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river valley into three detachments. Two of them will hold off their attackers
after costly retreat, but the 210 men under his command, forced against the crest
of the bordering hills, will be overwhelmed within an hour. By the end of the
day they will all be dead, their equipment stripped, most of.them with heads
scraped of flesh and hair.'
In the long run, however, the victors of that day will be the losers. Their res-

ervation will be diminished again. More cavalry will come, the railroads will

bring new settlers, and che tribes will be continuously pressed into the inhospi-

rable highlands over the years to come, until one of their leaders makes a final

capitulation a generation larer. The victorious chief of the summer of 1876 will

be killed on the allotment his people were granted, an old man, in 1913. Still, let
us start wich them, with those who across the world resisted the encroachments
of the modern state, with its aspirations for territorial expansion, its exploitation
of steamn and steel, and its highly developed organization of government. Let us
give the communities who faced these instruments of domination (for so they
encountered them) a last chance to preserve their homelands under their own
control. The tableau they offer is a familiar one captured in nineteenth-century
novels, paintings, and the engravings commissioned for weekly newsmagazines,
and later, after the administration of final defeat, by the haunting melancholy of
silver halide photographs of “noble” warriors or disconsolate families confront-
ing the unrelenting pressure of setelers and explorers and soldiers.

Communities we used to label casually as nomadic or tribal—whether (to
cite only a few generic cases) of desert Bedouins on the fringes of the Ortoman
Empire, the villagers of the Caucasus or the highlands of Central Asia facing the
tsar’s administracors, the Indians of the North American arid lands, and the
peoples of the African savannas—were slowly but inexorably subjugated. Their
long and difficult retreat, of course, had started well before the late nineteenth
century: when Europeans reached the Americas, the Portuguese and Dutch

pressed inland from the coasts of souchern Africa, the French and British soughe
to control the North American Great Lakes, or the Qing and Romanov dynasties
established adjacent imperial control over Xinjiang and Mongolia. By the twen-
tieth century they survived as depleted units, allowed legalized or de facto tribal

habitarions,

confederations and international roles were just a memory—often neglected by
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sometimes even subsidiary states within the empires, but their eatlier
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the later anthropologists who studied their local customs and family scructures
¢ not their politics, or ignored by the historians who were encouraged by all

the resources of the victorious states to focus on their nations’ success stories.

Bur just occasionally, the indigenous defenders of these sprawling regions

gave pause to the steamroller of “civilization.” This is what happened on June 25,
76, at the Little Bighorn. So, too, three years later, when Zulu soldiers destroyed
an encroaching British encampment at the Battle of Isandlwana. Between 1881
and 1898, the extensive Mahdist uprising in the Sudan, waged in the name of a
"'t_:jriﬁcd Islam, inflicted costly defeats on the Turco-Egyptian governors in Cairo
d the British commanders who led their makeshift armies. In 1893 the Rif
;iibcsmen, in theory subjects of the king of Morocco, besieged and defeared
Sp.;;nish troops at Melilla. Ethiopian soldiers wiped out Italian derachments
at Dogali in 1891 and even more catastrophically at Adwa in 1896. Ethiopia, of

ourse, Was no mere tribal region, but one of the globe’s oldest kingdoms. The
Europeans, set back for a decade or two—until 1935-1936 in the case of Iraly’s
assault on Ethiopia—hardly took account of the complex political and religious

polities that managed to slow their conquest. They beheld a series of savage lase
stands on the part of nomads and tribes.

In fact, the common word #ribes does not adequately summarize any of these
;c?'gional peoples’ political existence, for they too had stares or quasi states.” Tribes
fers to communities who believe themselves organized by descent from early
founders or chiefs, which, after all, was also the theoretical claim of the Otto-
man Turks and of the Qing Dynasty, which had ruled China since 1644. But
ibes were also policical units, sometimes raking decisions of war and peace in
confederal assemblies, although usually without the population density and the
'd%Eerentiated offices that marked the European states. The Spanish had con-
qggrcd two elaborately organized tribal empires in central Mexico and Peru in
the sixceenth century. The early United States repeatedly signed {and then uni-
laterally revised) treaties with the Indian nations of North America that recog-
ized aspects of tribal statehood, including control of territory, as well as degrees
of incorporation within the international boundaries of the North American
-public. The Creek and Seminole, and Cherokee, Iroquois, Comanche, Sioux,
; d Apache, occupied extensive territories, sometimes exclusively, sometimes in
symbiotic exploitation of rival peoples. Under their charismatic and ruthless leader
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Shaka, the Zulu had created a robust nineteenth-century polity that dealt with
neighboring Boer republics and British intruders. Some tribes might find it ad-
vantageous to move their abodes in a yearly or periodic pattern, whether to take
advantage of animal hunts, as on the Great Plains, or of different elevations and
cheir scasonal climates for animal husbandry. But many others had become sed-
entary and agricultural. Along the steppe lands of Russia, dozens of tribal con-
federations and hundreds of subunits recognized only the wispy remote claims of
a Russian power thousands of miles away, as did the communities on the southern
sides of the Himalayas and Afghan frontiers who deale with Queen Victoria’s local
agents. As in the American West or Zulu South Aftica, the Islamic khanates of
the Turkestan region were subjugated as political units only in the 1870s and
1880s, as were the Kurdish tribes of southeastern Anatolia and northern Iraq at
the hand of Ottoman military forces throughout the 1380s and 1890s

These decades signaled the last stand for indigenous political autonomy, for
many reasons that will be explored below. Despite the lethal capacity of spears
and bows and tomahavwks, tribes recognized the advantage of firepower and had
acquired rifles. But they depended on the horse (or camel), and had not devel-
oped the more recent railroad, which limited the size of their military mobiliza-
tions. They might claim large areas of terrain as cheir own but imposed no fixed
boundaries and moved about without effores at permanent settlement through-
out. Alcthough ctheir statesmen might negotiate compacts and alliances, tribes
also foughr each other over decades, often in ritnalized and savage warfare. And,
facal for their own collective survival, they had often solicited the European
peoples encroaching on their lands to help tilt the balance in their own intereribal
warfare. Still, for all its momenrum the state did not penctrate everywhere. Large
regions of upland or deep forest remained refuges for smaller peoples stubbornly
seeking not to be governed, in the phrase of James C. Scott, who has celebrared
their refractory evasiveness, which in part can be accributed to the inaccessible
terrains they inhabited.”

The winners were the well-organized representatives of Europeans and their
American or African or Asian descendants organized into the most efficient
engine of expansion and governance that the world had seen for centuries: the
modern nation-state. This was a large-scale unit organized to permeate and mas-

ter territory, to pursue sedentary agriculture and industrial technology, possess-
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complex legal systems that allowed the preservation and transmission of
. IYand individual property, the salaried employment of large-scale private
public workforces, the rapid communication of commercial and policy deci-
s by electrical telegraph, the ministerial archives and records that ensured in-
tional memory, and ideologies of rivalry and group purpose that generated

iturions and the imagining of new ones that operared so powerfully after
: . Technological inventiveness—thar is, a different range of ideas, thinking
pplied to the material world—was crucial to the transformations of the mid-
ineteenth century. The inventions that overcame the constraints of distance
nd time allowed the global restructuring of terrivory that transformed the states
fthe mid-nineteenth century. At the same time they introduced new forms of

_ ial stratification that renewed intellectual discontent, no longer just with a
imeworn status quo but impatience with the new results of economic and po-
tical transformation. For the eighteenth and nineteenth century these impulses
ended to originate in Europe and its New World offshoots and radiated our-
. :;'d, compelling the massive societies of Asia to rake up the same processes by
he twentieth century. The third major force was more a condition of global ter-
itorial organization and less an active agent. It was the fact that states have always
xisted in the plural—in continuing competition, if not open warfare. Any his-
tory of the state, like it or not, must follow an instirution whose organization and
'oc.ial divisions have been premised on insecurity. The fact thar this circumstance
s continually contributed to the maintenance of internal hierarchies, even in
odern societies, does not make it less real.

tate is a heavy word, not so easy to define, It refers to the institution to which
man communities have entrusced the coercive power they find necessary for
e legal regulation of collective life.” How much power, with what limits, for
hat ends remain issues contested in the West since at least the ancient Greeks.
Much of the history of the world’s peoples has been told in terms of the rise and
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fall of their states. States, of course, are ancient structures, hierarchies of polirical = .
The modern Western language of statehood is generally regarded as assum-

and administrative decision-making designed to ensure ongoing control for elites : . . . i
ng its modern form in the sixteenth and seventeench centuries to differentiate

and continuing security for those who accept their claims to rule. States are ab-

) ’ ) ) aims to govern from the powerful religious claims asserted and contested at the
stractions. While they have often been represented in the person of their rulers,

) i e ) . By the end of the sixteenth century, so Quentin Skinner explains, the con-
they usually generate an ideology of existence as communities in their own right. « . ) o

of the state had become “the most important object of analysis in European
irical thought” as the “form of public power separate from both the ruler and

culed, and constituting the supreme political authority within a certain de-

States claim to operate according to general laws or norms (although they may
legislate different levels of privilege and entitlement for different groups within
their jurisdiction), and these rules are the basis for their claims to legitimacy—

i - ) . . R
_ ) - - o i fined: territory.”” This European-wide discourse reflected the vast transnational
that is, to their meriting loyalty from citizens and recognition from foreigners on

) ) lintering of post-Reformation Christian authoriry, the intensive communi-
grounds that go beyond the mere exercise of coercive power.

The fact that states have remained stubbornly plural throughour history
means they cach have claimed a degree of supreme auchority (usually defined in
terms of geographical reach or territory), which theoretically excludes the writ of
other states—a condition called sovereignty. Although political theorists have
often insisted that sovereignty is absolute, in practice it has often been partial or
nested within irnperial or associative structures. States have sometimes acccpted

1 of ideas in an era of print culture, and the painful search for alternative
nonreligious principles of legitimacy. Late sixteenth- and seventeenth-century
riters (such as Jean Bodin in the 15705 and Thomas Hobbes in the 16405 and
6505) focused on the absolute authority that such sovercigney required. With-
¢ a powerful ruler, so Hobbes argued in Leviathan (1651), individuals wichin
itories must live in the same insecure and violence-prone “state of nature” as

) ) nations did in the international realm.
some overarching claims against their freedom of action, whether as protector-

. . > The international properties of statehood and sovereigney are usually deemed
ates or triburary units, and often even large states have had to grant privileged .

_1__é.ve been defined most decisively with the end of the Thirty Years War and
Treatics of Westphalia (Miinster and Osnabriick) in 1648 that finally closed
t long and complex seruggle in Central Europe. The idea of sovereignty thus
merged with a dual thrust. Looking “inward,” sovereigny was defined as the

legal enclaves or functions to other powers. Increasingly states have agreed to cede
functions and authority, whether over their economies or their military or even
their frontiers, to common authorities such as today’s European Union. Sover-

eientv has never excluded the prerogative of making self-limiting treaties. Co ot .
gnry prerog; g g prince’s governmental supremacy within the territorial unit—supremacy espe-

ally above any rival claims of religious authoriry. Looking “outward” to the
ollection of states as a whole, sovereignty was defined as the international inde-

Because states are always interacting, sometimes peacefully through trade,
migration, or diplomacy, sometimes through warfare, it is natural enough that
they often reform themselves as a group and not just one by one. Renovation - : . .

y ‘ g p . J Y . . dence sanctioned by the Treaties of Westphalia or recognition by other states
therefore has come in waves. From time to time states ate reorganized, reconsti- ore venerallv. Precisely b .

generally. Precisely because these properties of statehcod—a supreme legal
wer within a home territory and full rights vis-2-vis other states—continued

be highly theorized after 1648, we tend to refer today to the “Westphalian”

tuted on new principles, endowed with new goals, and claim new capacities. This _ :
does not mean that all states successfully renovated themselves. Some, especially
the old imperial structures such as China or the Ottoman Empire, made impor-
ranc efforts but could not sustain their territorial integrity or capacity to ensure
internal “order.” Still, a global perspective suggests thata “long century of mod-
ern statehood,” proposed here as a meaningful description for political moder-
nity, extended from about 1850 to the 1970s. This is a history of how it arose,
what innovations it brought, and why it scems to have ended.

We should not overgeneralize. Such a vision of state sovereignry, absolute
nd integral, was foreign to large areas of the world with respect to both external
elations and internal authority. Wichin South Asia, for example, the Mughal
pire and its successor, the British Raj, recognized partial sovereignty for hun-

s of princes or rajas or sultans, and claimed only what medieval European law
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often defined as suzerainty. In East Asia, where the massive and venerable Chi-
nese Empire dominated the mainland, the Westphalian paradigm of state equal-
ity would have seemed unnatural, The communities around the rim of that
megastate recognized its primacy although expected no real interference in their
domestic affairs.”

Just as fundamental, the inner coherence of the Chinese state seemed to rest
on a particular relationship with the realm of the sacred. Whereas in Christian
realms, religion was invoked to support the state and its leaders, the religious
sphere still remained distinguishable from what the state had come to be about.
At Jeast since the Investiture Conflict of the eleventh century, popes and emper-
ors alike insisted on distinguishable, if sometimes overlapping, missions. That
dualism was reaffirmed implicitly even as the seventeenth-century construction
of Leviathan 1.0 subordinated the political claims of religious officials to secular
culers. To be sure, wherever an anointed monarch reigned, the separation was
hardly absolute. Religious officials still often claimed the auchority of an autono-
mous normative order, and it was the rask of the monarch to protect their claims.
Roman Catholic Church officials served as the political rulers of various territo-
ries within the Holy Roman Empire until 1803 and in Ttaly until 1870. In Islamic
regions, the relationship was fuily as complex. Although Islam originally envis-
aged a political domain coterminous with the community of believers, a succes-
sion of rival imperial unirs had come to contest the vast territorics where Muslim

affiliations prevailed. Ottomans, Persians, and Mughal rulers in India usually

made allowance for alternative worship but in so doing often conceded the pre-

eminent role of Islamic religious authorities and law. The Ottomans, moreover,
sought to claim the earlier extensive idea of Islamic political rule and the func-
tion of the caliphate until the Turks abolished the office and the empire in 1922.
In East Asia the claims were different still. The Japanese emperor, no matter how
weak over the centuries, retained an aura of divine origin that was celebrared
through special rites; and until 1945 modern nationalists sought to strengthen
his divine status. The Confucian legacy perhaps overcame to the greatest degree
the dualism of sacred and political authority that persisted elsewhere at least
until recent decades. Somewhat as in the earlier Mesoamerican polities destroyed
by the Spanish, the Chinese emperor, deep into the nineteenth century, was to
ensure the good order of a society by ritual practice in a cosmos that extended
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w1 che family to the heavens. Any tourist who follows his and his servants’

cssions to ensure the year's crops through the precincts of the Temple of

‘in Beijing can sense that the world’s largest state had an aura of its own.”
¢ that Chinese imperial functions and structure cannot be compared
h Westcrn institutions—they certainly can—but the language developed in
7est, and taken for reasons of familiarity asa discursive base for this history,
of capture the vibrations that filled other realms. The Westphalian con-
. were thus restricted in scope, bur as European influence spread through

de, diplomacy, and conquest, the more absolute categories of state and nation
diffused. By the late nineteenth century, states possessed a degree of dedica-
nto governance, of bureaucraric functionality, of at-oneness with fixed terri-
space, of belief in their own competitive mission, that was unprecedented.
onetheless, that climax was also a renewal and partial transformation. New
ologics of communication and transportation allowed a decisive intensifi-

iori of state ambition and governmental power in the second half of the nine-

eenthi and first half of the twentieth century, sufficient to justify the numerical
ffix used for computer software: Leviathan 2.0. The fundamental properties of

stare—the supremacy of its legal norms at home and its reliance on a territo-
| base—remained the same. Bur territorial ambitions became vastly greater in
ge of renewed imperialism, no longer content with trading rights and en-

layes, but pursuing enclosure of vast territories abroad.

_ Moreover, the older ideals of an autonomous and supreme legal order, of
vetnment by law, whether bureaucratic and monarchical or based on popular
oyereignty, also changed. Leviathan 2.0 seemed to accept that its own suppos-
d.i_f)_rﬁ__'transccndenc legal norms become entangled with economic interest groups
nd political caucuses. To be sure, the Anglo-Scottish (and later North Ameri-
n) interpretation of a legal order never separated the law so formally from the
{d of commerce and association as did continental legal theory. With the
uggle against supposed Stuart absolutism behind them by the eighteenth cen-
ury, British Whig, if not Tory, publicists measured human progress less by the

sullied transcendence of law than by economic progress and the development

of civility. Continental liberal thinkers, struggling until che mid-nineteench

ury to limic monarchical authority, still retained a more transcendent con-

[{3 - . v
ept of law as “above” interests, just as it was above personal rule. Still, by the
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early twentieth century the ideal of a pristine state was difficult to maineain. Iv
was hard to disentangle from the web of corporate interests, labor unions, and
political parties that claimed the right to govern, whether in a comperitive sys-
tem or exclusively and without tolerating rivals. Only a century or so after the
idea of a government of laws had slowly disengaged itself as the ideology of En-
lightenment politics, the state seemed about to be reabsorbed as just a regime of
party or of interests.”’

How far any of those trends might be pursued without undermining the
state as such remained a question for political actors and—in retrospect—for
scholars. Looking ahead to the late twentieth century, we can grasp that the
abuses of single-party and military regimes became so terrifying that political
activists wanted to revive the theory and the practices of liberal government. But
the old idea of a transcendent state and legal order no longer promised a realistic
liberal refuge. Instead theorists and practitioners accepted, and sometimes cele-
brated, the entanglement of the public legal order in the welter of associative in-
terests, churches, unions, economic enterprises, and the media. These entangle-
ments might seem menacingor beneficial. When economic difficulties threatened,
as in the 1970s, many analysts envisaged a recourse to private—public bargaining
they labeled neo-corporatism. When authoritarian rule crumbled, as in the later
1980s and 1990s, they celebrated the benevolent forces of civil society that had
resisted dictatorship. In either case state and society seemed hard to disengage.
Not, however, that those forms seem inscribed for permanence. By the late rwen-
tieth century many commentators were theorizing the state as a regime of discur-
sive expertise, hopefully protected from untutored populist pressures——perhaps
to be designated by some future historian as Leviathan 3.o.

To return to the 1870s, arrayed against the encroaching machinelike national
communities, the momentary tribal victors of the Little Bighorn or southern
Africa did not really have a chance. The states had superior weaponry, particu-
larly the rapid-firing guns, railroads, and river gunboats decisively improved in
the late nineteenth century. The states had the agencies to persist in policy and
to replace those boastful military leaders who so often courted defeat. States
came back—they wore down the tribes, reduced them by disease and, from rime
to time if resistance persisted, by genocidal repression and driving them into the
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orts, where they could be left to die of thirst, hunger, and exposure. Still,
. ny of these tribal communities survived to bear witness. Some clung to high-
id areas whose arduous climate did not encourage dense scttlement. Some
'nr,mucd on the steppe, driving their animals in yearly pacterns from summer
turages to more sheltered winter terrain. Some emerged as the components of
tates crcated in the wakc of dccolonizauon after 1945 The dcsert Bedoums

e pnce they often paid for the continuiry of their tribal life was economic stag-

atlon and alcohohsm, or chose assimilation and i mtermarnagc rctammg only

d_ the margmahzatlon of a nomadic alternative. In some locations, as in Central
sia; the tribes might continue traditional modes of life, wandering across new
nd weakly established frontiers. In the Americas they gave up their collective
roperty rights, and access to land, and the rights to mineral wealth they might
e developed. Where the Europeans came from afar, as in Africa, the tribes
c_d harsh regimentation, reinforced by doctrines of racial hierarchy. The seates

o_r_a-,.cxpanded, and then turned with murderous single-mindedness on each

ther and somerimes on their own citizens.

The rest of this chapter examines the ascent and transformations of the mod-
1 state. From. the 1860s to the 1970s these units of territorial organization
vailed without any real alternative institutions to contest cheir triumph. Then
hey entered a period we still live in, one that seems ro have imposed some im-
ortant limitations on their freedom of action and even perhaps on the loyalries
ey compel. In the course of their trajectory, the violence they inflicted on each
1er dwarfed in scale the casualties they took at their tribal margins.
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und: the French Revolution as so fundamental a rupture (at least for

1. The World Is Weary of the Past

hdf--they have tended to divide the prerevolutionary era from that
wed. For modern Middle Eastern history, they pivoted “before” and
round 1798, the year of Napoleon’s invasion of Egypt. For China, until

istorians regarded the Opium War of 1842 as a crucial rupture. Simi-
v have accepted the notion of a short twentieth century, an epoch of

THE LINE is from Shelley, the twenty-nine-year-old British poet living in It nd military conflict beginning wich the outbreak of World War I

aly and intoxicated by the opening of the Greek rebellion against the Turks:

&l

ding with the fall of the communist system in Russia and Eastern Europe

en 1989 and 1991. Without denying that such dramatic moments structure

The world’s ereat age begins anew, ] )
8 8D ’ ave called our moral narratives, I am urging that we need to keep a dif-

The golden years return,
The earth doth like a snake renew
Her wintry weeds outworn.. ..

po and follow long-term processes.'?
he argument here is not simply that insticurions fell apart from 1750 to

reas in the subsequent long century strong leaders reasserted the capacity

The world is weary of the past, Revoluti o in che & " | —_—

41 le. Revolutionary crises in the first epoch simultaneously res insticu-

Oh might it dic or rest at last! Fyolutionary . P cously reshaped insticu
New principles of political recruitment, new concepts of rights, a rede-

When did the past die at last? Sadly, the impatient Shelley went first, drowning a : '__l_w_"c_:re for religious authority, administrative rationalization, geographi-
year after he wrote his ode “Hellas” in 1821. This history proposes that insofar
as statehood and public institutions were concerned, the past died in the mid-
nineteenth century. As the poer suggested, the end of an old order and the birth
(or rebirth) of a new are part of the same process. Still, rather than presenting the -
revolutionary era of 1776 to 1830 or even to 1848 as the seedtime of a global furure,
I argue that we better understand the entire century from 1750 to 1850 as one of .
institutional meltdown. Assuming that the ideas and practices of the early modern
state—call it, after Thomas Hobbes’s tough-minded treatise of 1651, “Leviathan -
r.o"—arose in the seventeenth century, then fell into difficulty in the later eigh-

nstruction, and legal codification mark the history of the American
es'and of French-dominated Europe from the 1760s on. Conversely,

i‘éé:_;l and protracted upheavals in Asia and Latin America as well as poliri-
Ié'n__é_fc in Europe punctuated the long century of state formation after 1850.
hat second extended century we have also lived through an extensive
f crisis, which brought a world war, widespread revolution, massive unem-
ment; and a second global conflict and the replacement of colonial empires

Soviet and American spheres of influence. Both century-long spans
Lfi_ods of transformation; both constituted long episodes in the creation of

orians think of as modernity. This section examines the era from 1750

teenth cencury, they were reconstituted after 1850 as “Leviathan 2.0.” That process
ut 1850; the remaining sections discuss what has followed. The conclusion

of reconstruction lasted, I will suggest, through the 1960s and 1970s, since which
'_"r_ﬁfal_:_.is, the

time the edifices of modern statchood have begun to decompose in their turn.
To propose the importance of two roughly hundred-year epochs divided at
1850 raises a labeling problem, as they scraddle the more familiar divisions of the
eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth centuries.” Neicher do they coincide with
such conventionally inscribed periods as the Enlightenment, “the age of revolu-
tion,” or “the era of world wars.” In particular, most historians have seen the de- -

d mentalities shaped by the long century of modern starehood that be-
in 1850. Younger readers have come of age since 1970 in the fl
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Contagious ideas

Return for now to the years after 1850 and generalize extravagantly, as must
any history on a global scale. In the decades receding into the past as of the
mid-ninereenth century—remain for the moment in the domain of Western
culrure and sensibilicy—youthful, enthusiastic, sometimes utopian and even
violent yearnings marked advocates of change. Conservative opponents sum-
moned up visions of allegedly organic communities that would be arbitrarily
destroyed. In the decades ahead, harsher and more realistic calculations will
govern group behavior. There will be no less a recourse to violence, but it will
be governed more by the alleged requirements of erhnic and national necessity,
and less frequently by utopian hopes. Already dissipating as of 1850 is a fervor
for revolution, although such exiles in Paris as Richard Wagner or Alexander
Herzen echo accents of a generation earlier (again we choose that Romantic

radical, Shelley):

To defy Power, which seems omnipotent . ..
Neither to change, nor falter, nor repent:
This, like thy glory, Titan, is to be . . . free;
'This is alone Life, Joy, Empire, and Victory.13

By midcentury such a sentiment seems more bombast than enthusiasm. Dated,
t00, is the fervor for “young” national societies (Young Italy, Young America),
for utopian communities, for socialist equality among radicals, or for enchanted
estarist hierarchies for conservatives. Instead, for those who followed after 1850,
a different spirit will dominate: a utilitarian commitment to “order and prog-

ress” the Comtean motto that foreswore revolutionary juvenilia and came to .
terms with power—the power of soldiers, of machines, of artillery and repeating
rifles, of finance, of electricity. Summoned to serious work, the post-1850s gener-

ation will grow the heavy white beards of mature citizens. They will take precau-

tions against the rebellious potential of the threatening street, become attuned
to Darwin’s “survival of the fictest” (misinterpreting it to mean survival of the
strongest) and the apparently inexorable laws of social development. In fact, the
generation that straddled thar mid-1800s line will make the conversion in their
own lifetime, passing from romantic fervor to convinced sobriety—as over a
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ury later, the protesting youth of the 1960s will buckle down as middle-aged
ts to programs of realistic reform or even repentant reaction.

