t11c R F  (Tholn:~ H. Applcgcl, Tlrc F,~ir,r,i<~linrt:r 
L.r/xrierrcc ivirir Neli~jiee Schninr:? 11Pi61. RF, RC 1 .2, S c 1 . i ~ ~  200, Rcl-3, RAC). 

Third, the Austrians produced no p i~b l i c  intellectuals l ike Hannith 
Arendt, and later on Herbert Marcuse, nor proli l ic scholi~rs who ;~d-  
dressed themselves to a wider audience or who were recognized by lay 
people. That is surprising because the Austrian style o f  thinking, i f  
there was one, would have f i t  the world o f  pragmi~t is~n better than 
Heideggerians l ike Arendt, Hegelians l ike M;~rcuse, or a conservative 
l ike Leo Strauss. The tradition o f  extramural educational activities by 
Austr i i~n academics did not f ind a follow-up in  exile. Insofi~r ;IS 
Austrians impressed people they did this by using what Americans cell 
in  their vernacular "Viennese charm", or Sct~niiilt, an untranslatable 
Austrian expression, which is definitely more pejorative. I t  means to 
make sophisticated jokes, impress others especially by using paradoxi- 
cal expressions, to clraw the attention o f  one's audience to the lnosl 
surprising results and so on. I inclined to think that Peter Drucker's 
success in  management sludies. Ernest Dicl~ter 's influence in tlie worltl 
of advertising, Rruno Bettelheim's influcnce on pr;ictic;ll educ;~tion, 
and Paul Lazarsl'cld's acceptance as an authority in  different lields 
resulted at le i~s l  partly Ram tliis very Austrian style o f  milking ;in 
;~rgument. 

Fourth, former Austrians distanced themselves from tlieil- past faster 
than any other group of I-efi~gees. PI-actically no scholar joined any o f  
the tiny political groups fighting each in  exile, nor were the vast ma- 
jority of former Austrians engaged in  re-establishing contacts with 
their country o f  origin at the end of the war. One of tlie exceptions i s  
Paul Lazarsfeld who went to Vienna in tlie late 1950s to investigate the 
ititellecti~al climate there as a consultant for tlie Ford Fountlation. T o  
my knowledge he was the only lormer tergct o f  racial persecution who 
took the initiative to re-est;tblisIi contacts. As all observer f;lmiliar with 
A~~st r ia 's  intellectl~al life in  the inter-war period he described tlie dif- 
ference he noticed when he first returned to his hometown in  1959 in 
;in epigrammatic phrase: "No brains, no initiative, no collaboration".'* 
I n  spite n f  his opinion about the Austrians 11e helped create (lie Lnstiti~te 
fhr Advanced Studies in Vienna. 

Fifth, few former Austrians could not assimilate to tlieir new envi- 
ronment; a sad story could be told about Edgar Zilsel, his errors and 
tlie difficulties he experienced. Yet on the otlicr hi~nd, tlie number of 
Austrians obk~ining levels of ac;~demic achievement in  the US  w;ls 

' q ~ c u c r  li.ollr Paul F. Laz;trsfcld 11, Sllepitrd S~onc, Fo'old Foundilliun. June 29, 195') 
(Pnt11 P. Lnznrslzld P:lpers, l lax 32: Auslrii~. Colu~nl,iil Univc~.sily, I?ill.e 13ook ctnd 
Mi~noscripl Library). 



higher tli:~n positions were avi~ilable in  Austria during the first two 
thirds of  this century. One example I discovered recently at the 
Rockefeller Archive illustrates this. The psychologist Gustav Ichheiser 
came to this country relatively late. H e  found in Louis Wir th  at 
Chicago a mentor and worked for a while in  one o f  Wirth's race rel;l- 
lions' research projects. Although Cordon Allport tried to help h im  get 
a joh at Clarke University he was turned down because of  his "race".'" 
Later he taught for u short period ;it a southern black college. I n  195 1 
lhe was put into psychi;ttric clinic against his wil l ,  since lie was diag- 
nosed as being o f  the "schizopl~renia, paranoitl type"." H e  spent more 
than one decade in  this institution. Due to a reform o f  the state's 
department of mental health lie was later transferred to a program o f  
f i~mi l y  cure, a sort o f  co~idit ional discharge. With the help o f  the 
German-born political scientist Hans J. Morgen th ;~~~ he pt~blished a 
small article "Is Nation;~lism Really O~tmoded'?" '~,  and sent offprints 
o f  i t  to at least two officers o f  the Rockefeller Foundation. I do not 
know why. The R F  officers - one ;I Chicago graduate - read the article 
and found i t  "very thoughtful and thought provoking". But  no one 
knew tlie author. Nevertlieless lchlieiscr received a friendly letter and 
an offer: 

We arc Iherelbre prompted to send you tllc enclosed hrief descriptive 
slalcmcnl of the Foundation's Inlcrnational Relations Prog~.ani. If per 
cliancc you lhave a research and wriling prqject which could suitahly be 
considered undcr Ihis program, wc would he lhappy to llenr from yoo.'" 

Finally Icliheiser got the grant, was released frotn psychiatric ob- 
servation and worked until his death some years 1;1ter as a research af- 
filiate at Morgenthau's rese;~rch center for international rel;~tions. 

16 Lclter li.ul11 Wallacc W. Atwuuil, President of Clark Universily, to Conla~t 
W. Allpurl, Junc 29, 1943 illid AIIPOII'S ;InSWcl. ful~n J L ~ C  30, 1943. Since Atwuotl 
raised the qucstion whelhcc Icl~l iciscr i s  n Jew tllc rc;tstln why lle did not get this joh 
secms to he i,hvioc~s (Goldon W. Allport Papers, H;lrvilrd Univet.sily Arcbivcs, 
HUG 41 18.1, Correspotidctlcc. Hox 5) .  " A co~npa~.;!ble story could hc told itbout tlrc econoolisl John I:. Nssh Jr., who weot 
Ihrnogl! similar psyc11i:tlric il.cil&lncnt hut liniilly bec:\~nc Nahcl l;to~.c:~lc in 
cconacnic science in 1994. Scc Ibl. a n  nutobiogrnp1~ic;~l rcpo1.1 on h i s  cnt.ccr iancl 
~>sychiitll.ic illncss. Lcllel-, Decc~nhcv 29, 1999. 

, X  This particul;!l- picce ( I c h l ~ e i s c ~ ~  1964) i s  not rcpri!iled is Ichlrciser, 1970, whcrc 
mucl> of h i s  nclicles from l l i s  Inter yc;lrs n1.c collected. 

1 I.elter li.on! Gernld Frcund In Ciostiiv Icl~hciser, Scptcmbcc 6, 1964 (RF, RG 1.2, 
scl-its 200s. Dux 571, Foldcr4893, RAC). 

Rocke fe l l e r  F e l l o w s  a n d  H i t l e r  Re fugees  

T o  round olT the ponrait o r  the Gcrtn;til-speilkitig social scielltists 
among the Rockefeller Fellows 1 wi l l  examine another pattern. Nor- 
mally fellowship holders l ive abroad only for a while. The two pub- 
lished Fellowship Directories provide information about the pl ; l~e of  
residence o f  nearly every former lel low fnr the years 1950 ;~nd 1970, 
respectively, lotlg after the fellowsllips were consumm;~ted and alier. 
the defeat o f  the Nxzi-systcm. A comparison hetween countries, where 
no political forced inigration look place, and the two Gel-inan-speaking 
countries under Nazi rule could show the "normt~l" brain drain and the 
effect o f  the Nazi persecution respectively. From ell pre-WW 11 fellows 
only one third o f  the Swiss social scientists had settled ill the USA by 
1970, while two third o f  the Austrians had. The Gerlnans show a m -  
gration pattern similar to the Swiss: only 36%) l ivetl outsidc Germany 
in  1970 (see table 7). 