The currents of ideas—Arst romantic, then realistic—coursed through

rope and the societies settled by Europeans in North and South America or
minated by their colonial administrators in Bengal, Batavia, and elsewhere. In
first half of the nineteenth century they were already exerting a powerful
nd unsettling impact in the Ottoman Empire, whose administrators and intel-
ectuals had confronted Europeans across their borders and in the Mediterra-

an for centuries. The Ottomans had fallen under increasing pressure in mili-
ry encounters—having had to cede territory on the north shore of the Black
2 to Russia and in 1798 having experienced a disastrous French military inva-
ion; which only the British fleet and not their own soldiers had compelled to

sichdraw, and then in the first decades of the nineteenth century facing open

chellion in Greece and then Serbia.

-Traditional Islam, represented by a conservative establishment of judges
glscholars, collectively known throughout the Middle East as the ‘wlama’, and
t!;nic Turkish loyalty to the house of Osman no longer seemed to provide the
:egitimacy for this large domain to stand up to more universal concepts of citi-
eniship that had come with the French armies and books. Its organizational
inciples—based on the management of religious and ethnic diversity by draft-
ing talented Albanians, Greeks, and others to high office, allowing non-Muslims
heir own communal auchorities (the millets), and relying on extensive clientelist
networks with regional notables—had served a vigorous expansionist empire
'@rcll. But in an era of unrelenting pressure and the fashionable emerging Euro-
an notions of homogeneous nationhood, they appeared creaky and baclward.”
East and south of the Ottoman Empire, throughout the great arc of South Asia, a
g__réat ferment of Istamic revivalist ideas challenged rulers in Persia, in the Central
Asian khanates, and in the decrepit Mughal Empire. Emerging in religious schools
d focusing on nonpolitical moral renewal, Islamic revivalism tended ro under-
mine the regimes in which their doctrines took hold, whereas the Western cur-
rents were increasingly oriented toward enhancing political structures.

European missionaries had arrived in China and Japan by the sixteenth cen-
tury. Once the Tokugawa leaders secured decisive control of their realm, they
moved to reverse Christian inroads and extirpate the converts by the 1620s.
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Jesuits and Franciscans would vie for influence at the Ming court, but the Chinese -

seemed interested primarily in assimilating the Westerners’ ideas to their own
Confucian principles. Insofar as Chinese policy intellecruals later tuned into the
ferment in che West, they latched on to practical wricings of che Victorians, such
as Samuel Smiles’s tract on selfhelp. The Japanese listened more closely, and a
few of the quasi-autonomous feudal domains into which the Tokugawa rulers
had divided the islands sought Western learning, but the age of intellectual
infaruation and importation would come after the mid-18o0cs. Still, contem-
placing the diverse global currents of intellectual ferment, any observer from
outside the planet would have had to admic that the clash of ideas in the West
was claiming increasing attention. Emanating from the West were notions of
citizenship, that is, the idea that ordinary male aduls, at least those with some
property of their own, could claim a voice in constituting a nation and judg-
ing its policies; concepts of inherent rights; appeals to a literate and propertied
middle class as a key political actor; and the appropriateness of becoming
wealchy.

We shall have to examine more closely the physical milieu and built environ-

ments in which this remarkable moral trajectory took place. The technological -

transformation was Jeaving obvious tracks across on the landscape. The Indus-
trial Revolution is usually dated from the accumulation of mid-eighteentch-
century innovations in British textile production and the breakthroughs in har-
nessing steam power. Its effects increased exponentially after the Napoleonic
wars. Textile factories brought new urbanization: the metropolises of 1800 had

been administrative and court centers or commercial ports: London, Paris,

Madrid, Dublin, Naples, St. Petersburg, Constantinople, Edo/Tokyo, Guang-

zhou (Canton), Calcurra {Kolkata). Alongside these ciries after midcentury
would emerge the industrial suburbs and conurbations of the Midlands, the
Rubhr, evencually New York, Chicago, and so on. Steam power, and the capacity

to smelt iron and then steel, meant the feasibility of railroads and new migration

and production for distant markets. The telegraph meant that empires and large
nations could be run in real time. Midcentury wars—the large, brutal combats
that severed the first half of the century from the second: Crimea, the American

Civil War, the German wars of unification—accelerated the technology and the :

movement of individuals.
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Everyone could see the impact of these changes and write, as did William
obbert early in the century, about their effect on the landscape or their cre-
stion of an impoverished urban laboring mass—sometimes in factories, often in
all workshops or performing casual physical labor—that nineteenth-century
cial commentators a generation later, following the German historian of French
social movements, Lorenz von Stein, would now define as a proletariat. None-
theless, the gradual transformation of life on the land acted as profoundly on

wotld populations even if unattended by such obvious visible signs. These were
e changes, after all, that affected the overwhelming mass of global population,
olving the transition from agriculture as a communal, subsistence-oriented

activity, with prescribed routines set in village structures, ro a market-oriented

terprise, where land could be bought and sold and peasants could depart for
the city or across oceans to new continents, or, if less fortunate, lose their inher-
ited protected status and become wage [aborers or bound to their plots as in-
_tl_ébtcd tenants. Market relationships, long established in Britain, and to a degree
whetever peasants had ro supply cities, were intruding into all the sectled ways of
rural life.

What was new was the growing liberalization of markets for land and labor.
ntil the nineteenth century, land and labor had been mutually shielded from
jarket relations in a web of status restrictions and customs. Now in the most
undamental cransformation of those under way, they lost their fixity." Peasant
mancipation, the vendibility of land, and market insecurities came as a piece,
af;& provided the underlying seismic shifts that helped generate rural uprisings
n the seventy-five years before 1850 and then again new revolutions at the thresh-
Id of che ewentieth century.

These cumulative interacting transformations——in the constitution of the
ountryside, the application of an energy technology with radical consequences
v moving goods and peoples, the altered mentalities—divided the convention-
lly demarcated ninereenth century into two epochs. Berween them lay the mid-
oos watershed: a generation-long set of shocks that inaugurated the era of the
1odern, Not that what went into that transition was all of a piece culturally, re-
giously, or in terms of politics and economics. Nor that what emerged would be
I of a piece, although the diverse cultures of the second half of the nineteenth
entury would be far more interconnected than they had been before 1850. Bue
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across the world each great geographical or cultural region would be recast and
reshaped across that Jong caesura. And the states and nations that organized
political life on the global surface would likewise reemerge transformed.

Interactive Geographies

States are authorities generally based on the control of territory and its inhabir-
ants. Most states have claimed to control the behavior, the loyalty, and often the
beliefs of those who resided within their boundaries. Land and sea gave states
their most fundamental opportunities and set them basic challenges. High-density
settlement required a sereled and productive agriculture, whether based on rice,
wheat grains, maize (corn), or root crops, such as manioc and potatoes. It usually
entailed an ecology in which some of these grains supported animal husbandry,
whether for meat, milk, or textiles. Animals in turn provided fertilizer that helped
in grain production. High population densities existed in much of Europe, the
Valley of Mexico {(before devastating European diseases depopulated many of
their settlements in the sixteenth century), South Asia, and East Asia. Societies
thar allocated large expanses of land for animals or left areas forested usually
supported a lower density. Sparsely settled areas where hunter-gatherer popula-
tions still existed had the lowest density of all, excluding the great deserts and
the arctic zones.

Historical transformation often involved an imperial dynamic between
“crowded” and “empty” lands, sometimes within already existing empires, some-

times newly joined in imperial units. Earlier epochs had seen nomadic inhabit- .

ants of low-density areas (who probably felt the spurs of shortages more immedi-
ately than those in regions of setcled agriculture and food distribution) conquering
contiguous high-density regions. Peoples from the Asian highlands contested
Han state expansion {the dynasty ended in 220 CE) and pethaps impelled con-
federations in western Eurasia against the Roman Empire (¢hird to fifth centu-
ries CE). Islamic Arabs surged across the Byzantine and Persian Middle East,

North Africa, and Spain in the seventh cenrury; again when the Mongols of

Central Asia conquered the same territories and China itself in the eleventh

century; the Turkic Timurids (the term derived from the name of their feared -

ruler, Timur or Tamerlaine) subjugated Asia to the borders of China in the
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sixteenth while the Ottomans took Anatolia, the Balkans, Syria, Egypr, and
Mesopotamia. These conquests were facilirated by the fact that the areas were all
art of one land mass wich grasslands enough to support horses.

By the end of the fifteenth century, high-densicy European populations were
sending first soldier-advenrurers and then settlers into remote territories. Some-
qimes these might appear as relatively empty lands. Muscovy reversed the Tatar
invasions and expanded into the steppe lands of the Urals and farther cast. In
the New World the population dynamics changed as the Europeans arrived. The
Spanish conquerors of Mesoamerica and the Andes quickly subjugated popula-
tions themselves precariously organized as recent imperial federations and soon
depleted by European-borne discases. The “discovery” and conquest of the Amer-
icas ultimately provided the Spanish, French, and Bricish with vast territories of
low population density. For the next two centuries, European conquerors sent
enough soldier-adventurers, church organizers, and eventually settlers to exploit
;thexr acquisitions for their home states. But high-density populations did not
simply flow out in some hydraulic surge to low-density areas. As Alfred Crosby
famously described the Columbian exchange, the Europeans exported lethal
athogens that decimated native populations and imported New World crops—
orn and later the potato—that allowed population growth at home. Kenneth
omeranz has relatedly attributed the dynamism of the late eighteenth-century
ritish economy vis-a-vis Chinese stagnation to the “shadow acreage” that British
ettlers overseas could occupy. North America became a British plantation, pro-
ucing over time its great cash crop, sugar, then the cotton that was the basis of
pciustrial development, and the grain that allowed it to shift its own growing
[abor force into commercial and later industrial activities.'®

The dynamics of population growth changed the land itself. China’s popula-
ion had doubled from two hundred million to over four hundred million, and
1ad pushed toward the north and west, although the Qing expansion into Mon-
_.blia or Xinjiang expanded the terricory even beyond the newly settled regions.
Western Europe’s population surged ahead from the mid-eighteenth century on.
1l part this reflecred the fluctuation in climate that ended the relatively cold in-
erval sometimes called the little ice age of the seventeenth century and broughe
_ﬂdcr temperatures. There were fewer crop failures, fewer famines, more chil-
en reaching the age when they could themselves have children, whether in
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ifferent dynamics. It fell prey first to the rapid expansion of coftee cultiva-
of export and later to the pressure of the immigrant population brought to

households solemnized by marriage or not. In China yams, maize, and soybeans;
intensively culrivated in the North, provided the expanded carbohydrate base

for population growth, with the destabilizing ramifications discussed below. The n thc industry. “There is no tool readier to hand than the marchbox for estab-

hinga coffee plantation,” has written the historian of the long assault on
2il’s ecology.”
The zones of contact where those pushing outward from crowded land met
arser residents of “empty” land, the Anglo-Americans called the frontier.
is frontier was different from what in Europe was called frontier, the borders

innovations we associate with the agricultural revolution—new crops, legume

rotations that restored the nitrogen content of the soil, ditching, fencing,
enclosure—meant higher yields in Europe. Advocates of potato culture helped
the crop’s spread in Ireland, northern France, and the Low Countries, such that

the caloric yield per acre soared. The advent of cotton and more textiles meant the

spread of proto-industrialization—multiple households taking on spinning or tween settled states. The froncier bred a characteristic “rype”—the indepen-

weaving under the organization of district entreprencurs—conducive again to sometimes quarrelsome and violent leader, who felt that the state on whose

families raising more children who in turn founded their own families at an ders he settled should protect his acquisitive impulses but otherwise not in-

earlier age, and favorable, too, to higher consumption of tea and sugar and thusa fere with his ambitions. This populist roughneck became a characrer type

surge in colonial settlement and wealth. sic-to national self-images: the gaucho or the cowboy or the selfmade soldier-

These trends, however, meant a pressure on world forest reserves. Britain could litician. Andrew Jackson, the truculent soldier of the southern frontier, anti-

live with depleted woodland as it turned toward coal for fuel and got its naval American president, domineering over the American Indians, suspicious

timber from New England and Scandinavia. Japan, which did not pursue the he northeastern banking cliques, was one personification. The Argentine

coal option, worked to reverse deforestation. China suffered vast depletion—asa {ictator Juan Manuel de Rosas, depicted by the Argentine statesman and writer

consequence not of industrializacion but of the population growth of the eigh- Pomingo Faustino Sarmiento, was another. For Sarmiento, the contest between
teenth and nineteenth centuries. The forests were “largely gone by 1820, almost. he cultivated elie of the great port of Buenos Aires and the gauchos of the
ighboring pampas was that becween civilization and barbarism.*® The culti-
ted residents of the Roman Rhine frontier and the court poets of Isfahan who
had to deal with Mongols in the eleventh century and with Turkic Timurids

two hundred years later must have fele the same way. The cinematic depiction of

wholly by 1860, but mainly as a result of peasant subsistence cutting, clearing for
agriculrure and for local sale as both wood and charcoal.”” Mark Elvin, histo-
rian of Chinese ecology, suggests three waves of deforestation: the impact on
northern woodlands in the five centuries BCE, a second transition of a millen-

nium ago in the lower Yangzi and rhe west, and the severe deforestation since | he:frontier type continued through the twentieth century in countless West-

about 1700 with commercial timber operations and widespread theft of wood rnis, one of the major genres of popular narrative.
In the crowded lands, population increase and the division of labor that
overseas commerce stimulated meant wealth and sometimes development. They

were not the same. No traveler to Iberia or to the former Spanish and Portuguese

Deforestation meant not only a shortage of timber bur erosion of vast areas and
silting of the rivers, including the Yellow River, whose course shifted drastically :
in the 1850s. The silting had already produced a major crisis in the early 1820s, for '-
where the Yellow River crossed the Grand Canal, the erosion blocked the Canal |
and with it the provision of rice from the south for the capiral. Woodland pen:

lonies today can fail to note the incredible architecture that colonial wealth
d commerce could bestow even on societies that did not generate self-sustained
onomic growth. Travel out of Oaxaca to the Mixrecan highlands norch of the
city and marvel at the monasteries and churches—alas, some now damaged by
repeated earthquakes—built by the combined effort of Indian and Spanish
artisans, that rise from the sparsely populated arid lands; or admire the richly

ury continued in many locations. “We have reached a momenc in time when the :
mountains have been ruined. . .. Qur locality is in a state of decomposition and
decline,” announced a stele of 1851 in the south of Hunan, ordaining that no
more cutting could take place.”® The Brazilian Atlantic rain forest was stripped :
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adorned cathedral fronts, whether in the metropole or in the former colonies.
Take note of the size and scale of public buildings and grand houses that crowded
lands could indulge in. But recall, too, the immense social distance berween the
masses of population that toiled near subsistence and the grandees or corpora-
tions that enjoyed these possessions. Much of that wealth—whether in Europe,
or Mughal India, or China—rested on accumulation at home, and the steady
improvements of cultivation and willingness to reinvest that constituted what
has been termed the “industrious revolution.” The surpluses that created mod-
ern armies, monuments, music, and art did not require colonies. Nonetheless, the
juxtaposition of empty and crowded land created new opportunities for subjuga-
tion, on the one hand, and enrichment, on the other.

Imperial Tandems

Major geopolitical patterns were emerging from the juxtaposition of crowded
and empty land and would dominate international politics and rivalry chrough-
out the whole era of modern statechood. Empires constituted the state scructures
that optimally united the flows of commodities, labor, and cultural values be-
tween crowded and sparsely settled regions. Economists would say that these
assemblages lowered the transaction costs of territorial governance that separate
sovereign units would have entailed. This is not to claim that empires were founded
for such 2 sophisticated motive—although Western mercantilist theory by the
seventeenth and eighteenth century implicitly posited this premise—only thac
its logic made imperial expansion “rational,” within limits. If we judge by out-
comes, the logic of imperial power worked itself out best not by single empires
in constant contention but by imperial combinations or tandems. Certainly it
remains instructive to compare the particular institutions created by national
empires for their own internal organization, such as the colonial assemblies
encouraged by the British in North America versus the audiencias or royal inves-
tigative commissions that reviewed the administration of New Spain and Mexico.™
But from the viewpoint of global rivalry, what proved decisive were ambitious
coalitions for empire negotiated by a cosmopolitan elite across state lines on the
basis of dynastic and cultural affinities and common adversaries. Such partner-
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ships constituted in effect three or four imperial enterprises at any time. As of
1800 some had a past, others a future.

After the War of the Spanish Succession and the advent of the Bourbon dy-
nastic line in Spain, French and Spanish interests tended to converge in opposi-
tion to British ambitions. In effect a Bourbon colonial realm and agenda emerged
involving defense of French and Spanish overseas possessions against British sea
power. But berween the Treaty of Utrecht in 1714 and the revolts in Latin
America a century later, the Bourbon New World empire collapsed in fits and
starts. The so-called Bourbon family pact, based on the shared royal-family cous-
inage and the renewal of conflict in 1739, as the British Whig leader Robert
Walpole lost his influence, led to a series of major contests in and for the far-
flung peripheries outside Europe—Canada, Hispanic America and the Carib-
bean, and Bengal. In the mid-cighteenth century, the Franco-Spanish colonial
coalition had lost the Canadian coast and Saint Lawrence Valley, bur ic srill
played a major role dominating the Great Lakes and the length of the Mississippi
Valley, thence west to the California coast and south to Mexico, Central and
South America, and half the Caribbean. This was a vast juxtaposition of impe-
rial and European interests, potentially as formidable as the Anglo-American
association. Later in the nineteenth century, Southern US slaveholders would
from time to time be attracted as possible co-participants, bue their bid for seces-
sion from the American union came fifty years too late, for by then the French
had sacrificed their assets in the Mississippi Valley (as they had eatlier in India
and Canada), and the Spanish had lost their possessions to the Creoles of Latin
America and did not have the means to recover them. Even Napoleon’s effort to
reconquer the half island of Haiti on behalf of French slave owners was defeated
by yellow fever and inspired, if brutal, resistance by the communities of Afri-
can descent. Bonaparte calculated, probably correctly, that in the long run the
French could not retain the Mississippi and New Orleans against the United
States’ westward expansion, and by 1803 he sold the vast French colonial domain
on the lower Mississippi to the American republic. What is more, his very effort
to integrate Spain into his continental blockade of British trade by putting his
own family candidates on the Spanish throne severed the remaining loyalties
that the Spanish Creole elites (the colonists of European family descent but born
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in the New World) felt toward either the Bonapartist regime in Spain or the re-
stored Bourbons after 1815. French and Spanish dreams of regaining their lost
colonies after 1815 were preempted by implicit American and British agreement
to prohibit any such moves—what Washington termed the Monroe Doctrine. A
later French effort at Mexican conquest, taken while the United States was in-
volved in civil war, also collapseci.23

W hereas the Franco-Spanish condominium of the New World was doomed,
the Anglo-American co-imperial sphere was soon ascendant. Essentially a large
English-speaking Anglo-American association of cotton and wheat growers on
the trans-Appalachian as well as coastal lands of the former colonies was increas-
ingly interlocked with the banking, investment, and industrial communities of
the British islands. From the beginning of the American republic, both North
American ruling groups shared a common language and a Provestant commirt-
ment (which more than matched the Bourbons’ loyalty to the Roman Catholic
Church). Both cooperated in prohibiting any Bourbon reconquest of Hispanic
America. Afrer American forces failed to conquer Canada, first in the American
Revolution and then later in the War of 1812, Britain and the United States would
reach a de facto compromise over Canada. The British would grant it autonomy;,
the United States would renounce annexation, and the Canadians would finally
(by the 1850s) resolve to thrust toward the west and not link up with the country
to their south. Such an implicit sertlement meant that Anglo-American elites
might overcome disputes to claim shared leadership in global politics—an emerg-

ing trend confirmed ac several junctures before 1850 and then in the century

after. By the 1890s the bonding of Anglo-American elites was being cemented in
social as well as policy spheres, and this despite the mass of US immigrancs who

remained outside its charmed circle. Both powers would resist any German efforts :
to wrest economic influence in Latin America. Finally, from the early twentieth

century on, both would effectively cooperate across the Pacific in trying to
defend a faltering Chinese state against Japanese efforts to dominate East Asia.
The Americans desisted on making any claims in the Indian Ocean area until

1945, while the British refrained from hindering the US claims in Oceania and
accepted the US Open Door doctrine with respect to China’s future. The Japa-
nese, in fact, remained the most isolated of the imperial contenders in the Pa-
cific, colliding as they did with Russians, Chinese, and eventually British and
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mericans. Despite the energy of their efforts to develop the extensive colonies
cy did acquire—Taiwan and Korea and a growing presence in Manchuria even
cfore its formal takeover in 1932—they never kept a tandem partner. Their later
Fort in the 1940s to lead an Asian movement against European colonizers
- _;"uited some collaborators bur ultimarely could not prevail against Anglo-
_ merican and Anglo-American-Russian resistance.

Anglo-American imperial cooperation rested on maritime strategy. There
ere potential alternative combinations based on landed domination—above all
ossible German-Russian condominijum resting on gradually winding down
istrian and Turkish possessions while precluding the reemergence of a Polish
ation. German-Russian imperial association promised domination of Eurasia,
s the professoxs of geopolitics during the second half of the nineteenth century
vould recognize. Dynastic interconnections, the large number of German bureau-
rars thar the Russian monarchs employed, the common interest in suppressing
¢ independence of Eastern European Slavs, and the growing economic exchanges
f the late nineteenth century would all bode well for this coalition between
850 and 1890. But German politics was too fitful (and in fact too liberal, for all
ts military trappings) to follow this strategy consistently. Efforts at cooperation
ould not overcome the tendencies toward mutual suspicion, which would culmi-
te'in the two world wars of the twentieth century. The alternative for Germany
keeping the Austrian Empire viable while working with the Ottomans to
ominate the Middle East would have rested on partners inherently too weak-
ned by their nationalities problem. The Portuguese, the Dutch by the nineteenth
<century, and later the Belgians exploited their rich colonial holdings but claimed
y larger role of global order, as had the Bourbons earlier and as did the Anglo-
mericans or Germans.

“No stable combination of Russo-German, Russo-Japanese, or German-

apanese imperium in Asia was easily envisaged. Even when Germans and Japa-

ese shared much common ambition in the Second World War, they could not

nake their association, the so-called Axis, function in any more than a nominal

_cx}se. Between them lay Russia and China, empires too extensive to conquer

espite the huge efforts that would be made between 1937 and 1945, There was,

owever, the potential for a Russo-Chinese combination of interests, which

d in fact emerge to dominate inner Asia in the cighteenth century. By the
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mid-nineteenth century, China, like the Otroman realms, would be simultane-
ously the protagonist of an old empire and the object of other empires’ piece-by-
piece (and function-by-function) colonization. But this had not been the case for
the great Qing imperial structure of the late seventeenth and early cighteenth
centuries—itself an imperial assemblage of diverse peoples run by a non-Chinese
dynasty. From the close of the seventeenth century the Qing negotiated with
Russia a frontier settlemenc that allowed them in effect to constitute an imperial
randem to finally suppress the Zunghar nomadic state in Mongolia and deci-
mate its population by the late 1750s. The subsequent expansionist campaign
west to secure the “new dominion” of Xinjiang added a huge territory, but one
that remained beset by continuing ethnic and religious resistance to Beijing. The
Russians would suppress their “nomads” a century lacer but face continuing re-
sistance in the Caucasus territories that abutted the weaker Persian and Otto-
man states>* Empires the world over proved most successful when they could

operate as dyads.

Commodification of the Countryside

The immense turbulence of the first half of the nineteenth cencury did not re-
quire the impact of the Industrial Revolution. That development played a large

role in some societies. But concentrations of factory labor were still rare outside
zones of Western Europe and the northern United Stares before 1850. The larger
reservoirs of unrest lay on the land. Perhaps 75 percent of the world’s active popula-
rion worked the land or rendered services that supported those who farmed di-
rectly. The share went from about a third of the population in the England of
1800 to perhaps 70 percent in eastern and southern Europe and probably higher
in Asiz and Africa?® It is customary to think of agricultural communities as
traditionalist and quiescent. But the burden of taxes and rents and labor services
had ignited frequent protests, most confined to one village or another, but some-
times sweeping up large areas in frightening rebeilions. The century or so after
1750 or 1760 was to add a further cause for unrest as market relationships in-
vyaded the countryside. Land and labor, fundamental factors of world produc-
rion, hicherto locked into customary or legally stipulated relations, would be-
come far freer to be bought and sold as ordinary commodities. Peasants who had
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been bound to a village or a landlord could depart for other villages or towns,
Rural estates, controlled for generations by a given family or religious founda-
jon, might be seized by state authorities and auctioned off to a new owner. They
‘were to be swept into the flux of the market, and in the process would shake up
rate and society.

.- Market relationships were not, of course, the only transformative agenr in
lay. But they were the newest (and for the moment, ac least, perhaps the stron-

 gest) among three basic forces thac together undermined the scructures of the

_premodern world and prepared for the new regime of modern statehood. War-
fare and its inexorable appetite for higher taxes and military modernization
- continued to exert the pressure it had since the seventeenth century when Jean

Bodin had called money the sinews of war. And as a countervailing pressure, re-

ligious revivalism sometimes emerged as a manifestation of communal resis-
tance €0 change, what E. P. Thompson called the “chiliasm of despair.”*® Perhaps

it is more accurate to say that new religious movements represented an alterna-

ive impulse to change—one that radically denied fulfillment through the mar-

ket, although in some cases, such as the American Latter-day Saints, marker

kills were annexed to communal and not individualist ends. Commodification
f the countryside, the state’s search for greater penetration of society to meet
he demands of modern war, and religious evangelization would interact in the
ransition to modern state politics.