Table 7: IlF Fellows f rom period 1 (before 1941) ,  
country o f  residence 1970 (row percentages) 

Column 92 1 (33%) (7%) (5%) (40%) (9%) (6%) (100%3) 

Clruntry 
crf 
residence 
before 
felluwsllip 
Ger~nany 
Auslris 
Swilzer- 
1;lod 
Olhers 

To  assess the "nonnal" rate of brain-drain Inore precisely one could 
turn to data fronl the period after W W  11, when none o f  the countries 
showed any sign of political persecution or ilny other political R~ctor 
forcing scholars out of their native country: again, one third o f  the 
Swiss scholars lived uhroad some years after the end o f  their fellow- 
ship, while Germans and Austrians became Inore committed to their 
homeland. 85% of the Germilns lived anywhere in  Germany and 82% 
o f  the Austrians had returned to their home base (see table 8). 

Country of residence 1970 

Auslrin Swilzcrli~n~i USA Olllcr Rcs l  '~III:II 
Gcnnarry Eoropcsn of' l l~c 

co~1111rics worlil 

63 - - 20 9 7 N =  54 
- 24 - 68 4 4 N =  25 
- - 67 33 - - N =  h 

- 6 6 (15 I N  6 N =  17 

Total 1 N=34  N = 7  N = 5  N=41 N=!, N = 6  N=102 



fellowship I 
Germany 1 86 9 6 N=35 

Table  8: RF Fellows f rom period 2 (after  1947), 
country of residence 1970 (row percentages) 

Auslri;~ X2 9 9 N = l l  
Switzer- 67 I I  N =  9 
land 

Country 
of 
residence 
before 

' Coentry of residence 1970 

Gcrmany Austria Switzerland USA Other Rest of Tot11 
European the 
cuunlrte!, world 

Additional support for estimating the amount of brain drain comes 
from a comparison of the migration pattern of tlie earliest cohorts of 
Laura Spelman Rockefeller Memorial fellows. Between 1924 and 1929 
some hundred social scientists were selected by the national represen- 
tatives of the Memnrial to spend at least one ycar studying abroad, 
which at this time meant nearly solely to study in the States. Then nei- 
ther the representative nor the fellows to-be would take ;my initial steps 
to avoid later victimization. In addition the nomination and selection 
processes were not affected by the devastating consequences of the 
Great Depression too. In comparing the countries of residence at the 
time immediately before the fellowship began and the addresses given 
around 1950 one finds very different rates (see table 9). The over-all 
rate of remaining in the country of origin indicates that every third fel- 
low preferred to live where he lived before. (No data are available 
about the years between the granting of the fellowship and the report 
of the actual address around 1950 but tlie number of former fellows 
with an unknown address after WW 11 is as low as the one of the de- 
ceased persons - seven, respectively.) Most strikingly, no clear pattern 
emerges with regard to the different political developments. Italy with 
its F I I L L I S ~  . .'. dictatorship ;ind a comparably short period of German occu- 
pation had a higher rate of return than France which did not differ sig- 
nificantly i'rom the United Kingdom. The Austrian case is again the 
most devimt one. Only one out of four former Austrian lived there in 

Orhcrs 1 17 17 33 33 N =  6 

1950. Most, but no{ all of the e~nigrks, wot~ld lh;~vc ibllcn under the 
Nazi Nurnberg Laws and their definition who is ;I Jcw."' 

Table  9: Percentage of fo rmer  LSRM fellows living 
i n  their  country of origin, again i n  1950 

Selected Countries Rate III 
'C  remainera" to  tlte 
country of ~ l r i ~ i n  

Austria 25 
Germany 55 
Francc 68 
United Kingdoln 70 
Italy 75 
Sweden, Norwoy and Dcnmnrk 82 
Average ibr all 23 coulllrics 73 

A more detailed analysis would provide :idditional clues that pri- 
marily younger not so established scholars took up the chances the op- 
portc~nity structtlre offered them. Using ;I mtrlti-variable t;~bulalion of  
the s;lmple of all German-speaking fellows over the whole period from 
the midst of the 1920s to tlie end of the 1960s one could see that peo- 
ple with a higher status in the formal structure o f t h e  University system 
more often returned to their country of origin than lower-ranking sci- 
enlists, but the number of cases is too small to allow a broad interpre- 
tation. All in all, the German scholars who got a RF  fellowship be- 
Ihaved similarly to s c h ~ ~ l a r s  from a country like Switzerland where no 
political oppression took place, while lhe majority of  the Austrian 
scholars around the Nazi-period reacted more like political refugees, 
clutching at any straw to survivc. 

RF  subsidized scholars during the Nazi-period not only in provid- 
ing funds to different refugee committees, especially the Emergency 
Committee in Aid o f  Displaced Foreign Scholars (see Dugg;in & Drury 

Totnl 
Column % 

?O 611%~ of 178 LSRM fellows we1.c P~oleslsnls, 22% Rolnon C;~llralic, bul only 5 %  
Jews; I6 Fcllows did inol repurl ;and onc c;~llcd lhi~nscll' ''ilgmslic (Jew)".Tllc 
Ihigbcsl nolnl,el. of Jewish Fellows in l l~c  b~.ui~dcsl ine;tniog ol' illis Icrm is ; ~ l m u l  

twellly pcople or o11c iil'lll, wllich is co~nl>alnblc 10 fhc rnt~ubc~.s ol' Jcwisll 
U, t iv~rs i ly  grild~illcs :t110 sludclll~ of 1110 ~ ~ ~ c I - w ~ L I .  j1cl.iod 8 )  ~11ill.p clr~del.- 
rcl~csee~;ttio~~. Kcpol.i 01' llle Eurnpccln Fcllowsbip I'r~lgl.it~n i t ,  1111: Sixii~l SC~CIICCS 
of the Laul;! Spelmi~n Rockcl'cllcr Mctnorial 1923-1928, p. 23 (RF. I?G 1.2. 
Hox 50, Foldcl- 380, RAC). 

N=33 N = 9  N = 6  N = S  N = 2  N = 6  N=6l  
(54%r) (IS%,) (10%) (8%) (3%) (10%) (100%) 



1948) and by establishing its uwn rcft~gcc aid funds but t~nintention;~lly 
and contrary to the rules of  the fellowship program in that it ot'fel-et1 
chances to visit oniversities abroad before the Nazis seized power. A 
remarkable part of these visiting scholars "returned" to thcir host 
country only a few years later as refugees, but as refugees with a f ~ l -  
miliarity with tlie new country of residence and bonds to their peers 
there. Theretbre only u minority of the former RFFellows relied on the 
help provided for displaced schol;~rs when they entered the United 
States again. Only five former RF  Fellows from German-speaking 
countries received support from the Emergency Committee?' Fifteen 
other former German-speaking fellows received direct support f r o ~ n  
tlie special t i~nds  Rockefeller Foundi~tion created for the help of Nazi 
refi~gees. From these programs addition;~l seventy-seven recipients 
came Rom the German-speaking countries. 

Most of the former fellowship holders made their way without fi- 
nancial support from f i~nds  est;lblishetl to help refi~gees. Just to men- 
tion a few, Egon Brnnswik, Gottfricd Habcrlcl-, Fritz Machlup, Paul 
L. . . .f '~z'us eld, and Gerh;trd Tintner. All these men were ablc to enter one 
of tlie universities within ;l reasonably short period alicr their immigrt- 
tion and some of them ;11ready h;ltl n job offer when they arrived in 
New York. Again, it may be noted that all these scholars werc gl.adu- 
ates from the University of Vienna. As an onforeseen but highly wel- 
collie side effect of thcir success they made room for some of the other 
refi~gees who ditl not have the fortune to visit their final destination 
before emigrating. 