Such processes played themselves out within a triangular framework consti-
uted by laboring families on one side, by landlords and their agents on another,
nd by representatives of the state on the third. The state varied in its role. Peas-
nts might encounter its agents as oppressive tax collectors or dreaded army re-
ruiters. Buc the state also had an interest in defending hard-pressed peasants
against rapacious landlords. The rights of the landlords themselves emanated
f;om different principles, and the revenues they collected were based on differ-
ne sorts of claims. As “owners” or as stable leaseholders, landlords could collect
ents from peasants to whom they let out the land, whether on an individual basis
or as residents of a village community. As members of a privileged, legally defined
ffcstatc” (état, Stand)—that is, a legally defined social stratum with defined tax
R}'ivilcges and conveying in some cases an aristocratic title, and the right ro repre-
sentation in local or national assemblies consulted by the monarch—landholders
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could claim payments and services by vireue of their inscribed legal status as well
a5 rents from the tenants on their land: an arrangement that Western lawyers
often termed feudal. Sometimes these landlords—or recognized local headmen,
even if not proprietors—were given the right to collect payments on behalf of
the state as well. They became local rax collectors (zamindars in Indian agricul-
ture), or even regional tax “farmers” for large areas, being assigned a quota they
had to pass on to the state but allowed to collect whatever the market or custom
might bear. In some societies, including Britain and Prussia, landlords retained
the right to act as local judges in civil and minor criminal cases until the 1870s.
In some cases they had the duty of conscripting peasants for military levees, as
the Prussian state imposed until 1815. With each layer of ducy came new honos-
ific status and “offices” and claims for financial compensation. Over the centu-
ries, “deference” of tenants toward landlords, expressed by gestures of submis-
sion, had also become integral to the rexture of rural life. In cimes of hardship or
under the influence of charismatic concepts of equality, agrarian subjects might
abandon deference for direct efforts to destroy hierarchies they had earlier lived
with. Such rebellions, elemental and violent, meant frightening times, and when
they were finally suppressed, those in charge usually administered the dismem-
berment, torture, and executions needed to “teach a lesson.”

Mass rebellion seemed infrequent enough and the privileges of aristocratic
office sufficiently desirable to artract the wealthy and ambitious. A major attrac-
tion was that they often brought the right to be transmicted by inheritance to
one or more children. Crucial to the system was the long-term embeddedness of
many public functions in the land, specifically in the role of landlords. Thus the
laboring peasantry, the class or estate of landowners—who had pretensions to
grander living in imposing houses wich servants—and the agents of the state,
which needed taxes for milicary expenses, interest payments, display, and public
projects, all vied for a share of the earch’s yield in a triangular contest. But there
were often religious functionaries who also had the righe, as officers of great or
small churches or monastic communities, to claim a share of rents as landed pro-
prietors along wich state-sanctioned taxes (tithes). Monastic organizations were
numerous and strong in Roman Catholic countries, in the Orthodox church of
Russia, and among Buddhist communities in Southeast Asia, Japan, and China.
In the Islamic lands of the Ottoman Empire, there were some rural monastic
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communities, but also urban religious communities supported by generations of
pious giftsas “endowments” or wagfs.
There were innumerable variants and complications even in small areas. No
automatic correlation made village communities or those benefiting from com-
mercial and market relations in the countryside into revolutionaries. Explana-
rions that serve for one episode sometimes fail for others. Many studies have
sought to account for the divergent political choices of adjacent regions in France.
William Taylor has found that in the Mexican war of independence Qaxacan
Indians engaged in numerous village protests and uprisings but generated no
overall revolutionary movement until the southwestern peasant war of the early
18405—a protest against commercial agriculture exploited by rival elite leaders.
To the north, however, Jalisco peasants, whose village bonds were more frayed
and their clergy new arrivals, joined in the early war for indcpendcnce.w

Still, we can attempt to sort out the major patterns of agricultural life and
labor. Especially in upland communities or frontier zones where population was
sparser, or among tribal confederations, the supervisory community remained
weak or perhaps nonexistent and freehold farmers produced for their own sub-
sistence and/or brought their goods directly to market and retained the pro-
ceeds. This situation pertained in parts of western and northern Europe and
North America. The families involved retained legal independence although
they mighe live in grinding poverty and sometimes indebredness. At the oppo-
site end of the legal structure, usually in areas of dense lowland population, land-
lords dealt with peasant labor, sometimes as tenants but also as hired labor (or
even legally coerced labor} who lived in cottages grouped apart from fields (though
-they might retain small garden and livestock plots). This sort of agrarian enter-
prise was often described as a latifindia (a term inherited from Roman antig-
uity); and in North America it tended to become known as plantations. Planta-
tions specialized in crops that benefited from “gang” labor—whether the arduous
- cultivation of sugar cane in Brazil and the Caribbean or cotton and tobacco in
the mainland of the American South. Mediterranean agriculture retained such
 factory-like agricultural enterprises, which would become more important in
;' the late nineteench century as land reclamation projects and commercial agricul-
ture increased in significance. The Dutch and the French organized such enter-

prises for the cultivation of Javanese sugar and Vietnamese rubber.
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Such plantation laborers were usually deemed the lowest in status, especially
when they were racially segregated, as in the case of black slavery. For about two
centuries slaves had been captured in the interior of Africa, herded to the coasts,
then forcibly transported in overcrowded, sweltering ships from Africa to the
Americas. By the mid-nineteenth century, perhaps ten to twelve million Afri-
cans had been transported and reproduced and formed an absolutely basic con-
stituent of the economic interchange berween Europe, the Americas, and Africa.
‘The transoceanic slave trade was suppressed in 1808 in the United States by the
terms of a compromise at the time of the Constitutional Convention. The French
Jacobins abolished slavery in French colonies in 1794, although Napoleon rein-
stated it. The British abolished the trade throughout their domains in 1807, and
the condition of slavery itself in 1832-1833. Still, for slaves “bred” in caprivity, the
status continued uncil 1863-186s in the United States, 1887 in Cuba, and 1889 in
Brazil. The Mexican government sold some caprured Mayan rebels into Cuban
slavery as late as the 1860s; slavelike labor conditions persisted in the mines of
the Belgian Congo and clsewhere in Africa, and in the nitrate and copper mines
of the Andes, long after formal abolition. Slaves had no legal rights against their
owners in court (although a slave supposedly could not be put to death if he did
not take up arms or commit ordinary crimes). Slaves could be beaten (as could
Eastern European serfs), often at will, their marriages were not given legal status,
and, most disabling, the sratus was deemed hereditary, to be removed only by
legal manumission. The fact that the slaves of the New World were defined as
distinct according to racial features rendered chem particularly tainted, and the

racial disabilities were legally enshrined in the Unired States and South Africa’.

(as were de facto systems for preserving subjection) long after inherited legal
bondage formally ended.

Most agrarian laboring families occupied an intermediate status between
frechold independence and outright slavery. In arcas where slavery had not been
sanctioned (as in most of colonial Mexico, where the Spanish had granted ezco-
smiendas or tracts of land together with their Indian population) or later abol-
ished (as in the United States), peasants could slip into such total dependence on
Jandlords for their seeds and housing thar they became bound de facto by their

recycled debts. In Europe east of the Elbe River and in Russia, peasants had been:

reduced to serfdom in the sixreenth and seventeenth centuries; this condition o
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Jegal inherited bondage was not alleviated or dissolved until varying points be-
rween the 1770s and 1860s. Serfs needed landlords’ permission ro leave their vil-
lages or to marry, and often had to work a varying number of days per week on
che lands that their lords farmed directly. Serfs in some locations in Slavic
Europe, in particular, could be transferred from one owner to another, whether
for purchase or to settle debts, although in the German areas they were usually
seen as an appurtenance of the estate to be transferred along with the land. In
contrast to slaves, serfs rerained higher legal status, including recognition of mar-
riage; their families could not be broken up by landlords. Through the course of
the first half of the nineteenth century {and in some areas after 1850), both slavery
and serfdom would be eliminated. Traditionalist landlords foughe birrerly against
the waves of emancipation, but in fact would find that marker pressures and con-
trol of credit provided most of the enforcement mechanisms they required to rerain
a compliant fabor force**

Crucial to this “old regime” was not just the superiority of the landlords, but
the village structure and the claims on the land itself. Emancipation did not
usually bring 2 transfer of ownership to the former slaves or serfs. The idea of
endowing each ex-slave family head in the American South with “forty acres and
a mule” was never enacted; in Prussia emancipated peasants could claim land
only if their assets fell above a certain threshold, and within a generation or two
many had fallen into the status of hired hands. In Russia, former serfs would be
taxed to redeem the bonds given to landlords for compensation, while the village
communes retained control of the land. For better or worse, the village provided
a corporate existence: its elders could periodically redivide the farmland among
different families, and it retained control of a common pasturage or woodland.
We have learned that like a modern trade union, the village could confront a
landlord with enough collective strength to keep rents and services tolerable.”
: Elsewhere, including Japan and China, it provided a structure that was often
-more disciplinary than protective. It stood as an enforcement mechanism in a
hierarchy of duties and expectations. Villages could control land, allocate labor,
_enforce obedience—but they did not own land.

_ Outright ownership, as envisaged under ancient Roman law or British “free-
hold” or today’s American home ownership, thus remained an alien idea across
wch of the globe. Land went with people—whether organized in families or
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villages—and people with land. In Russia estates were graded by the number of -
attached peasants or “souls.” In some societies, especially where a conquering or
formally invested sovereign claimed supreme power, ownership was theoretically
retained by the conquering sovereign, as in the Ottoman Empire, and righes of .
“use” (usufruct or the old feudal notion of dominium utile) alone were ceded. In -
fact, after a generation or two it would become almost impossible to reclaim ef-
fective control, although programs of national “restoration” might try to reinsti-

: erials of Plenty} by labour, have not one hundredth part of the Conveniences
W_é enjoy: And a King of a large fruitful Territory chere feeds, lodges, and is clad
w_drse than a day Labourer in England.”® Thus possession, vendibiliry, cax bus-
dens, and labor claims were all woven together in a complex tapestry of honor-
fic, economic, and political claims. Untwisting the fabric was the work of

odernization—the great process of legal and economic change from traditional
cieties across the globe to their modern successors. Even in China, where family

tute this claim.
Land ceded by sovereigns or pious donors to monasteries passed to an insti-
turion from which it could not easily be reclaimed—until the governments of

claims on land remained strong, the eighteenth century strengthened the idea of
definitive sales and contracts retained importance.”

) ) o _ i o This process added immensely to the unrest that already was inherent in the
the sixteenth century in Britain, or the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in

Roman Catholic states. Governments, it was understood, could confiscate, or '
at least compel sale to the state. Possession of land by chareer conferred status
rights, but also restricred sale, often to owners who possessed the same “noble”™.
qualifications. This made it hard to hypothecate, or use as collateral for a mort-
gage loan, and was thus seen as a disadvantage. Such restrictions on marketabil-

ntryside’s economy of scarcity. Peasants and magnares, and indirectly rulers
and city dwellers, all depended on the physical extraction of food from the coun-
tryside. It was natural enough that the pressures of population increase, the

vi'c_:;issitudcs of weacher and harvest, and the ravages of disease would produce
conflict. Villages living on the margins of subsistence could be provoked by rig-

: _ _ _ ous tax collection and bad harvests, and their discontents could be rendered
ity or hypothecation were termed entail, and they became less a protection for

magnates than a burden. Still, the privileges over control of land that were inher-
ited from feudalism determined the horizontal layering of estatist society and
what in Europe was termed the Old Regime. _

In some tribal socicties, the concept of ownership as Europeans conceived.
it did not really exist. Land was plentiful, its cultivators—who used it for pas-
turage and hunting as well as agriculture—scarce, and the idea of exclusive pos—'
session (with ics rights to sell or bequeath) played no role because use seemed
guaranteed. One must be cautious about ascribing such a pastoral or collec-

dgological by popular millenarian religious doctrines. Prosperous peasants might
be angered by efforts to tighten up rules that had grown softer over time. Rising
ices worked to the advantage of the party that markered the harvest. If the peas-
t paid relatively fixed money renes but could bring grain or rice ro markee on his
wn, then the fandlord and the stare would be squeezed in an era of inflation. If
the landlord collected his rents in kind, then he benefited from inflationary

trends. Peasant revolts, usually localized but occasionally coalescing into broad

Otest movements, were a frequent seasoning of rural life.

_But add to these latent tensions in the years from 1750 to 1860 a new transna-
onal impulse: the penetration of rural land and labor relations by market forces,
that is, the commodification of the countryside. Much of the globe’s arable land

tive mentality: many traditional societies construcred institutional equivalents
to family ownership and certainly to tribal custody. White colonizers moved to
purchase these residual rights for insignificant sums and sometimes, as in Aus-
cralia, to claim that the land was terra nullius (unclaimed) and theirs for the
taking or by right of conquest—modes of expropriation that would exert a dev-
astating impact in the American, Australian, African, and Indonesian settle-

had been farmed in one or another fabric of collective relationships or at least
der arrangements that guaranteed tenure and fixed terms of labor and defer-
¢. Public authorities had a role: they protected landlords against major pro-
st; raked off shares of harvest proceeds, might call on manpower for milirary

ments. Those who spoke for taking possession pointed to the poverty of collec-
tivist societies. “Several nations of the Americas,” John Locke had written, “are
rich in Land, and poor in all the Comforts of Life . . . for want of improving [the

uses: Bue states needed money. Eighteenth-century war was expensive and en-

mic. Current ideas among reformist European philosophers and statesmen—

ve all those who deemed themselves Physiocrats—envisaged that dissolving
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all the restrictions on the marker for land and its crops could significantly in-
crease national wealch. The fruitfulness of land, claimed the Physiocrats, was the
ultimate source of society’s wealth or surplus. One of their major theoreticians,
Francois Quesnay, had devised a rable that showed the cycle of production.

Agriculture brought to marker yielded moxe than was spent by the peasants and -

middlemen who dealt with it. On the basis of that surplus landlords received
their rents and the urban sector its payments for its goods and services. From

these continuing dividends created by agriculeure would be built the roads, har-
bors, palaces, all the nonagriculeural products that a society consumed. Agricul-

ture paid for government and the milirary and private incomes.

The key to the process was encouraging those who owned land and sowed
it to expand their production. That meant creating a broader class of owner-
entrepreneurs who would respond to market incencives. It also suggested, in con- -
trast to centuries of efforts to keep grain prices down for fear of public unrest, -

that the traditional price controls be suspended so that higher prices would entice
producers into producing more. Of course, in the eighteenth century, where crops
could fail and the harvest might be precarious, higher prices could mean short

ages, inflation, urban riots, and unrest. This had been the result of the freeing of
grain prices in France and Spain in 1764-176s. and the monarchs retreared. Still

the basic insight was amazingly influential.
Americans think of Physiocracy as a curious adulation of the soil held by in-

rellectuals who had visions of agrarian republics. Bur in fact the underlying in-
sights were broadly influential. The British governor of Bengal, the monarchs of -

the Iberian states and their Latin American colonies, the reform-minded minis

ters of the Iralian states, whether Austrian-governed Lombardy in the north or
prosperous Tuscany or Bourbon Naples and Sicily, all agreed on the major out-
lines of reform. Transform peasants from downtrodden ignorant workers in
thrall vo landlords, priests, and religious foundations into an agricultural middle
class. Remove the personal restrictions that bound peasants to their village and
their owners: let them marry and migrate and contract at will; remove the inher-
ited stigmata of serfdom and slavery, and they would become a class of sturdy
yeomen producers, Increase the output of grain, of olives, of wine, of forests, or:
rice and silk in Japan, tea in India. Invest in agrarian infrastructure—canals, roads,
harbors—and in improved techniques of cultivation. Consolidare the patchwork
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of taxes and spread the burden to the landlords or nobility, who were often exempr,
<o that it might be lowered overall. Free grain prices to encourage higher produc-
tion, Remove the impediments to free purchase, sale, and mortgaging of land, and
wrest land from churches and abbeys and village communes.

But the concept did not work out so easily. In the late 1760s, following de-
cades of criticism of Roman Catholic institutions, the monarchs of Spain and
Portugal decided that they could expropriate the extensive lands of the Jesuir
order held in Iberia and in Latin America. As in most such auction procedures,

the beneficiaries were not poor peasants bur subsrantial proprietors who could
i;articipatc in the market. The French revolutionary peasants who freed their
holdings from the remaining rents, corvées, and occasional labor exactions that
still persisted {what French lawyers called feudalism) perhaps fared the best.
n most places—whether Central Europe, Ireland, Iberia, and Iraly, eventually
the American South—the new peasant proprietors fell into the snare of growing
;ndebtcdness. The British may have dreamed of awakening the rorpid villages of
Bengal and making the agrarian middle classes into gentry-like farmers and
agents of indirect rule. Their governors thus proposed a “permanent settlement,”
or freezing of the taxes on agriculture that would supposedly benefic farmers
vho could turn toward commercial agriculture withour fearing rax hikes. They
ended up, however, tending to reinforce the power of the tax farmers (zamin-
dars) and the reduction of the peasants (yors) from whom they collected rents
nd taxes into further dependency and poverty.

Physiocracy was only the most formalized version of the underlying trend,
hich saw the growing commedification of land and the labor thar worked it.
Il the traditional restraints on a pervasive market mentality, whether religious

teachings, feudal privileges, the inscribed status of nobles or churches, or the cus-

omary village control of common lands, were under pressure. Population growth,
the cost of military and colonial competition, and the burdens of alleviating
=p'?verty ratcheted up the demands for extracting resources and money from the
ountryside. Economic development, not yet labeled as such, became a major pre-
ccupation in China, the reform-minded semiautonomous feudal domains or
in of Japan (such as Tosa), the lands of the East India Company (EIC), the Ot-
man Empire, as well as the reformist monarchies of Maria Theresa’s Austria
nd Archduke Leopold’s Tuscany, Frederick the Great’s Prussia, the Spain of
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Charles I1I, Turgot’s France, and throughout the global state system. But the result
was agrarian unrest, and there was a cluster of major rural revolts in the 1770s and
1780s: the great Pugachev rebellion in Russia in 1773—1775, the Bohemian revolts -
in the same period, the French upheaval of 1789 once it spread to the countryside— -
and outside Europe, the 1780 Inca uprising led by Tapac Amaru Il in the viceroy-
alty of Spanish Peru, and from 1796 the White Lotus rebellion in China.”

These diverse upheavals cannot be ascribed solely to commodification or in-

d the Creole elites of Mexico and Spanish America decided to follow the same
+th. Given the grear social inequalities in French society, the tax immunities
joyed by its class of hereditary nobility, and the claims of the French church in
countryside, a political upheaval in that populous country (twency-five million
sus the Americans’ four million) was bound to rarger the privileges aceruing ro
nd in the estatist structure of the Old Regime.

Great revolutions and sometimes minor ones as well become vortices that
ick in outside rival powers even as they radiate principles of upheaval abroad;
+d this was true of the American and the French. The French armies (Republi-
 after 1792) who sought to establish an international coalition of like-minded
volutionaries abroad in the Austrian Netherlands (Belgium), the Rhineland
rritories of the Holy Roman Empire, Switzerland, and the Iralian kingdoms,
led up playing on all the tensions that were built into the estatist societies of
late eighteenth century. The French armies took advantage of these tensions,
nd forced victories that brought their ideological allies to power in the late 1790s.

flationary pressures, although population and markets increased. A great deal
depended upon the state of harvests from year to year and the state’s pressure to
collect caxes and ultimately the tactics it used to assuage grievances or to repress
disorder. It would certainly be too simple to ascribe the two great Western polici-
cal transformations of the late cighteenth century—the American indepen-
dence movement and formation of a constitutional republic {1775-1787), and the
French Revolutions of 1789—-1799—to rural turbulence. For even as the ideaof 2’

liberal market percolated in the countryside, the accompanying concepts of

. P . . : d H H R ] . f
human rights and participation in government undermined aristocratic and ut in some of the societies the new revolutionaries faced opposition not only

monarchical polirical claims. Despite such voices for conciliation of the North
American colonies as Edmund Burke, George III and his ministers insisted on
preserving the decisive rights to raise money and limit colonial voices in govern-

m the old rulers allied with the anti-French coalition (British, Austrian, Prus-
1, and ficfully the Russians), but peasant masses who were the uneasy victims
't_:hc Physiocratic transformations described above. They helped sweep away
¢ early collaborationist republics in Iraly and, during the Bonapartist phase of
rench expansion a decade later, often joined the indigenous forces opposing the
ch occupation of Spain. The reimplantation of the revolution abroad step by
¢p.after 1801—no longer under the hodgepodge of local Jacobin radicals, but
middle-class or aristocratic reformers working under Napoleon’s rationaliza-
on of fragmented German and Italian territories—had more enduring effects.

ment, and the resulting demonstrations and efforts at repression escalated into
forcible resistance, thereby provoking claims for the colonies” assumprion of
independent statehood. As a struggle for independent statehood in a society of
middling incomes, class division was not a major theme. Modest family farmers

in the interior of the respective colonies often felt resentments at wealthier coastal
planters or urban merchants, and in the inland South might align with British

forces. Urban concentrations, however, were relatively small, and local opinion
leaders, including slaveholders, seized the leadership of the movement and in-
scribed its claims in traditional terms of English constirutionalism. British efforts

he recruits to this cause were often reformers, who wanted to rationalize fiscal
}lg'@icns, mobilize clerical wealth, modernize law codes, and use French patron-
ge to reorganize their own territories by absorbing all the manifold subordinate
r§§:dictions——a program that the emperor of the French pushed through from
803 to 1806, largely at the cost of the Habsburg traditionalist claims. When Prus-
;.}'csisted and was disastrously defeated in 1806, its aristocratic bureaucrats

to raise slave uprisings limired American slavery opponents from acting more
decisively.

French-speaking societies were not so immunized. The sequence of late
eighteench-century fiscal crises and constitutional conflicts led in the late 17805
and 1790s to the astonishing collapse of the French monarchy, and as the Euro:
pean states became involved in this great upheaval, the gens de conlenr in Haiti

cé_ieci to emularte similar reforms such as formal abolition of serfdom and there-
er military conscription.
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Thus by 1810, the historian can discern throughout Europe and the Americas the
outlines of the next generation’s transnational alignment of social forces and po-
litical programs. They inchuded, first, a conservative cohort of dispossessed or
threatened aristocrats aligned wich landed church officials—still dominant in
Brirain, Austria, and among the French exiles——who would recover partial and
temporary power after 1815; and, second, a reformist phalanx of leaders who

sympathized with the French reforms and were willing to administer Napo- -

leon’s European satellites and would establish themselves after 1815 as a more
liberal alternative to the Restoration governments. Many of these benefited from
the sale of chusch properties that the French secularized and auctioned off—
more to commercially minded bourgeois who formed corporations to buy them
than to aspiring peasants.”® Similar acquisitions, which purchasers could finance
by government loans, became available to the Mexican men of property as the
revolutionary and then successive governments sold off monastic and Holy Office
properties.* On the far left the small groups of republican revolutionaries who
had supported the Jacobin republic remained in the political wilderness. They
comprised preeminently literary intellectuals and political amateurs throughout
Western Europe (including some in Britain) and the Americas.

Finally, there were masses of peasants who felt threatened by rural capitalism
and resented the attacks on the Catholic Church in the countryside. The Chutch,
after all, at least as represented in the parishes and monastic sectlements, was the
institution par excellence that resisted the market, baptized their children, knit
rogether their families in marriage, and offered hope as they buried their parents
and, alas too often, children. Those peasants who remained religiously loyal (many
did not, of course) sustained the anti-French guerrilla forces in occupied Spain
and southern Italy and remained pro-Bourbon and pro-clerical and hostile ro any
whiffs of French-inspired elite reform. After the restoration of the Spanish Bour-
bons, the aging painter Goya would depict them as superstitious, brooding, igno-
rant Catholic masses. The proponents of agrarian reforms and the emancipation
of landed society from its traditional hierarchies ignored this rural populism a
their peril. The Church remained a major strand of peasant protest and revolution
deep into the twentieth century, sustaining Catholic guerrillas in Spain and Mex-
ico and peasant mobilization in Russia, China, and Japan.””
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 How these groups might combine or quarrel, and which might prevail, often

depended upon the military outcomes—although these in curn reflected the
forces that revolutionary principles awakened. Where the French armies con-
quercd, political reorganization usually followed. Russia and Britain remained
outside the reach of French armies and thus under traditional rule, which in the
atter country meant the government of an oligarchical parliament—a regime
that the British sought to institute in Sicily, which they occupied while Napole-
onic forces held mainland Iraly. As of 1815, when the twenty-five-year-long war-
fare and economic turmoil provoked by revolutionary France and its contagious
principles were finally extinguished, revolutionary claims appeared defeated, bur
. like some dormant volcano they still rumbled under the surface of the Restora-
tion. Certainly they did not triumph. The Bourbon menarchs returned to France
to be succeeded by their Orleanist cousins from 1830 to 1848), bur in both cases

—

“under regimes that gave a role to an elite drawn from finance, industry, engineer-
_ing, and the educational establishment. These new forces counted for more than
they ever had before, as technological change began visibly to transform the
- economies and mentalities of the literate classes in France, Belgium, the German
-~ states, and Lombardy by the 1830s and 1840s. The political question in the West
-was whether the traditions of the countryside and its rural hierarchies could
‘keep these new forces in check.
The upshot was more complex, in that rural hierarchies were themselves not
just barriers to change but its very agents. As a recent revisionist study of Prus-
- sian rural life suggests, “over the centuries the ewo parties, manor and village,
approached one another as combatants, probing for weaknesses and opportuni-
. ties for gain, now accepting truces, now breaking them to pursue strategic ad-
vantages with the court bailiff’s lash, at the strike front, or on the judicial batele-
field.” Nonetheless, in all their contention they acted together as agents of
change, “Estate owners and landed villagers need rethinking as market produc-
_ersopen to the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries” technological, material,
and political opportunities.”® However, they also were undermining the old rural
order, The stability that had rested on legal estates and patterns of deference and
the teachings of religion would have to be reestablished, if at all, by the ligaments
of rural capitalism—the pressure of rents and debts and credits. It helped that
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aristocrats would be flanked by new ambitious peasant proprietors with a stake *

in rural order.