Conclnsion 

Normally evaluation sti~dies on l i~nding contrast means witli ends, 
compare the intentions of donors witli the accomplishments o'f recipi- 
ents with a particular sum of money. The case study of the German- 
speaking R F  fellows demonstrates that side effects, unintended and 
~~nforeseeable consequences were much more significant than ordinary 
echievement of pre-fixed goals. Just to mention the crucial ones: in- 
stead of strengthening the scientific com~nunity and thereby the econ- 

2 '  19 tnorc lormrl. RFFellows applied for filndillg but werc rcjcclcd. 'l'lie total number 
of Gcnnnn-sne;lkinr iannliciinls strrounts lo an additional thirty-seven receivers of - .. 
gl.ibnls ilnd sixty-two rejected npplicanls. Calculation on the hnris ol' Duggnn & 
DIIII.~, R Z S C L I ~  of science and learning and onpnblishcd sl;llislics lrom the pal)ers o l  
the Emergency Commitlce In Aid of Displaced Foreign Scholiit.~, Ra1.c Book sncl 
Mnoosccipt Division, The New York Public Lihlnl-y. 

o ~ n y  of the recipient co~~nlr ies ,  as was intended hy the IIO;II-d ol'trustccs 
of RF, its fellowsliip program encouragetl young gl-adu;~tes to spe11d 
some more years searcliing for n place in rhc worltl of science, crowtl- 
ing the still congested academic 1:1ho1- rn;~rkct. As  a consequence cott~i- 
tries like Austria, then notoriously known for over-producing and 1111- 
der-employing creative talents, experienced e multiplication of joh 
seekers. It came as no st~rprise thilt some of these well-educ;~lcd and 
cosmopolitan young men extended their job search beyond the bordel-s 
of their country of origin; and it is no surprise too that they found inorc 
opportunities in the emerging new center of the world's ect)nomy ;tntl 
sciences, the United States, than in Europe, sli;~ken by economic dc- 
pression and political tormoil. 

Most of tlie sti~dies on migrating sc1iol:trs during tlie 1930s cor- 
rectly assess the cause for migl'ation but ; ~ r c  less un;inimous in tlicir 
evaluation of tlie racist and po1itic;ll itleology of the N;ui movement 
which became law ;~fler the Nazi party seized power in Germany 1933, 
and following the expansion of tlie Third Reicli to Austria ancl parts OI  

in  1938. Focusing on a specific group, tlie socii~l sci- 
entists, reveals o~ i ly  ;l slightly different picture wit11 regard to the mail1 
prnportions but more depth of k ~ c u s  i n  it. Tllc number of pre-WW I1 
RF fellows from Austria leaving theil- country was disproportionate to 
any other European country, but due to their prior stays they adapted 
tliemselves much easier than first time immigmnls to the not com- 
pletely new environment. 

As  soon as one had settled into the new country, one was ;10le to of- 
fcr suppol-t li>r new irnmigr;ints and al:fid;~vits for friends ;11lr1 rel;~tives 
still remaining in Eumpe. As an uninlended consequence tlie success 
of the one group opened 1113 opportunities of support for not so  well- 
known and well-;~cljosted ordinary r e l ~ ~ g e c s  ill the way chain migration 
usually operates. But both groups, the well accommodated and easily 
assimilated immigrants and the much larger group of ordinary refil- 
gees, had to live witli the awareness that the Nazis would have forced 
them out of their home country or have murderetl llicm. This legacy 
overshadowed the success story permanently. 

Looking at thc story from tlie perspective of tlie donor e comparil- 
ble ambiguity arises. The cosmopolitan n;tture of tlie Rockefeller 
Foundatir~n reflected in the distribution of fellowships to foreigners 
rest~lted in a reinforcement of the US sciences and tlie definite 
relocation of tlie center of tlie scientific world to the new one. Instead 
of promoting the "well-being of mankind" this part ol: RF  activities 
resulted ill a betterment of American aci~demia, instead of n dis- 



se l i l ina l io~~ of "realistic", "inductivc" social science research in other 
countries than the U S A  at least i t  resulted i n  a strengthening of this 
particular type o f  research in America in the middle term. After WW I1 
i t  meant an intensified and still prevailing defense o f  a genuine 
German type o f  social research. As a consequence, the f;ilse iden- 
tification of styles o f  doing research with national particularities was 
perpetuated. 
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