Historians recognize the Congress of Vienna, which concluded peace after
the Napoleonic wars, as a fundamental sertlement among nations. The states-
men at Vienna, however, also believed thac an enduring peace required a settle-
ment within each country that precluded a rekindling of revolutionary encrgy.
Just as Woodrow Wilson would later insist that peace rested on liberal demo-

cratic regimes, the Vienna leaders took for granted chat it required a conservative -
social base. They were willing to accept monarchs whom Napoleon had put in -

place in Sweden and initially in Naples but wanted to reinforce the rural hierar-

chies of the old regime and guarantee the stabilicy of the countryside. They left
behind a structure of periodic consultations that could coordinate transnational :

counterrevolutionary intervention as well as curb threats to peace, the so-called '

Congess System. For the restored French Bourbons the Vienna settlement meant
accepting a constitution and recognizing that the distribution of land by the in-

tervening revolutionary regime would not be reversed. However, even the mod-

erate Vienna program was soon in shambles, The domestic restoration was break-
ing down by the 1830s and 1840s. International arrangements collapsed in the '
18s0s and 1860s. Rick burning in Britain; peasant organization in Ireland; agri-.
cultural protest on the continent; that harbinger of discontent, anti-Semitic agi-.
tation in Germany; and, outside Europe, creole revolutions throughout Latin .
America, peasant protests in Japan, and a huge insurrection in China, would
characterize the stormy decades from the 1820s into the 1850s. The rhetoric of

change could be that of liberal rights and equality; it also could be millenarian,

the expression of religious protest. Each society played out these conflicts with

different ideological traditions and hierarchical structures, bur giving impetus to

all of them was the great tension produced by the advent of marker eransactions

for land and of the labor on the land.

The implications were contradictory: yes, expand the market energies of the
countryside, mobilize the capacity for wealth; but stifle the unrest that was likely
to occur. This is why the early nineteenth century was so punctuated by agricul-
rural unrest. On the one hand, the encroaching market principles undermined
the old claims of aristocratic supremacy and the sacramental legitimacy of church
and religion. On the other, the actual economic results secemed to bring hard
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cimes to the countryside as well as the emerging industrial cities. In the long run
the Physiocratic mechanisms might encourage surplus and wealth, but a painful
transition of several decades lay in between. Faced with the turmoil, the elite
faced a stark alternative. Either they might rule by repression and force (this was
_ﬁhe stance that English Tories, frightened by the French Revolution, sought to
impose from the trials of alleged “Tacobins” in the 1790s through the “Peterioo
massacre” of 1819, when soldiers fired on a crowd of demonstrators in Manches-
ter); or, alternatively, they might seek to hasten the triumph of the marker and
ommuodification. This latter course constituted the Liberal program that pre-
vailed after the elections of 1830 and 1832, after the narrow British political class
gbsorbed the lesson of the 1830 revolurion across the English Channel and
passed the Reform Act of 1832, which expanded the suffrage to the substantial
middle classes and redistricted Parliament to accommodate new industrial

cities.

Markets, Reforms, Resistance

The rise of British liberalism meant far more than a political transition in an
island of twelve million. Perhaps to an even greater degree than the principles
nd armies of revolutionary France, its ramifications were to be fele worldwide.
lo friends of revolution, the Tory ministries of the 1820s were still resolved ro
block any Franco-Spanish reconquest of their rebellious colonies in the Carib-
bean. In 1807 Britain abolished the transport of slaves on its own ships and after
¢ end of the Napoleonic Wars patrolled West African waters to intercept slave
-aders. Abolition of slavery itself in British colonies followed in 1833, although

he voracious demand of English cotton mills keprt the institution continuously
rofitable in the southern United States. British intervention required a global
naval presence, although its financial capacity for underwriting foreign loans
uld also serve as a continuing asset. Britain’s long-serving Whig foreign secre-
ry and later prime minister Lord Palmerston (Henry John Temple), vigorous
kesman for his nation’s liberalism, helped midwife a peaceful secession of Bel-
ium from Holland, and indirectly encouraged the Turkish reforms of the mid-
eteenth century. The Bricish adherence to market principles—that is, its
istence on the right of the EIC to sell opium in China and to protect the

{ 69 )



CHARLES 8. MAIER
LEVIATHAN 2.0

legal righs of brawling sailors—undermined the Confucian order, as China' markets and credits that compelled local elites either to develop liberal reform or

resistance resulted in a clamorous military defeat in 1842.

 resist at the price of disabling backwardness.
By 1846 the political mobilization that led ro abolition of the protective tar-

. . , ) . i ) . + In the Middle East the Otroman Empire descended into intensified crisis.
iff on grain confirmed the country’s commitment to industry, international -

i _ Ottoman state and society had certain traits that emerged both from its mul-
finance, and free trade. This so-called repeal of the Corn Laws was among the ° .

rinational imperial legacy—its responsibility for the European Balkans in the
sreh and west, Arab communities in the southeast, Anatolian Tuckish popula-
ons threatened by Russian expansion, and religious and ethnic minoricies orga-
nized into partially self-governing communities in the major cities and the coastal

most decisive legal affirmations of early nineteenth-century social change. It
confirmed Briain’s industrial vocation—the calculation of the Whigs thar by
letting wheat prices sink for a hungry working class (and indirectly the wages
that workers needed to pay their food budgets), they would do better than put
ting tariffs on textile competitors and keeping the prices of industry high. Simply .
put, there were no major competitors for British or third-country markets. The

rcgions—and from its ambitions as an encompassing Muslim state. In the outly-
ng regions of the empire the strength of local notables and their clienteles gener-
X . , _ . T ed long-term feuds that were impossible to discipline. The practice of admin-
industrial cities grew; paradoxically the sentimental affection for 2 rural Britain ration amounted to divide and rule (and protect) the multifarious identities
of pastoral villages also increased.

British loans would support the first generation of independent state leaders
in Latin America after the Napoleonic wars and the wars for independence from :
1810 to 1825 threw the finances of New Spain, including Mexico, into disarray. "
The breakdown of Bourbon fiscal systems (which remained efficient in the la
eighteenth century far longer than often maintained) and the recourse to local
finances advanced the federalist options supported by Latin American liberals:
but sparked endemic conflicts as well. The new republics and the empire of Brazil

depended on Brirish loans and investments. Uncil the 18508 the relative weak-

within the realm. The stare had no secure monopoly of violence, often resort-
ng ro irregular troops and private forces to keep order.”® The eighteenth cen-
ry had brought almost continual warfare and net renunciation of territories,
against Habsburgs and Venetians in the west, Persians to the east, Russians to

e north.

- Selim III, who ruled from 1789 until deposed and executed in 1807/1808,
understood the need for reforms as he confronted Russian military threats and
ratched Europe plunged into new, seemingly total warfare. In theory the army
th its two branches-—the cavalry of the frontier whose officers were supported

ness of the international economy weakened the new states and aggravated thc 3 ) )
v 88 y-landed fiefs and the garrisoned army of the capiral, the Janissaries, who were

conflicts wichin them and berween them. New loans, taxes, discounted state: ) . .
s : : the sultan’s personal force—was totally at odds with the idea of a citizen army

har the French Revolution had made so central. What united army and society
ére the rax obligations of the subjects, which in turn rested upon their well-
ing within a framework of justice and Islamic law (shari‘a) that the sultan had
also to guarantee. Over the centuries the socieral framework had calcified into a
c'o._ﬂcction of privileged groups defending their privileges, whether urban guilds,
ocal notables, or wagqfs. Selim planned a “New Order” based on a new army, in-
cluding Western uniforms, and a more efficient tax system, bur the reforms threat-
;_Cd’ on the one hand, the quasi-feudal notables (zyan) who during the previous
centuries had entrenched themselves as de facro rulers of the countryside and, on

salaries, and the tendency to localize fiscal systems characterized the threshold:
of independence.”” We can construe the financial and market connections
between Europe and the Americas and Asia as an early form of what 1970s com-
mentators would call interdependence—what today’s analysts call globalization..
Perhaps most importan, if indirect, was the impact of these carly financial and

commercial currents on the Ottoman Empire, India, and China. These huge, con-
glomerate societies already faced deep internal crises, which che interventions of
foreign powers only magnified. Whereas French concepts of citizenship backed
by milirary interventions from 1792 to 1815 had forced the harsh choice of resis-

tance or subservience, the British connections after 1815 were weaving a fabric of he other hand, the privileged Janissaries of the capial, who originally, centuries
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carlier, had been recruited from conscripting dragnets among the Balkan Chris- rench efforts o protect Christians in Lebanon, Islamic religious radicalism in
he Arab interior, and an ambitious Egyptian modernization effort meant that

tian populations.”
 Constantinople faced crises on almost every front. The question was whether a

Supported by the conservative Muslim judiciary and fomenting rioting in
Constantinople, the Janissaries deposed and executed the sultan and those iden-
tified with the New Order. In turn they provoked the Balkan ayan to march on '
the capital, kill abour a thousand of the opposition, and install a new sultan,
Mahmud II, who was compelled to sign a covenant of union that limited his

ast and creaky empire that for the last few centuries had been governed increas-
ngly through pervasive clientelism and had continually to contend with power-
- ful vero groups—if no longer a corporatized army dominating the capital city,
“certainly a conservative Muslim establishmenrt claiming to legirimize the
power and that of the viziers. The compromise did not last long, The sultan turned _monarchy—could change the basis of government.

to limit zyan ascendancy, then finally moved against the obstreperous Janissaries Emerging from the violence and setbacks of the 1820s, a group of reform-

in 1826, murdering them en masse and burning their barracks. But his regime . _minded bureaucrat-diplomats with particular sensitivity to the dangers from
faced a Greek revolt supported by Western public opinion, then the Russian de-

struction of the sultan’s Black Sea fleet in 1827 and a confrontation with the

- abroad embarked on a modernizarion of the state in the 1830s and a series of re-
forms from 1839 into the mid-1870s that would be known as the Tanzimat. They
ambitious reform pasha of Egypt, Muhammad Ali, in the next decade. established government departments, a prime minister, public taxation to re-
Born in what is today Greek territory as the son of an Albanian in the service place tax farming, and a reform council whose proposals the sultan pledged to
of the Ottomans, Muhammad Ali would attempt to bring Egypt into the nine-

teenth century, destroying the Mamluk military caste, expanding irrigation '
canals, establishing it as a major cotton-growing territory, and reforming its fiscal
system and military. He was commissioned by the sultan to quell the advance of
the Arabian Ibn Saud dynasty, adherents of the austere Islamic movement, Wah-
habism, that had taken hold in the Arabian hinterland. After the Saudis had"
taken the Holy Cities and interrupted the Hajj or annual pilgrimage routes from'
Damascus in 1803, Constantinople enlisted its dynamic Egyptian governor to
push them back. Although Muhammad Ali retained oo great a sense of Otto-

man loyalty to challenge the empire or even seize the throne, Constantinople

‘insticute. The reforms were originally justified as aiming at the regeneration of
the role of Islam, and the adherents of civic and political reform could be allies of
‘avast intercontinental movement for Islamic reform that was culminating in the
:__183,03.41 Part of the motive was to appeal to the British Whigs, who would have to
provide the backup for the empire against the Egyptian and Russian dangers. All
ery well, but the more that the Ottoman state moved toward importing princi-
ples of citizenship and general law, the more it undermined its traditional culei-
~vation of privileged groups. Could the six-centuries-old empire make the transi-
tion from subjects to citizens without disintegrating?

Chinese state and society were also under increasing pressure—even before

was naturally leery of his power and freedom of action even as they called on the Anglo-Chinese Opium War of 1839-1342, which an carlier generation of

him to help suppress the Greek rebellion and added Crete to his territory. Mu-
hammad Ali and his son conquered Syria and Mt. Lebanon (the Beirut region
with a significant Christian population) 2nd defeated the sultan’s army on the
Anatolian frontier, uncil the British routed them from these territories. For

istorians, at least, took as the opening of a national crisis that only deepened in
he course of the nineteenth century. Contemporary interpretation has tended
- to examine the strains arising within the Qing order from its very dynamic
_growth in the eighteenth century. Population was increasing dramatically—from
300 million in 1700 to perhaps 450 million by 18s0—as New World crops, sweet

London, a fragile Ottoman state was a useful, if vulnerable, barrier to Russian
otatoes, maize, and peanurs allowed rhe relaxation of Malthusian constraines.*

expansion.*’
But propping up the Otroman imperial structure hardly restored its virality This brought with it population pressure in the south and the expansion of Han
Chinese into the northern provinces that were supposedly the homeland of the

or overcame the multiple challenges that afflicted it. European suppor for the
Manchu people and its Qing Dynasty that had displaced the Ming in 1644. It

Greek revolution in the Balkans, continuing Russian pressuse in the Black Sea,
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put pressure on the earlier Manchu effort to preserve domination of public office
as Han officials played an increasingly larger role. The Chinese elite differed
from that in Europe: it comprised the provincial and national “gentry,” a class
that had to pass continuing examinations based on Confucian classics, but then
enjoyed office holding and exemptions from state service and corporal punish-
ment. Meritocracy, however, is hard to divorce from class privilege. As popula-
tion increased, the spread of clientelism, bribes, and the resort to exam schools to
gain access to the gentry revealed the strains on the ancient system.

Over the course of the cighteenth century, the Manchu state, under the leader-
ship of two remarkable long-lived monarchs, the Kangxi emperor and his grand-
son, the Qianlong emperor, had devoted major military efforts to expand into
the Mongolian west and had vastly increased the effective territory of the state.
But the dense habitations of the southern and central provinces and the two great
southern river systems (the Pearl estuaries with Guangzhou, and the Yangzi wind-
ing eastward from Sichuan to Shanghai and the coastal cities) proved as major a
challenge to effective government. The commercially active populations despised
immigrants from other provinces, and the networks of bandits, smugglers, and
mafia-like “triads” who exploited the wealth and the conflicts among the “immi-
grants” challenged the precepts of a Confucian moral order. Outside the channels
of social mobility and well-ordered commerce and farming, messianic religious
doctrines known as White Lotus Buddhism flourished. Government efforts to
suppress the congregations led to massive rebellion in 1796 in the provinces of
Taiwan, Sichuan, Guangxi, Hunan, and Guizhou, which would require almost a
decade to overpower.”

Still, as late as 1800 China could be counted as a wealthy society. The ques-
tion of how it compared with the West has produced a cottage industry of recent
scholarship. In his 1776 Wealth of Nations, Adam Smith explained that to
account for the prosperity of labor, the critical issue was less the degree of wealth
than the comparative rate of growth: a stagnant rich nation was in greater
trouble than a poorer but dynamic one: “The poverty of the lower ranks of
people in China far surpasses that of the most beggarly nations in Europe.”**
There was trade in land; feudal tenures had been eliminated, although debt re-
lationships kept many in dependency; great estates rarely exceeded 250 acres.
Probably a third of agricultural production went into trade, some of it over
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great distances. Proto-industrial organization produced a great deal of cotton
cloth and silk, some of which was processed by owners of several hundred
looms. Letters of credit issued by emerging banking houses were replacing ship-
ment of silver bullion. Luxury items such as porcelain and furniture were prized
in the West.
Difficulties recurred and increased in the early 1800s. If outright rebellion
was stanched, the inner bleeding of the state continued. The grain tribute ad-
ministration, which had charge of ferrying the major taxes in rice eight hundred
miles northward along the Grand Canal from Hangzhou on the Yangzi to Beijing,
was undermined by corruption, overhiring, a tripling of boat fees, and growing
commercialization of the grain tribute as local officials had to purchase rice from
private traders to meet their quotas. If bureaucratic friction, corruption, and
monopolistic labor practices were not enough, Yellow River silting blocked the
major crossing of the Grand Canal in 1824-1825, even as the vested interests of
the river merchants vetoed the alternative of shipment along the coast. The canal
route would be restored by borrowing water from the Yellow River to augment
the canal, but the sea route had to be adopted by 1845, and by 1853 the advance of
the Taiping rebels and the Yellow River’s change of course (itself attended by
catastrophic flooding and environmental challenges) ended the canal route.
The price inflation of the eighteenth century brought a trebling of grain prices.
Because taxes on commodities were fixed in quantities of silver, peasants could
initially keep up their income as the tax rates increased, but by the 1830s the rap-
idly expanding opium imports began to drain silver from the country and in-
creased the tax burden in real terms. “Not a year has passed without fears of
Yellow River floods, not a year without having to raise funds for river control,”
lamented the leading intellectual of the era, Wei Yuan, before the Opium War.
“This is something unknown in previous ages. Foreign opium has spread through-
out the country, and silver flows overseas. Because of this the grain tribute tax and
salt monopoly develop ever more evils, the officials and people are ever deeper in
trouble. . . . Standing in the present and surveying the past, the difference is as
between black and white.”*” Within the constraints that continuing interpreta-
tion of ancient Confucian texts mandated for the elite, he reinterpreted the al-
most twenty-five-hundred-year-old Book of Odes as a summons for a renewal of
literati activism in the public interest and for the court to use the lettered elite to
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break the bureaucratic blockages the country faced. In a British context one
might label such an approach Tory reform, certainly better than no reform but
rarely sufficient ro master the tides of nineteenth-century economic and demo-
graphic change. In the United Stares its funcrional equivalent perhaps was the
belief, expressed by the Virginian Democratic Republicans of the 1790s, that
a “natural aristocracy” could pursue the disinterested public interest—a vision
soon submerged under the pressures of commercial development and electoral
democracy.

'The Daoguang emperor from 1840 did allow a reinvigoration of intellectual

life and the cautious application of traditional learning to pracrical problems

such as defense and management of the coasts and frontiers.* Pressure from the
avid world of commerce abroad, however, came too soon and too rapidly for any

gradualist or traditionalist coping. The opium boom, of course, involved China

in a disastrous military defeac. Opium had been prohibited by the Chinese in
1821, but traded nonetheless. Addiction grew above all for the smoked leaf, It was

an Indian product and the EIC had charge of the trade with China. Growers in

Indian territories outside EIC control sought to break into the trade, and rather

than cede control, the EIC decided to buy and export greater quantities, although -

it consigned these exports to Chinese merchants. Because the British sold no
other products to China, opium sales also promised a way to balance growing

their imports of silk and tea. Moreover, as the EIC also explained at home, even

the purchases from the independent Indian producers would let the Indian popu-
lation buy more British cottons and manufactures.

Chinese merchants and smugglers and even foreign trade officials might con-
nive in the imports, but concern grew that London was insisting on the princi-
pled defense of free trade to profit from the addiction of the Chinese population.
By the mid-1830s the EIC no Jonger had a legal trading status, but British repre-

sentatives spoke for the English merchants based in the official entrepée of .
Guangzhou. Chinese officials also believed the trade was responsible for the rise”

in silver prices and thus the tightening of monetary conditions, although three-

quarters of British proceeds flowed back into the country for purchases of tea.

and silk. The British expected the Chinese to legalize imports, but after a vigor

ous debate Beijing reaffirmed the ban in 1836. The Beijing court entrusted its:
policy response to an official, Commissioner Lin Zexu, whose war against drugs--.
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led him to confine the British merchants at Guangzhou to their factories until
supplies of opium were surrendered. The conflict escalated over the rights of
merchants and British citizens, in particular the immunities of British sailors
from Chinese law. Still, British authorities and the Chinese court debated poli-
cies of concession and resistance, and full-scale warfare followed only after a se-
ries of British atracks and withdrawals. At thav point British progress upriver
roward Nanjing with successive Chinese defeacs finally led o Beijing’s milirary
humiliation, which compelled the state to cede Hong Kong and extraterrirorial
rights.”

On the face of it Japan was as vulnerable as China. But the unrest provoked
by the rise of commercial pressures mobilized not rebels against a nominally
unified empire but the ambitious leaders of autonomous feudal domains. Atten-
dance of these dainzyg ar the emperor’s court involved a large percentage of their
public expenses. Alchough public order seemed under far better control than in
China, the pressures of market forces had an effect in Japan as well. The eatly
Tokugawa after 1600 had thought to escape from decades of anarchic civil strife
and to fix a stable order on Japan, to freeze it into a pyramid of isolated and hier-
archical Confucian peace and order. The Christianity that had begun to make
inroads was violently suppressed between 1600 and 1620; foreign contacts were
prohibited by 1630. Bur over the next two centuries, population rose, a money
economy made inroads with all the inflation and debt that entailed; some peas-
ants went into market farming for the cities or specialized in crops such as rape-
seed oil or silk worms; merchants and artisans proliferated; new self-made men
'bought office and title, the samurai lost their military virtues, and the adminis-
-trative offices within the 44z and at the center proliferaced. Peasants began to
- produce for the markets and became more disputatious as they entered market
‘relations. Retainers, lords, and the shogunate itself fell further into debt—some
f the domains owed up to a couple of years of expected revenues—the currency
- was periodically debased, samurai debts had to be periodically canceled, while
frer 1800 occasional crop failures, tax gouging, and corruption produced unrest
nd frequent, if small, rebellions. Adminiserators in the daimyd oscillated be-
ween imposing forced loans and writing down interest rates on loans. Some
dministrators, often samurai of humble origins, attempted heroic reforms in

_the decades before 1850, whether for the national or the domainal ZOVEIMMENCS.
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Occasionally they resorted to setting up state monopolies for commodities. But
reformers, whether in Edo or in the domains, could also be forced our by conser-
varive samurai opposition.

Even before Commodore Matthew Perry arrived with his black ships in
1853, the Japanese old regime faced fiscal difficulties and social unrest, although
withour foreign wars as a source of crisis, which suggested that indigenous de-
velopment in its own right destabilized societies of legal privilege and rank. In-

cidents of tax protest rose in the market-oriented domains, where new crops,

especially the cultivation of silkworms, were increasing, while Samurai control
remained stronger in the less commercially developed han; and the divergence

characterized the choice of sides in the civil war at the end of the Tokugawa

order in the 1860s.*

Pause for a momenc of skeptical interrogation. Was the world from 1810
through the 1840s really in an epoch of coordinated transition? This historical
account argues that world civilizations had arrived at some parallel rhychms of
development as they interacted more intensely and systemically. Still, the wary
reader and the cautious researcher should distrust any effort just to select conve-
nient parallels. States and cultures do present a persisting individuality, as does:
any community that can be identified for study, whether at the grandest level of
empires, on a middle scale of nations and regions, or at the local level berween:
counties and villages, often between enterprises, parishes, and families. The:
world the historian investigates is differentiated, so to speak, “all the way down.™
But it is also fractal, in that at each scale similar pressures and similar rifts can be:
detected. The historian has to decide the relative importance of what is similar
and what is different; these are not measures inscribed in rhe societies them-
selves, But he or she must make a persuasive public case for these judgments;
which ultimately have to be validated by the critical reader.

We have made the case so far on the basis of fundamental and encompassing
transicions: the century-long dissolution of hereditary and ascribed relations in
the countryside; the growth of sufficient wealth to reward the growth of com-
mercial agriculture as long-distance markets thrived for wheat and rice, for tea;’
coffee, naval supplies (timber, hemp, resins), and opium; the accumulating tech-
nologies that allowed coal and steam to magnify the energy at the disposal of
labor; the denser networks of trust that let payment for investment and trade be
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postponed and reassigned to distant sources of savings—and the progressive
casting of land itself into the maelstrom of the market. The case for the global
history rests further on the ever-widening pressure from the West, whether
through the unsertling presence of Enlightenment ideas or the capacity to draw
on and transfer capital, and to move effective milicary units to far-flung shores.
Furopeans and North Americans pressed their demands no longer just on tribal
societies (although this pressure continued remorselessly), but on the ancient
states of Africa and Asia. Whether demanding that the rulers of East Asia open
their realms to trade, or calling on the Islamic territories around the Mediterra-
- nean to protect their Christian subjects, continuing to intervene militarily in
‘the republics of the New World or moving to control wider provinces of South
Asia, Europeans encroached to an ever greater extent. Where they did not directly
take over new territories (as the French did in Algeria in 1830), they pressed capitu-
ary treaties on Asian and African rulers, insisting that their own nationals face
trial only in their own courts and that Christian subjects enjoy protected status.

But finally, there was 2 worldwide blowback that constituted a global
response—the mobilization of religious loyalties throughout the globe in large
art as a reaction to the tendencies described above. Precisely as the traditional
tructures of the global old regime became unhinged, religious impulses emerged
o offer a compensatory vision. As the West encroached, and traditional rulers
eemed powerless to resist or even wished to emulare the new techniques and ideas,
rophets and saints emerged to resist. This is not to say religious beliefs were
declogical responses to social unrest. They were genuine and sprang from deep
onvictions. But they erupted as powerful organizing and missionary forces as

long-term expectations of economic and political stability melted around newly

xposed communities. Caughe in the currents, conservative elites would deploy
he traditional authorities and congregations to keep control, while the marginal
lements of society more vulnerable to social dislocation or wedded to territorial
utonomy would flock to doctrines of direct inspiration and leaders who demon-
trated it. And subsequently, as states were reconstructed, women would assert
heir own historical role by establishing a presence in significant sectors of reli-
ous and charitable activity.

-In their implicit claim to reintegrate emotional wholeness that imperial
cligious bureaucracies had deadened or market society corroded, all sorts of
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religious congregations arose to contest the new trends and sort alternative ckﬂd vo shrines, sometimes enlisted in the armies of prophets and used the in-

values. Thus, religious activism played a role in the great uncongealing of global onvictions of the faith to conceive a world of far greater emotional energy

society that was occurring. One consequence of the turbulence in the countr nd equality. Everywhere they offered an alternative collective vision of individ-

side was the generation of new messianic cults. But commodification was not the alaswellas communa) fulfillment. The city of God might become manifest only

only incitement. The stirrings of imperialist pressure also contributed. Religions ¢, but meanwhile the villages of God enlisted tremendous nineteenth-century

arose from the margins of sertlement: whether Wahhabism in eighteenth-century

- » - % + H » - . - . . .
Arabia or Mormonism in the “burnt-over district” of eastern New York stat Religious rededication, however, was not just a response of the dispossessed.

Similar movements were creared every few generations in movements character Ider elites and communities turned toward renewed faiths—responding not

ized in the American colonies as Great Awakenings, more generally as revivalis ith Pentecostal zeal, but a puritanical and intellectual rigor or quier mysticism.

new revelations, new and unlikely prophets, often women or erotically chari Jam in particular—its faithful spread from Nigeria north and east in Africa, to

matic male preachers. These would develop as faiths that tapped an outpouring he Balkans and the Middle East, thence via Central Asia and the remembered

of emotional energy, whether cathecting on other members of the community or bma1ns of the Mughal Empire to the sultanates of Malaya and Borneo—was a

on the deiry. ith in ferment. The difficulries of the Ottoman provinces of the Middle East

It is not making any judgment on the doctrinal content of religion to analyze ere a revealing crossroads. As Constantinople’s bureaucrats pressed forward

its this-worldly functions. Certainly these varied, as did political programs. Most h cheir secularizing and reformist Tanzimat edicts, the old elites of the outly-

religions could accommodate those who lived in compliance with the seculas ng empire who had earlier been the agents of administration took contradictory

order and whose values of orderliness, family transmission, and ritual served to aths. Some benefited from the new commercial activity tied in with European

strengthen it. As in other epochs, religion could serve as a buttress for social hi riding and became the Jocal notables of the modernizing empire. Others re-

erarchy as it existed. In particular chose sects or faiths tied to secular authoritie ented the displacement of the traditional “ulama’ and found new doctrines

served programs to reestablish authority, Whether the ‘wlama’ of the Otroman ngealing that called for a purification of Islam. Whether Wahhabi currencs

Empire, the appeals to Neo-Confucianism by conservative Chinese politica rom the Arabian interior, or the influence of Algerian exiles who had resisted

leaders seeking to restore the empire’s defensive capacity against the West and he French conquest and penetration of the 1830s and 1840s, or old scholars,

domestic rebels, or the so-called union of throne and altar and the reactionar slamic reformers called for a return to Quranic doctrine and the removal of

appeals of the Holy Alliance among the European courts, political programs o enturies-old accreted practices—veneration of Muslim saints and tombs, the use

monarchical restoration and imperial strengthening found support among th amulets, and such. The reform movement of Salafism took hold among the

upholders of orthodox religious establishments or rites. ucared of Damascus, somewhat as Calvinism had galvanized Swiss and French

But at the same time the sects of the periphery, or those of the popular rban congregations three centuries earlier. Salafism might rap energies similar
o those that sparked the Wahhabi revival of the Saundi state in the Arabian He-
subverted hierarchic authority even as they sometimes promised to reenergiz az, but could also argue that Islam had called for rolerance and mutual learning

oucworn creeds. Their prophets, whether Christian or Hasidic, or Muslim Sufi hol

classes, fused faich and collective appeals. Their rites seemed destabilizing and

ym Christians, whereas the Wahhabi advocared religious war and the slaying

men, preached austerity and inwardness or communal love, sometimes intens corrupt Muslims.* The contemporary reader, who reads about the recruiring by

rigor, sometimes the emancipation from tiresome rules and structures, in eithe ilitant Islam in Pakistani madrassas or Asian immigrants in Hamburg or Bir-

case a rerurn from encrusted formalism. Their adherents sang hymns, danced ingham, will be more familiar with this phenomenon in the early twenty-first
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century than one would have been fifty years ago. In the early 1800s no faith was land. The French writer Claude Henri de Rouvroy, count of Saint-Simon, who

untouched by the resources ofradical communai fEI'VOI'. The religion ofthc carly : arguﬁd Ehac faczory owners and investors constitutcd a4 new eli[c thag was far
nineteenth century could serve as a volcanic force. more important than the old upper crust of dukes and archbishops, inspired a

Moreover, just as state rivalries kindled emerging nationalism, so the new ", movement that preached his doctrines. Remove the decorative nobility and no

religious energies stimulated and provoked responses from the other faiths con- adverse consequence would follow; remove the productive elite (he cermed them

tending for the loyalties of spiricual communities: Bricish Protestants carried . ndustriels) and society must stagnate. He was farsighted: it was the new fusion

their message to the new domains being encroached on in South Asia; American - - of commercial leaders, educated civil servants, and reformist landlords who
Protestants followed the China trade with great energy. And as the imperial _would coalesce in midcentury—not only in France but throughout the world—
courts of East Asia sought to revive their fortunes later in the nineteenth century, and creace the insticutions and states that were understood to be modern.
successfully in Japan, less so in. China, they tried to strengthen supposed national . '
orthodoxies, Shined and Neo-Confucianism. These religious energies were two-

edged swords, however. Imperial rulers—including too the Ottoman sultans

Saint-Simon and his followers were sometimes termed utopian socialists. Ina
European world where a new urban working class crowded into flimsy tene-
ments, drank hard, often contracted the scourges of microbe-infected air and
and the British in India—might sponsor religious academies and patronize spiri- - water, tuberculosis and cholera or typhoid, the “social question” was to become
tual authorities in the search for reliable intermediaries and propagators of their anguishing. The workers of Paris and London at this point were hardly disci-

own legitimacy. But the energies they tapped into had their own crusading vigor lined trade unionists seeking respectability, but migrants from the country

ao]

and were not always to be contained within a pro-state program. Sufi prophets of  secking work, often casual labor, sometimes reduced to crime and prostitution.

spiritual renewal within Islam, for instance, organized their own quasi states in_ Anarchic private development augmented the problem; did not the solurion lie

. . . - . C-1¢] . . . . .
the peripheries of empire, whether the upper Nile or nor thern Nigeria.” As we'. in a far greater effort at collective organization, whether by reformist entrepre-

reflect on the vigorous revival of Istamic practices today (or Christian, too) in th neurs (as Robert Owen thought), or through workers’ cooperatives themselves (as

wake of what seemed like an unparalleled US extension of influence after 1989 Pierre-Joseph Proudhon insisted), and finally by an encompassing working-class

we should remember that the extension of national and imperial authority acros: international {as Marx would argue)? Charles Fourier argued for reorienting

the globe in the later nineteenth century provoked some similar push-back family and social functions within the boundaries of “phalansteries.” As these

from Islam and other religions. Those who render unto Caesar will awaken chose. small but energetic movements recruited followers, they built on otherwise sup-

who want to render unto God—sometimes by organizing their own purified stat pressed claims of erotic fulfillment (and in the case of some movements, erotic

authorities. repression). Others were more strictly based on reorganizing capitalism.

Quasi-religious impulses flowed into secular doctrines as well. The transfor

mations of global society could not take place without the most exciting o X )
Elusive Revolution

visions opening up to participants, both those who were enthused and those who

were uneasy. Even as some social critics feared that trade, commerce, and the ris Rebellion is sometimes used as a synonym for revolution, but there are shades of

of industry and new technologies were debasing communiy life, others saw the difference. A revolution is a rebellion that succeeds in removing a given regime

(or escaping from its jurisdiction) and installing another, even if the resules are

possibility of new concepts of emancipation and fraternity. Socialist theorists

and “utopian” projects marked the decades after the French wars. The Scotis later reversed. Revolutions are supposedly carried out in the cause of an articu-

industrialist Robert Owen preached the value of collectivist communities, and ted program for government. Rebellion refers more to revolts, against rulers

his disciples organized a few in North America as well as New Lanark in Sco

18 ]
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enjoy interim success. Rebellions can seek to institute radical and even utopian

programs of equality, or they can seck to restore economic, political, and social

orders thar participants recall as less exploitative. Modern history in general has -

witnessed revolutions and rebellions grear and small. In Europe and the Americas,

the century after 1750 was an era motivated by a newly discovered discourse of :
rights and happiness. Ies philosophers preached self-realization. Ies Romantic -

sensibility glorified man’s revolt against tyranny. All of this culminared in the

1840s and carried over into the 18505, even as a new phase of state reconstruction |

got under way.

The era berween the 1760s and 1860s concluded with two major revolu-
tionary efforts, one in Europe, the other in China—and a third if the so-called
Indian Mutiny of 1856-1857 is also counted. The uprisings of 1848-1849 in the
West erupted after several years of difficult economic conditions, including rural
immiseration and urban overcrowding, and growing impatience with the status
quo on the past of frustrated elites who wanted greater political representation.
It was not thar reform would not have ensued: in Britain the tariff had been re-

pealed; in Prussia a national patliament, or United Landtag, was finally being :f

summoned; in Rome a new young pope seemed sympathetic to reforms even as

nationalist secret societies, the so-called carbonari, called for unification of the

peninsula. Partial progress only led to more impatient demands and agiration. A

frightening peasant revolt against Polish aristocrats in Austrian Poland had

taken place in 1846, and Protestant and Catholic Swiss cantons had come to the
edge of watfare the year before. The Chartist movement in Britain managed a
last active surge as it collected signatures for universal male suffrage annual elec:
tions and secret ballots. French leftists, in opposition to the complacent Orlean-
ist regime, were organizing a campaign of political banquets. Revolution hap-

pened to be ignited in a state that was one of the weakest but had a reactionary”

ruler: the restored Bourbon monarchs of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies or
Naples. The parliament of Sicily, renewed during British occupation of the island
in 1812, was not a popularly elected legislature, bur an assembly of hereditary
magnates. On January 12, 1848, they declared themselves in revolt against the

monarch across the straits in mainland Naples. Revolution soon spread in the

Tralian staces, and then to France and the Germanies with extraordinary speed
Monarchs quickly abdicated, or at least conceded constitutions and summoned
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liberal ministers to office, as if the governing powers realized how illegitimate
they were held to be. These spring months of easy triumph were precarious in
curn, however. They rested on a coalition between democrats infused with ideals
of Romantic populism and the reform-minded among the civil servants and new
bourgeois who had acceded to influence since 1815. The Romantic intellectuals
Providcd the gestures and the rhetoric; the more solid men sought to build new
institutions. But 1848 also saw the emergence of an urban prolerariat whose de-
mands and recurrent street demonstrations were frightening enough to alienate
the liberals whom they had helped bring to power, and the coalition fell apart.
Three days of strect fighting in Paris, not in February when the monarchy fell, but
in June when the working class threw up barricades, undermined the revolution,
~ In the presidential elections scheduled for December 1848, Louis Napoleon, the
~ nephew of Bonaparte, gathered many of the votes of the urban middle classes
 frightened by radicalism, and of the peasants who likewise wanted an end to
months of demonstrations and liked the name of the emperor, whose reputation
. for victories and national pride was still powerful.

Elsewhere the process of rolling up the revolution took even less time. Mili-
tary and tough-minded civilian advisers counseled the king of Prussia and che
new young emperor of Austria to reassert their authority. Moreover, the moder-
ates’ national agenda failed. Whether in Italy, norchern Germany, or the Aus-
trian crown lands, middle-class moderates could realize their objective only by
defearing Austria. This they failed to do. They remained concerned preeminently
with defending their own cities, but not assisting their fellow rebels in other cen-
ters of revolution, thus could be successively defeated by Habsburg generals in
their would-be national capitals: Milan, Prague, eventually Venice and Buda-
pest. The German liberals had also sought to summon an all-German legislature
‘in Frankfurt, bur did not know how to solve the conflicts that existed among
ethnic claims. The Habsburgs, who under the energetic minister-president Felix
zu Schwarzenberg and a new, young emperor, Franz Joseph, recovered their
nerve and authority by the aurumn of 1848, responded to the Frankfurt liberals
that if the Austrian Empire was to form part of a new German national federa-
tion, the monarchy must enter as an integral unit with its non-German nation-
alities, Bohemians and Hungarians. The Prussians did not wish to leave out their
Polish subjects. The Frankfurt assembly would be suppressed before a “small

| 8}
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German” alternative without the Habsburgs might be launched. Frustrated rad- Americas were liberal enough that no revolutionary upheavals ook place. The

icals revolted again in the spring of 1849, most seriously the Hungarians whose United States was busy absorbing its recent conquests from Mexico. The slavery

national militia defeated the Austrians. Now the Russians decided that the agi- issue prccluded any coalition of radicals. Britain’s institutions were sufficiently

tation must be calmed and, with Vienna’s approval, intervened. The Austrians liberal—if its suffrage hardly democratic-—that it could escape unscathed excepr

themselves extinguished the revived Italian national aspirations led by the king” for massive outdoor gatherings on behalf of the People’s Charter. At the other

extreme, Russia was still able to resist and repress any liberal assault before it
went beyond salon chatrer. Still, elsewhere in the West, the age of positivism, of

of Sardinia (whose kingdom, despite its official name, was based in Piedmont or
Savoy) and Venice’s own republic, while Louis Napoleon, newly elected as presi-
dent of the French Republic, wooed French Catholics by sending troops to wipe realism, of solid moneymaking and middle-class aspirations was to begin—and
3:he geographic boundaries of states would soon be transformed.

In Asia, though, the huge convulsions lay elsewhere. China was weakened by
the outcome of 1842, and then the vast upheaval of the Taiping, which would

cost twenty to thirty million lives. This was hardly a liberal revolution, but in

out the Roman republic that had wrested power from the pope. A detachment
of Prussian troops vacated the Frankfurc parliament and restored dynastic
authority in Dresden and Baden. Richard Wagner, the composer, and his friend

Gottfried Semper—Ilater to design the grandiose Dresden opera house—fled
fact a civil war that originated in the ethnic clashes, new endemic banditry, and

‘eschatological protest. The fragmented gentry’s capacity for ensuring the seabiliry
‘of the Yangzi region and the tradition of self-policing communities were badly
frayed. The dynasty and its administracors faced multiple challenges—the con-
tinuing and humiliating pressure from Europeans for economic and legal priv-

from the Saxon barricades. The Austrian and Neapolitan dynasties were not
charitable toward defeated revolutionaries, and their firing squads worked
overtime,

What was snuffed our in 1849 was not the entire program, but the romantic

elemenrs—the belief that each national group might discover and build a state __
ileges, the erosion of a precarious economic order among poor and crowded

settlements, and the addition of messianic Christian ideas to the repertory of
redemptive hopes that frequently inspired protests. The Yangzi region, as during
e earlier White Lotus rebellion, was roiled by conflicts among new migrants,

on its own Folksgeist, the genius of its people. Likewise the claims that personal
liberty might motivate state building. Some parliaments survived the repres-
sion. The Savoy or Piedmontese “statute” and parliament conceded by King Carlo

Alberto in the spring of 1848 would become the constitution and parliament of
an Chinese, and communities of non-Han peoples, by grievances at the Man-

hu leadership that had been humiliated in 1842, and by the pressure of taxes in

the Kingdom of Italy in 1860-1861. The Prussian parliament summoned in 1847
remained in being, although the suffrage would be restricted and skewed in favor
of the wealthy. The last measures of formal serfdom remained abolished in the - ncreasingly scarce silver currency. Christian missionaries proposed a gospel thar
: might fuse or confuse radical social ideas with promises of ultimate salvation. A
|eader emerged in Hong Xiuquan, born to immigrant peasant proprierors in

814, studious but failing to pass the all-important civil service exams, and then

Austrian Empire. France would never again become a monarchy under its eradi-
tional dynastic families. Governments would recognize the force of public opin-

ion as represented in assemblies and the press. The “winners” would continue the
onverted to a millenarian Christianity by a Chinese missionary convert with a

umbled but austere doctrine of Chinese degradation and the need for redemp-
ion. The “Good Words to Exhort the Age” foresaw Chinese tribulations, such
s also usually portended dynastic collapse, and left the concept of heavenly

program of bringing the market to the countryside—the Piedmontese liberals
would embark on extensive secularization in the 1866s, as would the Mexican
liberals, who passed the Lerdo Law, dissolving not only church holdings but

Indian village communes as well.
<ingdom—imperial or supernatural—ambiguous. For Hong the “Good Words”

were combined with denunciations of the Manchus and Confucian appeals to
ectitude and good order and his own personal vision of having been transformed

There were some exceptions to the revolutionary ferment. Where representa-
tive institutions were already in place and public debate remained untrammeled,
young, frustrated middle-class crowds did not tend to rush into the streets, The
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physically as well as spiritually by God during a serious illness after his third *

examination failure. Wich his own first converts he migrated inland from the

Canton coast to preach in the hilly soucthwest of Guangxi and found a receptive

hearing among the fellow Hakka, or northern Chinese migrants in the south.

Over the next years branches of the God Worshipping Society metastasized in -

the province and brought forth new leaders, includinga gifted military commander,
Yang Xiuging. Conflicts with locals and bandits under famine conditions dur-
ing 1849-1850 led to the assembling of an army thousands strong and the procla-

mation of the Heavenly Kingdom of Great Peace in January 1851. A Manchu

force sent to disperse them was defeated and its general decapitated.

Thereafter the Taiping army moved up the Yangzi, growing in size to a horde |
of over three hundred thousand, taking Wuchang, Anging, then Nanjing in-
March 1853, killing all the Manchu inhabitants. Four kings were appointed .'

alongside Hong, who claimed the titles “king of heaven,” Tianwang, and “sec-

ond son of God,” and allowed Yang Xiuging to assert his claim as third son,

filled with the Holy Spirit. The Land Regulation of the Heavenly Dynasty de-
creed from Nanjing envisaged that the countryside would be divided into unirs

of twenty-five families each. Wine, opium, and tobacco were prohibited, as were .

nonmariral sexual relations, which, as might be expected from earlier such uto-
pian foundings, did not preclude exemptions and privileges among the hierar-
chy. From Nanjing the Taiping divided their forces to attack north and west. But

the expedition to Beijing failed at Tianjin, and its remnants were wiped out in:

the spring of 18ss. .

The forces of order who organized to resist this wave of what they perceived

as Christian radical barbarism were local gentry commanders who had raised
ethnic militias since the White Lotus rebellion, the talented Zeng Guofan in the
lead. They defended an ideology of puritan Confucianism, which stressed the
traditional precepts of a well-ordered social hierarchy under the emperor bu

combined with a mastery of new military technology, a reorganized Chinese

(and not Manchu) army, and a less oppressive tax system. They did not immedi:
ately prevail, however. The Taiping held a three-hundred-mile stretch of th
Yangzi from Wuchang to Zhenjiang and scored important victories in 1855—

1856. Nonetheless, conflicting ambitions and ruthless mutual jealousies wer

dividing the rival Taiping “kings,” who murdered each other successively along
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with their families and thousands of adherents. Despite the bloodbarths, the
Taiping reorganized and found a new gifted military commander and civilian
administraror in Hong Ren’gan, who was a cousin of Hong Xiuquan and moved
to turn toward 2 more orthodox Christianity and connections with the mercan-
tile elements downriver in Shanghai. Still, the process of attrition became stron-
gereven though the Beijing court distrusted Zeng’s local initiatives and strength.
‘The imperial forces moved to control the Yangzi above the Taiping and scored
victories below them. The rebels failed to take the Wuhan cities to their west.
Hong Ren'gan sought to assure the British in Shanghai that he would form a
more orderly administrarion than the Manchu court, who had just lost another
war against che British. But the British minister in China, Frederick Bruce, was
convinced that the Taiping of any stripe were radical, unreliable, and inimical to
the interests of commercial order. With French assistance che British helped ferry
imperial troops upriver. In July 1864, Hong died, perhaps, so it was rumored,
poisonecl, and Zeng Guoquan, the brother of Zeng Guofan, conquered Nanjing,
massacred its inhabirants, and burned the city.

The civil war had raged over an area equivalent to France and Germany for
almost a decade and a half and had involved a million insurgents in military
campaigns. Another vast civil war half a world away in the United Startes was
grinding its rebel armies to defeat in the same months. Could the Taiping have
prevailed and toppled the Manchu dynasty? They had engendered tremendous
loyalties on the basis of an eschatological program. Nonetheless, their communi-
ties also remained outside the traditional society of the countryside. In this they
-differed from some of the other forces for endemic disorder in China, whether
‘the ethnic uprisings of the Miao aborigines in the 18305 or the simultaneous re-
bellion of the Nian further north, who like the White Lotus and Triads in effect
‘permeated peasant life. Anti-Manchu the Taiping mighe be, but they also re-
mained outsiders among the Han Chinese majority. The local elites of the Yangzi
region, moreover, were not prepared to see a Manchu dynasty toppled ac che cost
of unrest. In chis, as we shall see, they resembled the forces of order, who would
- build new regimes conducive to reform from above throughour Europe, the Amer-
cas, Japan, and the Ottoman Empire.”

It was not surprising that the British had decided to join in the suppression
of this persistent rebellion. Seven years eatlier they had faced their own frightening
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uprising, the so-called Indian Mutiny of 1857, which in fact had threatened to
develop as a major revolt against their thin presence in India. Ostensibly it had
started as a revolt among the Muslim soldiers whom the English had recruited to
police their growing acquisitions in northern and central India as they wove one
native principality after another into their dominion, whether by displacing its
ruler or having him recognize London’s authority. But, as C. A. Bayly empha-
sizes, there was a long history of forcible resistance to Mughal taxation and then
to the takeover of territory and financial rights by the EIC in the previous de-
cades. “Revolt was inevitable in areas where more fluid, segmented forms of
polities had been preserved by climate or terrain from the weaker pressures of
Mughal centralisation.”* The British presence meant new pressure to support
the EIC’s army and to extract crops for export. It was easier for the English to
co-opt urban Indian elites than the diffuse forces of the countryside, which of-
ten were galvanized by religious reform movements. But no consistent socioeco-
nomic background seems to have united the revolutionary forces; in some places
they were hard-pressed villages squeezed by new taxes; in others, new peasant
proprietors that the British had counted on as the basis for a new loyal class. Ru-
ral class divisions increased in the decades after 1857, not before. Those magnates
who had done well in the preceding half century as the British moved in hesi-
tated to throw in their lot with the rebels, as did civil servants and Indians in
commerce.

Still, because the British were a numerically small presence in a massive ter-
rain, the uprisings had the potential to destroy their position throughout the
subcontinent. The revolt broke out when the British commander of a local garri-
son punished soldiers who refused to distribute new rifle cartridges greased with
animal fat. The colonizers soon confronted frightening and widespread uprisings,
which they believed were encouraged by the shadowy and hardly substantive au-
thority of the Mughal dynasty in Delhi. The rebels held Delhi from May to Sep-
tember 1857 and besieged Lucknow until November. But the British never lost
control of the Ganges valley and the trunk road between Delhi and Calcutta, nor
of their base in Bengal. They retained the loyalty of the Sikh units in the Punjab
and could march east on beleaguered Delhi. Once the British overcame the emer-
gency, they would force the formal end of the Mughals and take over their posi-
tion, transferring formal power from the EIC to their own officials.
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In China they finally threw their lot in on the side of the dynasty, recogniz-
ing a fundamentally different structure. The Chinese dynasty was weak, but the
country was not built on a substructure of principalities that might be subordi-
nated to London’s governance. China remained a still-massive cultural and po-
litical entity whose government could grant them the concessions they needed.
Between 1856 and 1860, the British gained additional territory for Hong Kong
and further commercial connections in the so-called Second Opium (or Arrow)
War, triggered by the Guangzhou police’s effort to arrest Chinese crew members
on an opium vessel, the 4rrow, formerly—but no longer—under British registry.
The move provoked the British admiral to bombard Guangzhou; the Whigs in
parliament challenged Prime Minister Palmerston over the bellicose response,
but were set back in new clections. Responding to the murder of a French mis-
sionary, Napoleon III threw in his forces alongside London’s. The British and
French attacked Chinese forts up the coast in Tianjin, forced an armistice that
opened new treaty ports along the northern coast, allowed missionaries the right
to travel, imposed reparations, and finally compelled the Chinese to legalize the
domestic sale of opium, a move they had managed to resist after 1842. The right
to exploit the opium commerce had been the longer-term objective of the London
government. When the newly gained acquisitions proved difficult to enforce,
the British commander, Lord Elgin, the son of the Elgin who had carted home
the Parthenon’s frieze, attacked Beijing, torched the summer palace (partly de-
signed in French rococo style), extracted higher reparations, acquired the Kow-
loon territory around Hong Kong, and added Tianjin to the treaty ports. It was
this debacle coupled with the evident weakness of the rulers that would finally
compel reorganization of the empire—increasingly as a Chinese national state
and less as a Manchu dynastic enterprise. Having secured the compliance of Bei-
jing, the British decided that propping up their official source of their semicolo-
nized regime was preferable to watching it succumb to xenophobic and unre-
strained radicals.”®

In any case, the end of the Taipings—like the extirpation of the Indian Mutiny
seven years earlier, like the defeat of Polish rebels a year earlier in 1863, like the
collapse and surrender of the Confederate States of America a year later, and the
failure of the feudal Tokugawa forces in 1868 Japan—suggested that rebellion
was a forlorn option. The long century of modern statechood would be built on
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the ashes of revolution, the reform of instirutions not from “below”—not by the
effort by peasant or national populists to bring about the millennium—but by
programs of modernization and rationalization carried out both by farseeing
conservative statesmen and middle classes, enchusiasts of the 18405 who had bc—_:
come the sagacious statesmen of the 18s0s and 1860s. Their achievement, too;
would require violence, but the measured and direcred violence of warfare and

repression, not rebellion.

2. Reconstruction on a World Scale

DEVELOPMENTS from 1850 to 1880 wrought major transformations in the
organization of states across the globe. They constitute a genuine “moment” of
world history. Political jurisdictions changed as territorial states were torn apare
from within and then reconstitured on a more cohesive basis. Local leaders found
that more distant authorities had greater say over their power and their finances.
The social origins of men claiming public office and influence became more
diverse. Whether by virtue of their professional educarion, or industrial and finan-
cial wealth, newcomers who came from outside the ranks of landowning elires,
old families, or military office achieved a far greater voice over public affairs. They
hardly replaced the former ruling groups; usually they were recruited to serve
alongside them in moments when their exclusion threatened state survival or
stability.

Long-distance communication, movement of peoples, and shipment of geods
became more rapid and dense. Global space seemed more of a continuum, suffused
no longer by divine transcendence but by vibrations of unseen energy. Paradoxi-
cally, for all the awareness of rapid communication, intellectual systems rarely
became more cosmopolitan or tolerant. Ideas of pervasive rivalry and conflicr
often replaced dreams of fraternity. War “fulfills its cruel but indispensable role in
the progress of the human spirit,” wrote Italian observers of the Prussian triumph
over France in December 1870.>* The appeal to brotherhood tended to relocate
from patriots and poets to proletarians greeting their supposed class brothers.

These developments pose two fundamental puzzles. The first is why so many
decisive changes seemed to occur concurrently with such suddenness. The tempo
of change is mysterious in many large-scale phenomena—"“tipping points” can be
modeled for many fields, but why they come when they do remains to challenge
natural scientists and historians alike. The second riddle is why so many states

and societies worldwide underwent analogous transformations at the same time.
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Compression in time and extension across space remain to challenge explana-
tion. Why does history become global? The reconstruction of states became an.
imperative in the Western Hemisphere, whether in the divided and then recon-
stituted United States, a reorganized Canadian federation, a Mexico that lost
vast territories to irs northern neighbor but then went on to defeat a French in-
vader, or an Argentina that threw off dictatorship. Europe, too, was reassembled:
at its center and at the edges. Italian and German nationalists achieved unifica-
tion, Austria-Hungary renegotiated its ethnic balance of power; the Spanish:
monarchy was abolished, briefly pulverized, and then patched together, the Ot-:
toman state redefined its constituent principles; while the military and bureau-:
crats of the Russian Empire sought to overcome what they recognized as the'
beserting impediments of serfdom. In East Asia ambitious Japanese samurai ad
ministrators determined to create an effective modern state that would challenge.
the ingrown shogunate; and frustrated Chinese officials endeavored to mobilize:
Confucian principles to reverse their polity’s catastrophic experience of rebel-
lion, floods, and foreign incursion.
No doubt the process was infectious. States exist in an implicitly competitive -
universe. Major initiatives in one must impact on others. But not just diffusion :;
or contagion was at stake. Pressures for transformation arose from within many
societies simultaneously. We can't rerun the course of history to test whether or |
not regimes in isolation would or would not have reconstrucred their institu
tions. Before 1850 the Japanese state had been the large polity most insulated:
perhaps from foreign impact. It went into a fifteen-year crisis and transforma
tion only after the ourer world seemed finally to press determinedly at its gates,

but there were certainly many pressures emanating from its own stratified soci

ety that were likely to compel far-reaching adjustment, and we cannot know hov
much change they would have compelled on their own. Did change, moreover;
always emanate from “below”? Marx famously distinguished the “forces o
production”—the levels of technology, and the social classes they broughe to the
fore—from the “relations of production” inscribed in legal and political institu
tions. He saw the pressures of the former leading to crises and revolutionary ad :
justments in the larter. Yer most historians are likely to describe a recursive pro
cess with many feedbacks, just as they envisage a recursive relationship betwee
the realm of ideas and that of economic progress.
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Many aspects of ordinary life, moreover, did not change qualitatively in the
period, or changed ar a less disrupting pace. This particular history follows the
world of political transactions, not household existence and not the bonds of
intimate loyalties. For masses of people the events recorded here did not seem to
impact on their daily routines. The worker enclosed from sunup to sundown ina
noisy textile mill, the domestic servant cleaning and cooking, the young man
single-mindedly smitten by the young woman he passed daily on the streer, the
child savagely cuffed by a stepparent, the rural family facing hunger from drought
and erosion, may not have sensed their lives were being transformed by a com-
mon sovereign for Naples and Florence, or 2 new German civil code, a new defi-
nition of Ottoman citizenship, or the burning of the Chinese emperor’s summer
palace by French and British soldiers. The chance to vote for a delegate to a
national partiament hardly allowed the abused child to strike back, or the do-
mestic servant to be impertinent, or, in many areas of the world, the young woman
to follow her own inclinations in matters of the heart. Nonetheless, stares would
irrevocably touch even humble lives. They could expand educational opportuni-
s, facilitate employment, encourage (or impede} inward and outward migra-
tion, insist on the ending of inherited personal bondage—if only to send the for-
merly bonded into the constraints of hard agricultural labor or long factory
disciplines. States sometimes expanded and probably sometimes constrained the
possibilities of personal fulfillment and household life. But then the pressures
within millions of households had sent states careening as well.

The state was to be strengehened, but largely to remain viable in a world of
state competitiveness, and only indirectly to cope with issues of poverty and
“income maintenance, except that order had to be maintained. Commentatoxs
;:' tended to analyze the social costs of economic transition as a problem of indi-
idual or family difficulty, sometimes based on poverty, sometimes on moral
failures. "They organized charities, benevolent associations, educational reform,
:nd later on, crusades for temperance and against sexual trafficking. Above all,
erious-minded middle-class women, who could not go into politics, could de-
vote their energy to these efforts on behalf of respectability and sobriety.” In the
West, these reformist if sometimes patronizing attitudes had begun to emerge a
decade or two before midcentury. The formation of reform associations, which
took off in Britain and the United States in the 1830s, but marked the continent
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The world of states that emerged by 1880 was a different one from that of a
generation earlier—in Asia as well as the West. By then, despice the reluctance of
some of its organizers, the state would have to engage with serious social issues—
whether farm distress in Central Europe and western North America, factory

in subsequent decades, whether through the St. Vincent de Paul societies in
France, or the Lutheran Church Diet in Germany, were part of the tremendous
organizational effort that nineteenth-century society generated. Similar earnest-
ness marked those in non-Western socicties who responded to the Western chal-
lenge. Both Christian and Muslim intellectuals throughout the Levant and regulation and even old age in Germany, or opium addiction and military back-
wardness in China. It was a world of projects and work—the labor of organizing
enterprises, of reforming education, of writing huge novels and large symphonies,
pressing forward with ambitious political programs, uplifting darker-skinned
peoples as well as working them hard for low wages, wagering on warfare.

Egypt argued for the need to strengthen Eastern societies through urging them
to learn about the scientific progress and discoveries recently made in Europe,
and infusing them with a stronger sense of unity among “Fasterners.””® The ex-
traordinary influence of the didactic tract Self-Help by the British author Samuel
Stniles testified to the search for self-strengthening measures. The Scottish auchor
began as a political reformer and a critic of laissez-faire, not the smug justifier of
success or wealth. An Arabic translation was published in Cairo and Beirut in . Iron and Blood
several editions as early as 1886, followed over the years by editions in Chinese, Technological transformation was a critical input to the reorganization of states.

: Bismarck told the Prussian parliament in 1862 that the great questions of the day
were being decided not by high ideals and lofty speeches, but by “blood and
iron.” He was correct. But the role of iron was newer than the role of blood. The
British had achieved commercial supremacy, and built the financial leadership
that came with it, originally on mechanized cotton and textile production (and
indirectly slave and proletarian labor). The cotton mills erected in new industrial
towns such as Manchester or soon thereafrer in Lille, France, or Pawrucker,
Rhode Istand, were large sheds that grouped ingenious but relatively light ma-
chines powered by water or steam to spin and weave unprecedented quantities
of fiber into textiles. So far as the organization of society was concerned, their
epoch-making innovation was to induce a workforce to assemble together under
a time discipline set by the proprietors as the condition for rapping hitherto un-
dreamed of quantities of nonanimate power to apply to their labor. Textile facto-

Punjabi, and Japanese, which sold a million copies.”
The poet Henry Wadsworth Longfellow, supremely talented in giving senci-
mental voice to middle-class pieties, wrote, “Life is real, life is earnest, and the
grave is not its goal.” Above all the midcentury world was earnest. Institution
building reflected the earnestness. The personalist regimes of the 1820s and
1830s—Iled by such brilliant, reformist, but often autocratic generals as Simon
Bolivar, “the Liberator” in Colombia and Venezuela, Mehmer Ali in Egypt and
the Middle East, and, in some respects though under constitutional restraines
Andrew Jackson—seemed less suitable for the midcentury decades. Witness the
repeated disasters incurred by the vainglorious Mexican gencral Antonio Lope
de Santa Anna. Giuseppe Garibaldi, whose small expeditionary force ignitec
Sicily and southern Iraly in 1860, was the closest to the Latin American model
but when he got to the midpoint of the peninsula he turned his forces over to th
organizers of Italian unification from the north. The leaders who set their stam ries and later iron-smelting furnaces brought new urbanization, as suggested by
on state building were serious and conservative, personifications of gravitas an the sample of city populations in Table 1.1.
Hard upon this transformed productive process arrived a wave of innovation
in transportation of people and goods, based on self-propelled steam engines
that ran on parallel rails or were mounted on ships. James Watt had developed
the decisive improvements that made the modern steam engine possible as early

patience—whether Abraham Lincoln, Benito Judrez, Otto von Bismarck, I
Hirobumi, who was active in Meiji politics into the twentieth century, or th
remarkable Zeng Guofan, the organizer of victory against the Taiping and con
rinual advocate of Chinese technology and modernization. Chinese conditions

however, did not let such clear-sighted recommendations prevail. as the 1730s. His design condensed the spent steam in a cooling compartment
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TABLE 1.1
Selected urban populations

18oc 1850 1390
London 959,000 2,362,000 4,212,000 _:
Paris § 47,000 1,053,000 2,448,000
Naples 400,000 {est.) 415,000 463,000
New York 63,000 661,000 2,741,000
Chicago — 30,000 1,100,000 -
Manchester/Salford 90,000 389,000 704,000
St. Petersburg 270,000 490,000 1,003,000,

Sonree: Adna Ferrin Weber, The Growth of Cities in the Nineteenth Century (Ichaca, NY: Cornell Universicy’
Dress, 1967}, p. 450, table 163.

separate from the chamber in which the heated steam drove the piston, thus

avoiding having to cool the engine between strokes. Watt had also devised the
off-center fastening of the connecting rod that could convere the reciprocal
action of the piston into the smooth rotary motion of a wheel. From 1803, the

innovations were fitted to the paddlewheel boat that could travel upstream and:

propel a vessel no longer dependent on wind direction. By the 1830s steamboats.
were traveling intercontinentally. They did not displace sailing vessels right away
but in fact led sailing ship designers to perfect the rapid clippers that expanded
the China trade. As early as 1804 the steam engine was fitted to a vehicle chat
could run on parallel rails to haul iron, and a passenger stcam train was installed
in Wales in 1807. The first routes that had more than curiosity value were opened.
in 1830 in Britain and the United Srates—Manchester to Liverpool, Washing:
ton to Baltimore, Boston to its suburbs and then to Worcester, from Nurcmbcrg
to its suburb of Fiirth in 1834, from Brussels to Mechelen in 1835, from the sum-
mer palace town of Tsarskoe Selo to St. Petersburg, and by 1851 in India, 1855
across Panama, 1857 in Argentina, and 1872 from Tokyo to Yokohama. In the
18505, mileage began to increase significantly: World railroad construction had
amounted to 4,700 miles by 1840; then 19,200 by 1850; 43,299 by 1860; 63,3oof
by 1870; 101,100 ten years later by 1880; 152,200 by 1890. By 1850, US rail mileage
was close to 8,600 miles; by 1861, 30,600, with 21,000 in the North {of which
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11,000 in the midwestern states from Ohio to Kansas, Missouri, and Minne-
sota), and 9,500 in the South. By the end of the century world rail mileage was
close to half a million miles, of which the United States had 185,000, while Britain,
Germany, France, and European Russia had about 25,000 to 30,000 each.*
These were extraordinary developments, less because they displaced canal
and eurnpike traffic at first, but because they increased speed and incentivized
technological breakchroughs. “Breasting the wind and light, the shower and
sunshine, away and still away, [the steam train] rolls and roars, fierce and rapid,

» <

smooth and certain.” “We believe that the steam engine, upon land, is to be one
of the most valuable agents of the present age, because it is swifter than the grey-
hound, and powerful as a thousand horses, because it has no passions and no
motive, because it is guided by its directors, because it runs and never ires, be-
cause it may be applied to so many uses, and expanded to any strength.”* The
technologies entailed in turn a vast expansion of iron {and lacer steel) production
and fashioning—a far more power-intensive process chan textiles required and
one in turn calling for the extraction of huge amounts of coal and ore (Table 1.2).
Britain would forge ahead into this era of heavy machinery and by the 1860s iron
ships, developing new techniques for smelting iron and then purifying it into
steel, requiring ever-larger tonnages of coal and coke. Britain, however, would
increasingly share its economic preeminence with Germany and the United
States. They increased the demand for coal, then for steel, which in turn required
expansion of rail service to haul the coal and ore.

Building railways required organizing large pools of investors. Coordinating
rail lines over long distances encouraged decentralized modular management
rechniques as well as centralized supervision. The early short trains moved slowly
but much faster than lurching coaches. Before the railroad, almost a week was
required to cover the 380 miles from Pitesburgh to New York; by 1860 it was a
day’s journey. Mideentury wars—the large brural combats that marked the seam
dividing the first half the cencury from the second: Crimea, the American Civil
War, the German wars of unification—accelerated the technology of moving
individuals, large groups of soldiers, and their equipment. Pullman sleeping cars
became an actainable upper-middle-class luxury in the late 1860s, brought into
American public consciousness by Lincoln’s funeral train, Transporting dead
cows or swine en masse was a greater challenge. The development of refrigerator

{99 ]




CHARLES S§S. MAIER

TABLE 1.2

Production of coal, pig iron, and raw steel (in millions of metric tons)

UK Germany USA

Coal

1830 22.8 1.8 0.8

1870 112.0 26.4 36.3

1910 269.0 152 + 70 lignite 473.0
Pigiron

1830 0.69 O.11 0.17

1870 6.06 1.26 1.69

1910 10.57 13.17 27.10
Raw steel

1870 0.334 0.13 0.77

1890 3.64 2.10 434

1910 6.48 13.10 25.71

Sourees: British and German Statistics from B. R. Mitchell, European Historical Statistics, 1750-1970
(London: Macmillan, 1978), tables D2, D7, and D8. The German figures separated their significant lignite
production from the aggregated bituminous and anthracite output (Steinkohl). Anthracite and bicuminous
coals provide approximately the same range of BT'U per ton; the calorific content of lignite ranges from about
30 to 5o pereent of the higher grades. US statistics from Historical Statistics of the United States, Earliest Times
to the Present: Millennial Edition, ed. Susan B. Carter, Scott Sigmund Gartner, Michael R. Haines, Alan L.
Olmstead, Richard Sutch, and Gavin Wright (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2006). For coal, data
has been aggregated from tables Db67 (anthracite) and Db6o (bituminous); pig iron data can be found in table
Db74; and raw steel data can be found in table Dd399. The original figures for US coal and raw steel were given
in short tons (= 2,0001b) and have been converted, for purposes of comparison, to metric tons (= 1,000kg or

2,2001b).

cars during the 1880s enabled the railroads to move dressed meat to eastern centers
of urban population from vast interior pastures and slaughtering depots (them-
selves now mechanized, with carcasses traveling on overhead chains to be
butchered progressively at successive work stations). The invention of a practical
compressed-air brake allowed these now longer trains to operate at higher
speeds with their huge momentum under control from the locomotive.

The railroad influenced political organization in two fundamental ways—
first by reinforcing the credibility of the nation-state as a cohesive arena of
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collective decision making, second by enabling and favoring new coalitions of
historical actors to seize leadership within states. The future prime minister of
Piedmont and the statesman instrumental in Italian unification, the liberal Count
Camillo Benso di Cavour, understood the impact: “The steam engine is a discov-
ery that can only be compared in terms of the magnitude of its consequences
with that of printing or even better the American continent. The influence of
railroads will extend itself throughout the universe. In those countries that have
artained a high degree of civilization, they will impart to industry tremendous
growth; their economic results will be magnificent from the outset and they will
accelerate the progressive movement of society. But the moral effects must be even
greater that their material effects in our eyes, and especially notable in those
nations that are currently lagging in their ascent as modern peoples. For them
the railroads will be more than a means of enrichment, but a powerful weapon
with whose aid they will overcome the retarding forces that are holding them in
a baleful state of industrial and political infancy.”*

So, too, the Prussian state officials, contemplating their state strung from the
Belgian to the Russian border across the plains and woods, understood that the
railroad would knit together a geographical structure that had little inherent
unity; and the military elite understood that it would allow troops to be moved
from one frontier to another. By 1870 Prussia possessed an armature of railroad
lines that complemented the institutions being created for greater state cohesion
and potential leadership of an emerging German national unit. The Italians set
to building lines from north to south as soon as they could after unification, al-
though the fiscal burden bore heavily on the peasantry of the south and helped
ignite an endemic rebellion. For Canada, the early railroads posed an existential
dilemma. Business and political leaders had to eicher get the state to underwrite
costs and link western settlements to Montreal and thence to the New York rail-
roads and Atlantic ports, or let the fledgling Canadian nation risk separating
into units that would be connected southward to the various US states. Because
Britain had opened its markets to wheat from all sources and not just its own
overseas dominions, the outlets were urgent. The first major decision came in
1849, when a railroad guarantee act facilitated the construction of railroad links
to the New York Central, allowing Canadian grain to get to ice-free ports. The
Montreal-to-Boston line opened two years later. For those countries that spanned
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a conrinent—the United States, Canada, and later the Russian Empire-— '

national polirical and commercial ambitions led pro-railroad coalitions to ad-

vocate that tracks should span the immense distances from East to West (as for

Argentina and Chile, north-south construction was likewise comp elling). Once
its Civil War ended, the United States sutured rogether its first transcontinental
fine in 1869. A decade and a half later, completion of the Canadian Pacific Rail-

road in 1885 could be celebrated as the great Canadian national epic. It may
well have been a defensive response to the transcontinental US rail lines.®* The.

Russian state laid down its trans-Siberian line only in the first years of the ewenti

eth century, but the fiscal exertions that were required aroused strong opposition-
to the reformist prime minister, Count Sergei Witte, who determinedly pressed.-
the project forward. In China, the railroad advocates could not find the same::
support. An early line in Beijing was removed; the 1876 British-built line from:

Shanghai to nearby Wusong offended the government’s sense of sovercignry and

was destroyed the next year. Reform-minded officials understood the stakes and-

outlined the consequences. Xue Fucheng despairingly reported that “all the Eu-
ropean countries are competing with one another for wealth and strength and
their rise to prosperity is rapid. What they rely upon are steamships and rail

roads . .. if the system of railways trains is not used, China can never be rich and-.
strong” He understood the impact on prices: America built railroads whenever

it opened untilled land: and one could travel from New Yorl to San Francisco’
ten times as rapidly as one might under Chinese conditions and at one-tenth the
price, But if China should adopt the railroad, “chen distant areas could be brought-
near, the stagnant could be made to flow, the expense could be saved, and the scat--
tered could be concenerated.” And as other officials warned, Japan was following:

these policies with aggressive intent.®
Railroads appealed to private investors and rulers alike. Above all they ap

pealed to investors when the state guaranteed the returns, as it did in Canada:
from 1849, and in France under the Second Empire, which struck bargains with:
the six major lines radiating outward from Paris, as did the "Third Republic in the:
1880s. Railroads were major investments, but they were immensely profirable be-:
cause national governments provided indirect subsidies, whether through rax con-
cessions, guarantees of interest on the bonds issued, or help in acquiring land. The
United States and again the Canadians, in their second phase of development :
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offered alternate square-mile tracts along the right-of way, often with valuable
mineral rights, but also designed to tempt sextlers. As the rulers of imperial pos-
sessions, the British would build railroads across India for purposes of defense as
well as development. Late developers imported capital and technology. Sultan
Abdiilhamid (1878-1908) in the Ottoman Empire, and Porfirio Diaz (his almost
exact contemporary as authoritarian president of Mexico from 1878 to 1911),
worked with the Germans and Americans, respectively.

Railroad construction shaped the internal political coalitions that domi-
nated states with representative institutions, or at least stock exchanges. With
state guarantees, railroad consortia attracted both those groups that controlled
financial capital and those agrarian elites who could mobilize the wealth of
commodity production. Even before the American Civil War the outlines had
emerged, as powerful railroad interests supported by Illinois Democratic Party
senator Stephen Douglas bowed to Southern party members to secure the terri-
rorial administration in the West that was seen as the prerequisite for investing

in further rail lines. The Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854 sponsored by Douglas
_and elogquently opposed by Abraham Lincoln stipulated that local voters should

be able to legalize slavery in their respective territories despite the earlier prohibi-
tion on allowing it to be instituted so far norch. Douglas and the railroads won
the issue temporarily, only to inflame the underlying national conflict over slavery.
Within a decade the railroad sutured together Chicago and its agrarian hinter-
land but further divided the country. Ironically, che North’s extensive rail devel-
opmenc helped it prevail in the great war that Lincoln was to conduct against the
secessionist South. Rail lines let the North project force into the central areas of
Georgia, Tennessee, and the Mississippi Valley, and slowly choke the Confeder-
acy. The great spurt in Southern railroads began in the years after 1865, although
fhc crisis of 1873 interrupted the progress. When it resumed, Northern capital
played a far larger role, especially the Illinois Central Railroad’s domination of
the Mississippi Valley.

'The planter class stowly learned a lesson. Plantation owners teamed up with
Northern industrial interests to extend railroads into the ex-Confederate states
and simulraneously to undermine the Northern commitment to Reconstruction
nd subject the African-American workforce on the land to new modalities of
ubjection. As in many countries, railroad investment opportunities would draw
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together “old” elites from the land and the “new men” who had risen in industry. ories split on the fundamental issue of tariffs, American Whigs on slaver
& ¥ 8 V.

This was true in Europe, North and South America, and Europe’s colonies. Po
litical elites (some elecred and some career bureaucrats), landed magnates and city.
bankers, and a great mass of smaller investors swept by enthusiasm for profits- Traly, or Prussia. This would create the worldwide alignmenrs chat struggled to
remalke or preserve the societies in the decades that followed.

Even where there were no parties, political elites would divide over issues of in-

dustrial modernization and political centralization—whether in Mexico, Japan,

and technology formed a new iron triangle that would dominate politics.”

Of course, at the local level, men of property and wealth usually controlled.
the labor and conditions of life of those who depended on them. In villages the-
world over, the major landowners enjoyed power, and deference—by which is ..
meant that general respect their tenants or village residents showed them with-

Wars of National Reconstitution

e reconstitution of states was not a peaceful process. It entailed violence and
warfare on all continents, although to a lesser degree in Africa as of midcentury.
In some cases long-constituted nations took up arms once again. Whereas in

out continual compulsion. Alexis de Tocqueville relates how in 1848 in France--a
councry, after all, thar had had a major revolution, and repeated minor ones——
the peasants on his land came to solicit his advice on exercising the new righ
to vote. Fifty years later the Italian Marxist theorist Antonio Gramsci would:
develop the concept of ideological “hegemony,” by which he meant the general:
acceptance of law and private property and the existing social structure on the:

entral Europe political publics felr that their nations already existed on a spiri-
tual plane—“The nation exists in the same way that the individual does, and has
o need of a people or a Parliament to proclaim the fact,” Francesco Crispi wrote

the venerated Iralian nationalist propagandist Giuseppe Mazzini in March
z:8656"——in Latin America the long struggles for independence in the 18205 had
left armies, churchmen, planters, and cattlemen yet to form coherent republics.
This was a process thar emerged from warfare rather than preceding it Be-
tween the mid-1850s and mid-186os, the British were fighting in Russia, strug-

part of even those who were at the bottom of the economic pyramid, which was:
the true cement of domination—“soft power” applied to class relations. US con-
ditions probably allowed the least deference, at least outside the coercive frame-:

work of African-American slavery. Eastern European, Balkan, and Ottoman soci
gling to suppress a major rebellion in India, engaging in combats on the coast of

eties incorporated more. Peasants touched their brows or kissed their landlord’s
China, and sporadically intervening in Latin America. The French were fighting

hem. In Japan until the Meiji “revolution,” ostentatious bowing before noble.
in the same war in Russia, the same campaign in China, and then in a major ex-

pedirion in Mexico. The United States, which had invaded Mexico in the 1840s,
was sending military expeditions throughout Central America, landing forces

samurai was expected of peasants, and consequences could be severe if it was not
provided. The intervention of peasants into East Asian polirics remained con-.

fined to periodic upheaval and resistance.
in Uruguay and Argentina, and then consuming its men and energies in its Civil

War. Many of the wars were national, as state builders consolidated their new

Power at the regional leve] (whether in American srates, French departments;
German duchies, and so on), and at the central level, resced with traditional

elites, bue it had been challenged in the 1830s and 1840s by the new men of sub territories through armed struggle, whether to overcome foreign resistance or

forge sentiments of unity at home. Other conflicts were internal or “civil,” con-
tests of force over crucial issues of who would rule at home and on what princi-
_pfcs once compromise had broken down. Some wars had aspects of both sorts.
The old landed empires—Habsburg and Ottoman—proved particularly vulner-

stance, whether of industrial and commercial wealth, professional degrees, or.
bureaucratic employment. European analysts then and since termed them bour-
geois, or sometimes middle class, although that designation often described

more modest stratum. The 1848 revolutions had seen these elements try to seize.

power, but retreat with their own internal divisions. The politics of the 18505 and. gblc as aspirations for national state building became more intense among

1860s, however, became transformational but along new lines. Where political: ubject popularions. These geopolitical assemblages were embroiled in recurrent

parties had become important they became less ideologically coherent. British conflicts in which foreign states joined indigenous nationalities in campaigns
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against the imperial center, Russia fared better: after initial defeat in the Crimea,
War against Britain, France, and Savoy, it could expand at the expense of the Ot
tomans and Central Asian khanares. E
Historians of Europe sometimes downplay the importance of the wars of re
constitution in comparison either with the ewenty-five years of warfare that in
volved the French Revolution and Napoleonic expansion between 1792 and 1815
or with the two world wars in the first half of the twentieth century. It is tru
that warfare abated for a generation after 1815, although the contests for inde
pendence in Latin America and European portions of the Ottoman Empir
flared anew in the 1820s and 1830s. Armed conflicts thar might best be termed.
wars of European expansion led to the French conquest of Algeria in 1830 an
the 1842 Anglo-Chinese clash in the southern Chinese river deltas—the so
called Opium War of 1842. At the same time that the British rook up the Chi-
nese challenge to their commercial rights in Guangzhou, they werc pushin
toward the Indus River valley in the states of western India, although they pen-
etrated by a politics of alliance with local princes and rajas as much as by any
show of force. Nonetheless, the politics of expansion led them into the firs
Afghan war of 1846. Wars of European or “white” expansion against the indi
enous confederations of the Americas, Africa, and Central Asia would resume in
the 1860s and 1870s, far from the capitals of their own home territories. The
represented a transitional sort of conflict—wars in part to expand the power
the encroaching stares, but simultaneously campaigns that suggested a new gen
cidal type of assault that would flourish in the twentieth century. Increasingly
wars of national reconstitution were also wars of tribal destruction. :
Of course, there was tremendous variety in terms of size and scope, troops
committed, and duration. But these wars involved efforts to change the bases and
organization of class and national solidarity. Dynastic claims, which had beens
prominent in European conflicts through the eighteenth century, still played
role in the Carlist civil war in Spain in the 1830s and served as a pretext in th
Franco-Prussian War of 1870 bur otherwise were superseded. Some wars arose
from rebellion or efforts at secession; others involved efforts at annexation or
sought centralization of territorial authority. Not that they were always concet ed

\ climactic war of national unification: An illustrarion of German troops bombarding Paris in the
all of 1870, After the American Civil War, the Franco-Prussian War was the largest of the nation-
uilding conflices char marked che middle decades of the nineteenth century. The Germans’ rapid
ictory startled observers and allowed Otto von Bismarck to complete the architecture of the uni-
icd German Empire, while the defear led the French to replace their Second Empire wich a be-
eged Third Republic. (Library of Congress)

- 'The critic can object: are not all wars in some sense wars of national reconsti-
ution? Certainly the wars of the French Revolution and Napoleon involved
reat changes in the management of Napoleon’s satellite states, as many learned
om the advantages that French national mobilization seemed to confer. The
wars in Europe and the Americas from 1792 to 1830 wiped out a great deal of ter-
irorial administration by the Church, enlisted new educated elites in adminis-
ation, opened up the higher military ranks to talented commanders, let the
British wrest decisive maritime hegemony, and mobilized large armies. Still, they
were often conceived of as consequences of radical and revolutionary upheaval or
er of Bonaparte’s insatiable ambition; and at their conclusion there would be a
major effort to resrabilize a hierarchical order based on the class and constitu-

of in those terms, but these became the implicit or explicit stakes. onal equilibria of the late eighteenth century and a somewhat patched-up
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balance of power. The rulers who finally won on the continent even envisaged a
restoration based on serengthened Christian principles, the Holy Alliance. Only

LEVIATHAN 2.0

TABLE 1.3

Wars of national reconstitution

in the Americas could selfmade military commanders such as Andrew Jackson
or Simén Bolivar challenge the imagery of a restored agrarian order in favor of
populist republics.

The wars of national reconstitution from the late 1840s to the late 187
shared some of these traits. But there was no would-be hegemonic emperor at their
center and no radical ideology. They became wars for or against an encroachin

nation-state order, efforts to complete the work of secularization and to challengg

multicthnic empire. They were wars to survive in a world of war and of warring
national states. Insofar as they led to international efforts designed to mirigat
the violence, such as organization of the Red Cross of 1864 (and shortly the
after the Red Crescent), they primarily laid down the ground rules for futu
war. Some of these struggles are listed in Table 1.3. .
The European conflicts and the American Civil War represented armed strug
gles to impose—or to oppose—the construction of states built on reconstituted
national or imperial principles against forces that defended a traditional socia
and political organization. They migh also be called wars of modernization i
that regardless of their intent or motivation, they resulted in socieral arrange
ments closer to ones that prevail today. They would be followed by several de
cades in which the very nation-states consolidated in midcentury would curi
their mobilized energies and rechnical prowess out to the “periphery.” Thes:
produced the defensive struggles by nomadic confederations at the perimeters o
whire settlement that were mentioned the introduction, but other confrontation
as well, through the 1880s and concinuing uncil the end of the century, struggle
marked by savagery on both sides: the American Indian resistance againse U
control of the Missouri Valley region, and the Apaches’ battles in the Southwes
in the 1880s; the British conquest of the Zulu state’s resistance against Britis
control in South Africa; the doomed effort by the Central Asian khanates agains
Russian control of Central Asian steppes and highlands; thereafter the quas

4—~1870

366—1869
867-1868
§70-1371

genocidal Argentine conguest of Patagonia and the ongoing sporadic resistanc
in Yucatén of the Maya against the Mexican national authorities. But there wer
also wars of conquest against the small stares of the perimeter. The War of th
Triple Alliance against Paraguay included elements of racialized warfare tha
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War of Swiss national consolidation (Sonderbund War).
US-Texan-Mexican war for control of northern Mexican territory.

War for the control of northern Traly: Piedmont and volunteers against
Austria,

Ausrro-Russian war to suppress Magyar rebellion against Habsburg rule.
Yangzi Valley war between secessionist Taiping state and Chinese Empire.
Anglo-French-Piedmontese war in the Crimea ro limit Russian power in
the Black Sea and Ocroman arenas. Sertlement at Congress of Paxis.
British suppressions of milirary insurrections in India and enhancement of
colonial control.

Second Opium or Arrow War: Britain and France extract further Chinese
acceprance of extraterritoriality regime.

Civil war (“War of the Reform”) in Mexico.

Rebellions in Ottoman Near East; sectarian serife in Mr. Lebanon, Beirut,
Damascus.

Franco/Savoy-Austrian war to remove northern Italy from Austrian
control, carried out in conjunction with Garibaldian intervention to wrest
south Italy from che Bourbon regime.

The “Brigandage” in southern Italy: continuing guerrilla attacks against
the new Italian administration/occupation; finally suppressed with fierce
reprisals by the new Kingdom. Unsuccessful Garibaldian campaigns
against Rome in 1862 and 1867.

US war to repress secession of Confederate States.

French expeditionary force to seize control of Mexico. Mexican civil war,
War of German Confederation against Denmark over nationality of
Schleswig. Leads 1o 1866 Austcro-Prussian wart for leadership in German
Central Europe and Prussian-Tralien-Austrian war to remove Austrians
from Veneria and Alpine regions.

War of the Triple Alliance: Paraguay loses 80,000 inhabitants, or half s
male population, age 13~60, and 40 percent of its territory to Brazil,
Argentina, and Uruguay.

Unsuccessful Cretan (Greek) revolt against Ottomans.
Japanese civil war: Tokugawa adherents defeated by Meiji national forces.
Franco-Prussian war for territorial rearrangements and to unify North
and South Germany under Prussia.

(continued)
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TABLE 1.3 fearured massive sanguinary massacres, saw units of five to fifteen thousand

Wars of national reconstitution {continued ) roops ferried east and west on the Yangzi; the American fighting brought armies

1875-1878  Russian defeat of Ottomans in support of Bulgarian independence 'fovcr a hundred thousand to bear by means of the railroad, as well as sea and

i L. 66
struggle. Treaty of San Stefano and, later, a revised general European iyer COMMUAICATIONS.

settlement ar Congress of Beslin. - Clear-sighted military attachés sent to observe these great conflicts or some-

imes seconded to assist in them could discern another fact: although railroads

Sorce: Brian Holden Reid, The Civil War and the Wars of the Nineteenth Centiry (New York: Harpcho]]insj

might deploy armies more rapidly and in greater numbers, and modern artillery
Smithsonian Boaoks, 20086). -

might reduce old-style fortifications, the defense could tenaciously digin, as did

Note: 'The list is partial and omits some secessionist episodes, as in Spain (873}, but includes China’s unsu, . o
onfederate General Robert E. Lee in Virginia. In some respects the brilliant

cessful efforts to resist Eurapean pressure.
tory of Prussia over Austria in the summer of 1866 was misleading. Although
t was decisive for the ascendancy of Prussia and the German national state, the
may have led to the highest national death rates of any modern war, perhaps so ussian triumph at Kéniggrirz (Sadowa) in Moravia resulted from relatively
sld-style tactics of a line oftensive that was successful against a decrepit adver-
ry. As the most astute observer, Archduke Albrecht of Austria, observed, the

russians devolved responsibilicy on corps officers whereas his own imperial

percent of the prewar population. Paraguay, though, was still a well-organized
state with diplomatic representation.
Once the conquest of the perimeterand its peoples was largely accomplished—a
resule that US citizens called the closing of the frontier—the twentieth century
would begin with the great wars (1894-1923) between contending imperial states-
some ascending in power, others confronting once again, as they had a generation

rmy organization impeded responsibility at all levels.”” Encouraging small-unit

nitiative remained the key to battlefield success from earlier French victories
der Napoleon to later German triumphs in 1940, and the approach would
carlier, difficult internal crises. é:épiy influence Israeli doctrine long after 194s.
Although they mobilized less manpower and exacted a lower level of casu- Just as fundamental a lesson was that that modern war was often decided
alties from participants {except for the Taiping uprising and American Civi way from the bartlefield, in those organizations required for the stare mobiliza-
War) than the Napoleonic wars or the First World War, the midcentury wa

of national reconstitution could become protracted, often involving wars o

ion of power. The Prussians had pioneered the general staff, a military think
ank whose officers served both as a central planning office and as operational
position, sieges, and long fronts. Bismarck was correct about the iron as well as tl psultants with the battlefield units. The very grinding nature of the warfare
blood. The victors in these struggles drew on the resources of the Industria Iso.meant that state agencies—to procure matériel, supervise transport, supply
Revolution: breech-loading rifles and the early versions of rapid-fire repeatin ind arsenals, organize credit and finance, and develop medical services—had to
guns, more-deadly artillery, ironclad ships, and the gunboats that proved de rganized or enlarged. The toll taken by projectiles led to reorganization of
i_litary hospitals: Florence Nightingale’s work for the British army in Crimea,

d the US Sanitary Commission’s tending to Northern wounded in the Ameri-

sive in river fighting. Prototype submarines and the early torpedo (invented
a British engineer in Austrian Trieste) made their appearance. Most impo

Civil War®® And armies had to promote their gifted organizers and engi-
neers and not only dashing horsemen or those who had family connections. For
intries (including the British) that had clung to older methods of recruiting

tant was the development of the railroads, which could move masses of sol
diers with relative speed. This signaled the difference between the American
Civil War and the wars of German unification, on the one hand, and the gre
ir officer corps—such as the purchase of commissions—it was realized thar

Chinese civil war, the Taiping rebellion, which, though it began much earli

would be settled in the same years of the 1860s. The Chinese fighting, thoug ofessional training and accredication had to be stepped up.
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Most crucially, perhaps, the wars of national reconstitution reintroduced
ideas and practices that suggested unarmed citizens were participants in the armed
conflicts. Previous wars had never lacked for the deliberate burning of buildings
and ports, and, unofficially at least, pillage and rape. And the great wars of 1789
1815 had mobilized civilian levees——most notably by the French after 1793, bur
then in imitation by the Prussians in 1813-1814. Warfare must, it was realized
outside Great Britain, place young males under the obligation to serve their
countries. As part of this democratization of warfare, however, the idea emerged
char the civilian population had a responsibiliry for causing or continuing war.
Again the French Revolution had evoked the nation in arms, buz the corollary
idea of the nation as a target was never made explicit. General William Tecum-
seh Sherman decided that economic devastation in a prosperous keystone region:
of the Confederacy would shorten the North’s struggle to defeat its adversary.
Germans invading France in 1870 were convinced that French civilians would
take up arms as irregular forces or franc-tireurs, and faced considerable guerrilla
activity after subduing the official armies of Napoleon IIL

In short, warfare was central to the reoiganization of states, nations, and
empires in the mid-nineteenth century. British Norch America (Canada) was
the one exception, perhaps, and it had gone to the brink in the 1830s. One can-
not conceive of the modern nation-state, in the form that has prevailed since the
1850s or at least from the 18505 into the 1970s, without taking into account the
applications of armed force—the use of explosives, lethal flying metal splinters;
maiming of young bodies, and destruction of property—that accompanied it.
Nineteenth-century liberal nation builders as well as the generals, who could
themselves be moved and dismayed by the suffering, were willing to pay rthar price.
Others, less sensitive, seemed positively to welcome the exercise as a manly exers
cise. Wars that were a path to empire were simultaneously struggles to rcafﬁrm_'
a gendered supremacy at home. Certainly that was pare of their result, until, at
least in the twentieth century, one had to enlist women in too many related ef
forts. In any case, the indispensability of violence can be ignored no more than
one can leave out of account the role of at least localized genocidal policies in
the maintenance of empire. In that sense the nineteenth century would fow
into the twentieth, as we shall see subsequently. And of course, most of those
taking the iniriative in these policies believed the price was necessary and worth
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paying. To understand the bargains, we must avoid imposing our humanistic
scruples of the late ewentieth century. Just as terrorists today still remain con-
vinced that individual lives cannot be allowed to get in the way of higher prin-
ciples and loyalties, for the mid-nineteenth century, history increasingly was
seen as a providential juggernaut: a steamroller of civilization and higher cul-

rures that had to triumph over lower ones.

For God or Country

Open the era with an almost comic-opera civil war of three weeks in November
1847, in which seven of the predominantly Catholic cantons of Switzerland, who
had formed their own “separate alliance” or Sonderbund to resist what they saw
as Protestant centralization, were invaded and defeated by the Protestant forces.
The vicrorious invaders lost 6o dead and 385 wounded; the defeated Catholics
had 26 dead and 114 wounded. The Sonderbund forces had coalesced in 1843
against the efforts by the Protestanc Radical party vo strengthen the constitution
of the confederation as well as to close and secularize Catholic monasteries.
When the canton of Lucerne invited Jesuits to establish a center, Protestant ir-
regulars had taken up arms, the Catholics organized their internal alliance, and
the war finally erupted four years later. Swiss unity and neurrality had been in-
scribed in the European order at Vienna in 1815, so secession was hardly an alter-
native. The Protestant victory, however,led toa strengthened confederation and

" the ascent of commercial and secular forces.

The alignment of forces in the struggle was not new. Loyal Catholics had felt
on the defensive against the secularizing state since the Enlightenment and the
French Revolution. In Spain the liberals who had pushed through a constitution

ar C4diz in 1812—to be abrogated by the restored Bourbon monarch, Ferdinand
‘VIl—returned ro influence with the accession of Queen Christina as regent for
her daughrer Isabella in 1833, provoking the Catholic traditionalists of Navarre
in the Pyrenees to take up arms on behalf of the brother of the late king. The re-

sulting Carlist War lasted six years and became a major issue in European diplo-
‘macy. Loyal churchgoers in the former Catholic archbishopric of Cologne,
nder French rule after 1795, then assigned to Prussia’s Rhine Province in 1815,
had demonstrated against Berlin’s effort to secure a compliant archbishop in
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18.40. The division was indicative—state supporters of secular or Protestant poli-
cies provoking a pro-papal resistance on the part of Catholic traditionalists (so-

called Ultra montanist, because of the adherents’ alleged loyalty to the religious -

aurhority across the Alps).

Did the emerging nation-states and the Catholic Chuzch have to go separate
ways? The greatest and most inspiring prophet of nationalism in Italy, Mazzini,
had scen the nation as a divine association that might coexist with religious in-
stitutions. But over the next two generations the continental European nation-
state—in Prussian Germany, the Third Republic, the Kingdom of Sardinia
(Savoy or Piedmont), and then united Italy (which occupied the papal territories

in 1870)—would be reconstructed, centralized, and secularized at the expense of .

a papacy that increasingly set its standard against modern liberalism and state
education. In Mexico the same conflicts would be enacted on an epic scale

Monastic lands beckoned stare treasuries and would-be bourgeois purchasers at-

repeated intervals: originally in Iberia and Ibero-America in the 1760s, then in

France during the Revolution, and in the Germanies, Naples, and Spain during ;

the Napoleonic occupations, in Spain again during the 1830s, and in Piedmon
under Cavour’s liberal auspices in the 1850s. But it was not just land that was a

stake. Despite a few romantic populists such as Félicité Lamennais, the Roman:

clergy was increasingly boxed into conservative stances, especially under the pa
pacy of Pius IX (1846-1878), who had been forced to flec Rome during the revo
lution of 1848, and then found the papal states (stretching across central Traly up
to Bologna and the Romagna) progressively annexed by the new Kingdom of
Iraly. In 1864 the papacy’s “Syllabus of Errors” would insist that it was wrong
for Catholics to accept the teachings of liberalism; in 1870-1871, the Vatican
Council would insist that the pope was infallible in issues of faith and moral
There was no room for democracy within the Church or in the wider world
The French authoritarian Catholic Louis Veuillot admitted that the Churc
wanted freedom of speech to propagate its doctrines but believed in denying it to.

others. Rome saw the new world of nineteenth-century statehood as a force for

despoliation—which it often was—and the indoctrination of children in ath
ism. Protestantism was just as bad, given Prussia’s campaign against Austria-
the natural protector of the papacy, unfortunarely ejected from Iraly after 1859-
and then Bismarck’s war against the Church in the 1870s, one he christened as
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struggle for civilization (Kulturkampf) and that involved the dissolution and
expulsion of monastic orders, including the Prussian Jesuits. In Iberia, Freema-
sons supposedly threatened the Church as the occult center of the secular net-
work, a belief that remained powerful through the dictatorship of Francisco
Franco until the mid-1970s.

From the other side of this epic squaring off, state officials and liberals beheld
a reactionary special interest seeking to block the rights of conscience, the free-
dom of the press and speech, and modern financial administration. Educational
systems would become the battleground after 1870. Suffering as a “prisoner in
the Vatican” after the Italians took Rome as their capital, smarting from the
eclipse of Catholic loyalists after the establishment of the Third Republic in the
same year, out of power in Mexico, prosecuted in Germany (until Bismarck
shifted his allies in 1878-1879), beleaguered Catholics would establish votive
churches, such as the basilica of Sacré-Coeur on the hill of Montmartre in Paris,
to atone for che transgressions of their impious polities. (Emperor Franz Joseph
would erect a neo-Gothic specimen on the Ringstrasse in Vienna, to arone foran
anarchist’s stabbing of his beloved wife, Elisabeth, known as “Sissi.”} The secular
state, deflantly male and aggressive, would face a Church that, as during the
Carholic revival in Ireland, increasingly reconstructed its parish life around the
role of women, And not just women nuns, but middle-class women who would
tend to charities and good works, and occasionally adolescent girls of rural
milieu, who, moved perhaps by the political martyrdom of their Church as ex-
plained in their Sunday homilies, claimed to see and speak with the Virgin—at
Marpingen in the Rhineland, Lourdes in the French Pyrenees, and later Fatima
in Portugal *

Bur if the biessed mother of Jesus could cure thousands of afflicted pilgrims
who came to these sacred sites, she could not really roll back the advances of the
liberal state and its administrative and commercial reforms. Her new churches
memorialized the inexorable setback to her claims within the nation-state, just
as the brief tribal victories at the Little Bighorn or the Zulu battlefields were in
their way monuments to the defeat of the resistance at the frontiers of its expan-
sion. Protestant or secular, male and militant, restlessly commercial, building

- railroads and buying new and improved artillery, rifles, and naval vessels, the

nation-state advanced. Whether its commercial energies would ensure that these
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politically divided territorial units would vie in peace, or whether their military at the repressive censorship that Metternich had imposed on the German Con-

instincts (strengthened by che wars that had accompanied their creation) would federation in the Carlsbad Decrees of 1819, students celebrated the tercentenary of
lead to catastrophic combar, had yet to be decided. Certainly chere were com: Luther’s original challenge to Roman Catholic authority, and in 1832 staged a pa-
mentators who predicted each of these dénouements. . criotic gathering at the Saxon castle where Luther had found 2 sanctuary.”
It is correct, but too simple, to group the new loyalties that were to prevail But it was easier to dream a nation than to form one. The Italian effore failed
as those of nationalism. Nationalism—an idea originally of elites in search of'a in both 1848 and 1849. Theorists had proposed schemes for the pope to become
primitive and vital people who would be summoned to take on political form; president of an Italian federation; others just called for federation. The young
establish a rerritory and government—had been placed on the European agenda monatch of Savoy, Charles Albert, envisaged that he might take the command
by the French Revolution and then the Napoleonic wars. By midway through his f the revolutionary agitation that swept the cities of Italy under Austrian rule;
period of rule, Napoleon I, the emperor of the French, was provoking opponents. he raised an army, crossed the river border into Lombardy, and was soundly de-
speaking the language of nationalist resistance. The Spanish partisans of the ¢ ated. Rebels in Venice had better luck and could declare a republic and main-

iled Bourbon dynasty, the constitutionalists of Cédiz, and the popular forces or ain it within the city uncil August 1849. But the Habsburg court recovered

ex-Bourbon soldiers in the guerrilla movements that mobilized in the peninsu rom its indecisiveness by the fall of 1848 as the young Franz Joseph took the

formed one manifestation. The philosopher Johann Gottlieb Fichte, lecturingin hrone under the rutelage of determined aristocraric political advisers and gener-
Berlin under French occupation, claimed to address a German “nation.” The Icalia \Is. Austria was still large and powerful, held the key norch—south river routes
writers aspiring to political independence for their lands began to advocate the nd their forrifications in northern Italy, and was not prepared to relinquish the
reform not just of Austrian Lombardy, or Naples, but of Italy as a political uni ! provinces it had held even before the Congress of Vienna. In the spring of 1849,
Some of the intellectual and military leaders from Prussia and smaller states en- Charles Albert took up arms again, and was defeated anew and compelled to
visaged not just a Prussian revival (although that might serve as a beginning for bdicate. Habsburg troops forced the surrender of Venice. Facing a renewed
their aspirations), and not just a revived confederal organization for Central E M_:agyar revolution, the Austrians got help from the Russians to suppress the
rope, but a German nation. The Americans who went to war against the British evolutionary and secessionist regime in Budapest. Liberal nationalists had to
in 1812 and thought of annexing Canada, or a few years later Cuba, struck a new ide their time. Many, including Lajos Kossuth, Carl Schurz, and Richard Wag-
chord of national truculence. _ ner, fled permanently or temporarily into exile. Others accepted the straitened
Of course the emerging ideas went back further. Conceprs of the state as.an imits of populist politics and would join the new middle-of-the road forces will-
international actor, as a force that must liberate itself from Church control, wé:r_ fig to compromise with the post1848 leadership, whether liberal as in Pied-
intense since the Renaissance. The eighteench century restored notions of the Volk mont, or pragmatic as in Prussia. Many devoted their energies to supporting
as a viral people who had collectively formed languages, inspired epic poems (in railroad development and agricultural improvement societies. Scientific agricul-
one celebrated case, the supposed Scottish epic “Ossian” simply invented), and ture as much as any rising industry looked to the soil as well as the territory. Ca-
gathered folk and fairy tales, most famously those collected in the post Napol ur was a gentry farmer. The horse fairs and annual exhibitions of scientific
onic years by the Grimm brothers, who also incurred political persecution f usbandry and agriculture offered in effect a form of surrogate politics in con-

their democratic sentiments. The Romantic sensibility of the era just strengt texts where national politics was either nor yet or no longer an option—as in
Ireland, Poland, and Italy during the 1850s.”

The reactionary aftermath of 1848 was bitter, bur it would be relatively brief.

ened the appeal of this new sentiment, which could be nourished by literatur
poetry, and opera as well as inspiring oratory. Students and other activists form

associations of Young Italy or Young America by the 1830s. In Germany, angered unterrevolutionaries, whether in Paris after the June Days of 1848 or in the
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recaptured territories of the Veneto, Hungary, and revolutionary Vienna, would guarantees for the safety of shipwrecked sailors and commercial access to the largely

shoot their opponents gencrously, but might pardon them by 1850-1851. Radi-
cals changed their mentality. In 1849 the Russian revolutionary exile Alexander
Herzen wrote to his son and readership in Russia, “I sce the inevitable downfall -
of the old Europe and mourn nothing that exists, neither the heights attained by
her education nor her institutions.” And he rhetorically asked, “Why then do I

selfenclosed sociery. With the acquisition of California from Mexico and recog-
nition of the Oregon claims by Great Britain, the North American republic wasa
Pacific power by the end of the 1840s. Its vessels plied a vigorous commerce with
China; Japan offered coaling stations and its own goods and lay athwart the trad-
ing route. Perry’s visit followed several unsuccessful attempts o win access; for

stay here? | stay because the struggle is going on here. Here in spite of the blood since the early years of the Tokugawa shogunate Japan had been shut down to the

and tears, social problems are being worked out and painful and burning as the vorld with the exception of a Japanese outpost at Nagasaki at its southern tip.

suffering here is, it is articulate. The struggle is open and above board. No one: Perry’s menacing visit exposed what would become a fifteen-year crisis for

hides. Woe betide the vanquished buc at least they will have given battle.” Twenty the Tokugawa regime (the so-called bakufi or military administration), named

years later he wrote his erstwhile co-radical Mikhail Bakunin, who was still a afier the warlord Tokugawa Ieyasu, the last of a string of three strongmen, who

partisan of revolutionary upheaval: by 1603 after incessant campaigning had imposed a new sort of settlement on the

: ancient monarchy wracked by civil wars and feudal disaggregation. The imperial
You have not changed much, though sorely tried by life.... And if I have

changed, remember thac everything has changed. We have seen the frightfu
example of a bloody insurrection which, at 2 moment of rage and despair {he

line, preserved with its feckless court nobility at Kyoto, had ensured ideological
cohesion but little else. Policy was dictated by the shogun at Edo {later Tokyo),

_ an office that had remained in the same family for 250 years. The realm was
was referring to the June Days of 1848], took to the barricades and only then

realized that it had no banner. . . . But what would have happened if the barri
cades had triumphed? Could those formidable combatants, at the age o
twenty[,] have given voice to all that lay in their hearts? Their testament doe

divided into about ninery autonomous domains or han, each ruled by a daimys
and a class of military and bureaucratic retainers or samurai entitled to bear
arms and to exact visible deference from rown merchants and peasants. Blood

. relatives of the Tokugawa line and those daimys who had joined forces with the
not conrain a single constructive, organic idea, and economic errors unlike th ) ) ) )
- ascendant shoguns before 1603, the fu#dai, controlled the inner domains proxi-

political ones which have an indirect effect, lead directly and deeply, to ruin .
mate to Kyoto and Edo. Those who submitted after 1603, the fozama or outer

stagnation, and starvation. . . . Even if our whole bourgeois world were blowr o )
daimys, were allocared about 40 percent of the lands farther norch or south in

to bits, some sort of bourgcms world would arise after the smoke had d).ssn he archipelago. T for cheir domainal he 4
the archipelago, In return the na Yy -

pated and the ruins had been cleared away.”™ i Peiag . of thett domal autor:omy The aawmyo were T
quired to keep close family members at the shogun’s court at Edo and reside

And so it did. - there for half of each year with many of their samurai retainers. These great and

. frequent processions of the daimyo back and forth from their domains filled the

toads of Japan, made Edo into a center of trade, personal services, and consumer

Controlled Transformation - goods, a lively theater and pleasure scene, and at perhaps a million permanent

The national agcnda was far more \Videsprcad than in EU.I'OPC alonc' In 1853 rh - i‘CSidCHtS (CStimatCS Vﬂfy) by Ehe Cightccnth Cf.'ntlll'y, a rival [1¢] London, Paris, and

American na_vai commandcr Matthcw Pcrry anchored hlS squadron offour Ships i Constantinoplc. The rcsidencies consumcd up to half the revenue th&t the do-

outside today’s Tokyo Bay to open negotiations with the Japanese government mainal lords could raise from their peasantry. But the more consequential action

which had no naval force to counter the Americans. Washington demande was taking place within the further domains such as Tosa, Choshil, and Satsuma,
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where European technologies and administrative methods were being stuciiéd hem in a house of peers. Feudal dues were ended, and the daimyé landlords

and emulared without the resistance of a conservative court bureaucracy suc ompcnsated by issues of government bonds that provided revenue from inter-
paralyzed equivalent initiatives in China.

Where reforming daimyd, such as Mbri Yoshichika of Chashii and Shlma
Nariakira of Satsuma, could prevail, they prepared their domains to chaile_pgc

the conservative forces of the shogunate. The reformist daimys efforts to mo

st. (Russia had chosen this method of compensation when the state eliminated
erfdom in 1861 and placed noble lands into the control of village communes.)
Thcy started to develop shipyards and arsenals and began a more intensive pro-
ram of sending bright students abroad for technical and medical educarion.
ernize these territories and a more strident resistance ro the threat of foreign e

croachment went hand in hand.

'.1tl11n a generation the country transformed itself, determined not only to
i}oid pational humiliation but to play the imperialist game ieself, seeking en-
But the American visit of 1853 posed the fundamental question: must Japan 1':;wes in China and predominant influence over the Korean court. The Japanese
open to the Western world or should it shur down and rely on a conservative r rate entered the nation-state system as a determined and successful participant.
assertion of its isolation and selfstratification? It crystallized the division by Only by 1890, as the Japanese elite began to claim an assertive role in the East
tween the conservative forces of the shogunate, who sought to preserve the ¢ \sian arena, would they broaden the national project by bringingin a broader
regime, and the impatient nationalists of the outer 447, who believed that: .itizenry. Scrueinizing European constitutions for guidance, the now-aging Meiji
kingdom must modernize to withstand the foreigner and forestall the regime o
extraterritorial possessions that the British and French were imposing on'th

Chinese. The diaries of the fledgling British diplomat Ernest Satow reveal ¢

cformers chose the German model, not the British, American, or French pat-
exns that granted a broad role for elected legislatures. The new Meiji constitu-
ion allowed the monarch and his civil servants a strong role in keeping parlia-
growing violence of this confrontation as young, impatient samurai resorte sentary institutions wichin bounds: the new prime minister held his office at
assassinating political leaders they thought too compliant toward the foreig

rs.”* By 1867 the reformers of Chashi, Satsuma, and Tosa had gained dom

nation at the court. After marching on Edo with their armies, they forced t

he pleasure of the emperor; the military leadership was given key cabinet roles
ministers of war and navy, and the army remained immune from parliamen-
.y scrutiny. The Imperial Rescript on education of 1890 envisaged cthar the
shogun to renounce his offices and “restore” governing power to the young Meiji
emperor, who would henceforth speak for their policies. There would be further
resistance in the northern island of Hokkaids in 1869 and a doomed rebellion

perial state would in effect breathe life into an imperial citizenry through pa-
riotic education and state-sponsored piety.””

. Historians and sociologists have long groped for ways to characterize expe-
dichard conservatives (one of whom, Saigd Takimori, enjoyed popularity as
honest and faithful reformer) in 1877.

iences such as Japan’s, just as they had for revolutionary upheavals such as the
ench. For over a century Marxist theory seemed to offer a plausible, if often

'The Meiji Restoration was in fact a controlled transformation from abov
but with a radical impact. Japan entered one of those intense periods of rapi
absorption of successful foreign models that periodically marked its histor
whether centuries earlier with respect to China or later after defeat by the U

‘ontested, framework. Marxist-derived explanations tended to view the agents

or change as exponenes of a bourgeois or middle-class world that advocated eco-
nomic development, market forces, and universal legal norms against the feudal
d agrarian elites of the past. The growth of commerce and early industry gen-
ated new group interests, which demanded and ultimately attained a greater
litical and legal role, not smoothly but through a series of revolutionary up-

States in 1945. Within a few years of 1867, the new oligarchy decreed a sweeping
series of reforms. They eliminated the samurai class as a legal order and prohil
ired the traditional right to wear short and long swords. They transformed:the
old han into new provinces, each of which was to be governed by an imperi
appointee as governor (prefect), and they fobbed off the old dzimys by placin

heavals, just as ultimately, proponents often believed, it would bring the working
asses to power in a new era of collective property.”” Those who contested this
storical description emphasized that often members of older aristocracies led
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the reform effort and pointed to the conservative aspirations of those taking up 1 ambitious administrators of these states believed they had, in effect, to create

arms. This is not a debate to be resolved in a brief historical chapter. Marxia ens by edict and to harness their productive energies with state- -sponsored
analyses serve perhaps most usefully to reveal the similarity among radical trari_' ustry. This meant in tarn linking families and individuals directly to the
gc'and diminishing the control of their landlords. Religious authority might
~in useful in the process, but the political autonomy of religious authorities

.to be subordinated to the secular administration with more or less success.

formative processes, but less persuasively as derailed explanations for their ind
vidual trajectories. They have often been most insightful when their advocate
including Marx himself and his collaboraror, Friedrich Engels, had to accoun
Russia, Turkey were all examples. In late imperial China, the reformers
.:ho atcempted such endeavors after 1860 tended to be outweighed by the resid-
power of traditional court policies. The ancient Chinese state claimed too

for events that did not follow their early templates, such as the French and Germa

revolutions of 18487

Faced with the decisive role of the Japanese nationalist
samurai (or the Prussian elite), analysts have often sought to describe the late

nineteenth-century transformation as modernization from above. “From above h conservative legitimacy. It would take a revolution to clear away resistance,

is correct in that national leaders, sometimes ministers, sometimes monarch d even then the emerging reformers confronted very resistant patterns of pop-
inertia and entrenched privilege.

But modernization from above is a term that can also describe a more tempo-

pushed through important reforms that undermined the “feudal” institutior
of an older regime. Nonetheless, broad-based popular agitation and stubborn

loyalties to village and local rights were never absent. The Japanese leaders them: ecourse of states that had less powerful or venerable regimes in place. Sev-
major states with robust traditions of popular participation in legislatures

selves engaged in hard and vigorous debarte over their policies, even if outsider:
: ¢ the local level resorted to a few decades of rapid industrialization and

rarely saw the hard infighting in these years (in contrast to the assassinatio
that marked the 18505 and again the 1930s). Modernization from above, in fac mlhtmy reforms as a consequence of the civil strife and war of the mid-nineteenth

was perhaps the most widespread strategy for preserving stace viability in an-era century. If in the first category summarized above, civil servants atcempted to

whose statesmen understood that collective existence required fiscal efficiency; ir mpensate for an underdeveloped civil sociery and liele democratization at the

dustrial and military modernization, and a dedication to competition. Thus, mil _t'ij{mal level, in this second group they attempted to overcome the policy stale-
tary challenges often advanced administrative centralization, as in earlier centuric es that resulted from regimes already democratic, but deeply divided over
they had compelled fiscal centralization. Other examples of this approach took ndamental issues. Naturally enough, this second set of experiences included
significant varieties of transformation. In France the population accepted the
ngrading of the national assembly by Louis Napoleon (soon crowned as Na-
con I11), who helped to superintend almost two decades of economic devel-

ient and ambitious foreign interventions, which finally brought him down.

place—with less decisive results, however—in the Ottoman Empire, in Egyp

[ater in the Russian Empire, for a period in Mexico, and in Thailand. Sometimes
the term is applied to the new unified German “empire” that Bismarck worked t
make a powerful German nation-state. '

In fact, modernization from above is a rather loose term and, as we shall se Mexico another developmental dictator supported by a national elite (and
foreign investors) emerged out of midcentury conflicts over reform and then in-
sion, as in Mexico. In the United States, the Republican Party pushed through
end to slavery, opened the western lands to free homesteading, and encour-

aged industrial development from the end of the 1850s into the 1890s.

can be applied to at least two or three varieties of experience. The classical mod
of this process referred to a strategy for old empires and states that relied heavi
on the traditional structures of religion and landlord domination over peasant;
burt found themselves threatened from abroad, especially by the most corrosiv

social force loose in the mid-nineteenth century: British financial and industri Such a recourse to controlled transformation was compatible with regimes

capitalism, along with the burgeoning trade of energeric entrepreneurs (and the talready gave a large scope to electoral participation. In the United States the

supportive regimes) in Europe and the United States. To respond, the determine nsformations resulted from the challenge of war, which in turn derived from
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the deep conflicts over which system of labor and economy would prevail in the The race took place against the threar of growing sectional violence. A radical-

gigantic acquisitions of land at the time of the Mexican War. The founders .d midwestern farmer, John Brown, already a participant in the Kansas skir-
the American Republic had compromised on the issue of slavery when they cr :shes over slavery, attempred to seize a federal arsenal and ignite a slave revolt
ated their constitution in the late 1780s. They had agreed to let the institution ‘ﬁorthcrn Virginia in 1859 and was executed in December. Excited Southerners
continue—otherwise there would never have been a United States—but.pr Jared they would leave the Union if the Republican candidare, Lincoln, won
hibit the importation of slaves after twenty years. This prohibition helped ma prcsidcntial election of 1860, which he did with 40 percent of the popular
the breeding of slaves for use in the newer states of the Gulf a lucrative comm +¢ but a clear electoral-vote majoriry, in a four-way race. Advocates of secession
opened debates in the legislatures of the Southern states, where the firebrands of

suth Carolina in the lead urged establishing an independent slave-holding re-

in its own right. But what was to be the regime in the lands opened west of ¢
Mississippi? The effort at a stable compromise in 1820, which would have allowe.
slavery to be installed in Missouri, but otherwise only in terricory south of M lic. They bombarded the federal military base at Fort Sumter in Charleston,
souri’s latitude (36°30"), proved unviable. th Carolina, when Lincoln sent a flotilla to supply it in April 1861. The armed
Northern farmers and laboring men could not tolerate the expansion: of 1sh swayed the debate in Virginia, and eleven states voted to join the secession
system they felt threatened their own livelihood and national future. The ec nits of the Confederate States of America.
nomic stakes became higher as the factory looms of Lancashire and the American The ensuing four-year war, which would cost the two sides together about
North multiplied their demand for raw cotton, even as the ideological and mora 0,000 dead—a percentage of young men comparable to later casualty rates
issues were sharpened. Southerners felt their peculiar instivution was under thr ng Europeans in the First World War—sealed the transformation of the
from the new parties that were emerging from the development-oriented Whi orth American nation-state. The war itself was a slow and ponderous affair. If
coalition of the 1830s and 18.40s, whether the dissenting ancislavery Democrat:s-,- o one measured the resources each side brought, the Union was clearly superior in
the “conscience Whigs” in 1848, such as Abraham Lincoln, or the Free-Soile pulation, industrial power, and railroad resources. It possessed the legicimacy
1852 and the Republican Party in 1856. The older veterans of the Senate, Her Imost seventy-five years of statchood. Lincoln’s call for troops brought an
Clay, Daniel Webster, and John C. Calhoun, had engineered another corh’p_ thusiastic response. Nonetheless, the Confederacy was a large region and ic
mise in 1850, which would lee slavery exist in Texas and the District of Columbia had:apparently only to keep the North at bay to secure its independence. How-
but not in California. Most objectionably to Northern adversaries, it required.th er; a protracted war would also devastate its economy and reduce it materially.
return of escaped slaves and provided a fee for their recovery. The Free-Soilers a s major cash crop, whose British sales had enriched the planter class in the 1850s,
then the new Republicans saw a militant South demanding an unlimited c_x.... ould probably remain bottled up because the Northern navy could blockade its
sion of slavery—a conclusion strengthened by the Kansas-Nebraska Act and thei ajor ports. The Union must be discouraged sufficiently to make it cease its effort
by the US Supreme Court’s 1857 Dred Scott decision, which ruled not only tha ompel Confederate surrender.

The fighting began on the East Coast. The Southern capirtal at Richmond
only 150 miles from Washington. Inicial combat revealed that the Southern

Scott, a slave, had not gained a claim on freedom through his master’s havi
brought him into a free state, but that persons of color had no claim on the consti
ies were well led and resourceful. The actempt to land troops on the James
ninsula and then march inland toward Richmond failed because of the exces-
e .caution of the commander, General George B. McClelland. The central val-
of Virginia and the upper Poromac hills became an area of frequent combat but

tutional rights provided for white Americans. Antislavery senatorial candi
Abraham Lincoln and incumbent senator Stephen Douglas squared offina serie
of fundamental debates on race and the frayed territorial compromises on sla
in the lllinois campaign of 1858; Douglas won reelection, but Lincoln emerged.

the Republican nominee for the presidential contest of 1860. nclusive gains. A major bloody victory in Antietam in western Maryland in
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September 1862 let Lincoln issue the Emancipation Proclamartion, which de- in their determination to extract wealth from technology as well as cotton and
clared slaves under Southern control to be free men. But this was a promise to wheat””
liberate precisely those ovex whom the North had no control. Unforsunately the ontcome of the was solved neither the issue of racial prej-
Heavy fighting also took place during 1862 and 1863 in Tennessee. The tribu- dice nor that of economic viability. Although they were legally emancipated, the
caries of the Mississippi that flowed through Tennessee would allow the North- black families of the South did not receive title to land, but continued as tenants
ern troops to penetrate the cotron states of Georgia, Alabama, and Mississippi where they had labored as slaves. Compelled to turn to their former masters
But again the battles oscillated. Border states that did not secede—Kentucky,” for credit o plant their yearly cotton crop, much of which had to be surrendered
Maryland—still had Southern sympathies but remained under the military. o defray their debt and rent—the American “sharecropping” version of a rural
chumb of the Nozth. By 1862 Union forces occupied the coastal istands of Geor-: pattern widespread at many times and places—many were reduced to an unre-
gia and took New Orleans from the sea, imposing an occupation regime on Loui mitting cycle of debt dependency. For about a decade Northern troops occupied
siana. A year later General Ulysses Grant secured Northern control over th the South, enforced voting without racial discrimination, and seemed ready to
Mississippi Valley by compelling ¢he surrender of Vicksburg, which meant tha impose a regime of racial equality. But blacks were poor, the legislatures were
Texas was separated from the main body of the Confederacy and the north :_ esented, and white vigilantes often imposed local tyrannies based on nocturnal
south transportation axis of the western confederacy was closed. The Southern terror. The Republicans in the Congress tired of the conflict, and to secure vic-
wager on advancingin the east into Pennsylvania (and farcher) had initial prom tory in the deadlocked presidential election of 1876 agreed to remove the remain-
ising results—precisely at a moment when antiwar sentiment was becoming 1g troops. Within two decades the blacks were largely excluded from the ballot,
strong among the immigrant working class of New York, now feeling the grip of idated by the white-hooded Kus Klux Klan, and reduced to subservience,
conscription. But the defeat at Gettysburg in July 1863 meant that henccfo; fforts to unite poor whites and blacks against the “Bourbon” white elites were
the South must fight on the defensive ' sually trumped by racial demagogy. By the 1890s the former Confederacy
Still it rook almost another two years to force the surrender of an increas uld join such Eastern European regions as Hungary and Romania as one-
ingly devastated Confederacy. Lincoln finally found a decermined, tough com landlord-dominated states, where legalized servitude had been replaced by
manding general in Grant, but Grant advanced slowly. The 1864 fighting i ic coercion, peasant impoverishment, rigged voting rights, de facto peonage,
Virginia was immensely costly. More promising, General Sherman swung fron exaggerated ideologies of national purity.”
Tennessee into Georgia, purposefully devastating the countryside as he advance 1 large geographical units to the south and north of the United States—
He captured Atlanta, then moved toward the coast at Augusta, then heqéé' exico and Canada—also underwent major transformations that combined
north through the Carolinas. His army converged with Grant’s near Richmo tional transformation, sectlement of their vast territories, economic devel-
in the spring of 1865 and forced the remnants of the Confederate armies t , and consolidation of a new elite. The Mexican Republic was fated to de-
render. The South was devastated. Irs black labor force was now 1cga11y_'frc s one of s leaders quipped, so far from G ao el to the United Soaes
and many were fleeing from their plantations. Food was meager. Railroads an urse, it began from a different starting point: three cencuries as a colony of
housing were often destroyed. Marauding bands of looters terrorized parts of hcﬂic monarchy with a powerful church and centralized monastic settle-
countryside. The war devastated the Southern economy; reduced the influe an Indian population that recovered demographically during the long
of its formerly slave-holding elite, but expanded the role of the rccstabiishc_dz. h and eighteenth centuries; and whites proud of their Spanish descent
tral government and eventually united Southern and Northern industrial lead any intermarried and produced a large population of mixed or “mestizo”
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ethnicity. The independence movement was ignited by a radicalized clerical fea at still prevailed in many rural and Indian communiries. In effect che
Y P Y t P Y

ership in 1810 but was soon suppressed by the Spanish. It was successfully: ed through the last of the eighteenth-century revolutions, deeply dividing the

sumed a decade later by ambitious military leaders—some claiming traditions of ¢ry and igniting 2 three-year civil war, the War of the Reform, followed in

a populist and decentralizing left, others pressing the centralizing and brie by French invasion. Napoleon III believed he might take advantage of the

(under Augustin de Iturbide) imperial claims of the right. Irurbide, who ha oil (and of the United States’ great internal conflice in the 1860s) to try to set

helped Spanish forces defeat the revolutionaries of 1810, led the new rebell mperial state under a Habsburg cousin, Maximilian of Austria. Maximilian

when Madrid fell under the control of the liberals in 1820, claiming the title d significant support among those resentful of Judrez’s reforms, but the Judrez

emperor until exiled and ultimartely executed. However, the continuing turb ernment rallied, and after the Battle of Puebla the French withdrew, leaving

lence and warfare undermined the prosperity achieved at the end of the era of ir well-meaning creature to be defeated and then execured. Liberal government

Bourbon reform. Catholic conservatives and liberal anticlericals replaced: e it an end to the threat of milirary dictatorship although not to the periodic

other in power as the cynical and populist milicary strongman, General Antoni rdism that would grip the country from time to time.

Lépez Santa Anna, repeatedly switched sides, claimed the presidency, or pushe iberal government, even when headed by an Indian, too often meant in-

1.79

forward candidates he hoped to contro iprehension, not of the almost mystical pre-Columbian legacy, but of the

As the strongman in charge of a pro-Catholic conservative dictatorship ial'and economic organization that many still chose. The ramifications made
1836, the general could not prevent the secession of Texas, but he fended off selves felt in the southeastern corner of the republic, the Yucatdn Penin-
French expedition to Veracruz in 1338 and briefly restored some of his luster, H Yucatén ladinos (including creoles and mestizos but not Indians) had at-
returned to lead a weakened state that still claimed vast territories in the Amer pted to secede from the republic following the turmoil of the late 1830s, but

1d ro come to terms in the early 1840s, only to have the port city of Campeche

can Southwest although it only nominally controlled Anglophone Texas settlers
and the feared Comanche federations of the borderlands. The Comanches’ de erable to US gunships) seek its own independence, which was then followed
tating raiding, carried out both to secure livestock and to exact vengeance, renewed secessionist uprising in the interior. In January 1847 the Indians,
posed the fragile hold of the Mexican state over its northern territory, including omically hard-pressed by the country’s attack on communal rights, including
the contested area in today’s southern Texas that led ambitious Texans and Ame ater claims, staged an uprising soon seen in the most [urid images of race war
ican nationalists—President James K. Polk in the lead—to press extensive bord: annibalism. Ladine Yucatdn seemed lost to the Indians by 1849-1850, but
claims. Santa Anna’s recourse to war in 1846 was an abject failure, and the Repu a‘Anna ground down the Mayan rebels by 185, The liberals who ousted the
lic of Mexico had to surrender large swaths of territory to Washingtron. ' ral had no more tolerance for the indigenous vision of government and com-
This war on the margins of the settled world had profound ramifications for property, and suppressed renewed revolt, even selling some of the defeated
both republics: for the United States it undermined the 1820 Missouri compr urrectionists into Cuban slavery. Still, rebellion continued to smolder beyond
mise on the extension of slavery; in Mexico, following another conservative dino cities, rooted in own quasi state of “the Cross” through the rest of the
by Santa Anna, it opened the way to the Revolution of Ayutla and the great lib ry®* Indifferent government gave way to the tightening control of the pres-
anticlerical government under Benito Judrez of the second half of the 1850s. Th chosen in 1876, Porfirio Diaz, who would subdue the opposition and rally
constitution of 1857 outlined the constitution of a liberal and secular state with up of cientfficos, or business elites, who worked with American and British
constitutional liberties and civil marriage. The Lerdo Law of 1856 pushed through estors to lay down a modern railroad system.
a rigorous secularization of church properties but also the abolition of all corp Haz would rule for almost 35 years, until a new generation threw off his au-

rate property, including the communal rights or fizeros and collective holding '%iC regime. During that period Mexico would advance industrially, although
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