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ethnicity. The independence movement was ignited by a radicalized clerical lead ¢jidos, that still prevailed in many rural and Indian communities. In effect they

ership in 1810 but was soon suppressed by the Spanish. It was successfully re  carried through the last of the eighteench-century revolutions, deeply dividing the
sumed a decade fater by ambitious military leaders—some claiming traditions o i - country and igniting a three-year civil war, the War of the Reform, followed in
a populist and decentralizing left, others pressing the centralizing and brieft rurn by French invasion. Napoleon III believed he mighe take advantage of the
{(under Augustin de Iturbide) imperial claims of the right. Iturbide, who had - curmoil (and of the United States’ great internal conflict in the 1860s) to try to set
helped Spanish forces defeat the revolutionaries of 1810, led the new rebellios upan imperial state under a Hlabsburg cousin, Maximilian of Austria. Maximilian

when Madrid fell under the control of the liberals in 1820, claiming the ritle o found significant support among those resentful of Judrez's reforms, bur the Judrez

emperor until exiled and ultimately executed. However, the continuing turbu government rallied, and after the Bartle of Pucbla the French withdrew, leaving
lence and warfare undermined the prosperity achieved at the end of the erao their well-meaning creature to be defeated and then executed. Liberal government
Bourbon reform. Catholic conservatives and liberal anticlericals replaced eac " meant an end to the threat of military dictarorship although not to the periodic
other in power as the cynical and populist military strongman, General Antoni warlordism that would grip the country from time to time.
Lépez Santa Anna, repeatedly switched sides, claimed the presidency, or pushe: Liberal government, even when headed by an Indian, too often meant in-
forward candidates he hoped ro conerol.” : comprehension, not of the almost mystical pre-Columbian legacy, buc of the
As the strongman in charge of a pro-Catholic conservative dictatorship i social and economic organization that many still chose. The ramificarions made
1836, the general could not prevent the secession of Texas, but he fended o themselves felr in the southeastern corner of the republic, the Yucatan Penin-
French expedition to Veracruz in 1838 and briefly restored some of his luster. H sula. Yucatdn Jadinos (including creoles and mestizos but not Indians) had ac-
returned to lead a weakened state that still claimed vast erritories in the Amer; tempted to secede from the republic following the turmoil of the late 1830s, but
can Southwest although it only nominally controlled Anglophone Texas settler had to come to terms in the early 1840s, only to have the port city of Campeche
and the feared Comanche federations of the borderlands. The Comanches’ devas (vulnerable ro US gunships) seek its own independence, which was then followed
rating raiding, carried out both to secure livestock and to exact vengeance, ex by a renewed secessionist uprising in the interior. In January 1847 the Indians,
posed the fragile hold of the Mexican state over its northern territory, includin economically 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 water claims, staged an uprising soon seen in the most lurid images of race war
ican nationalists—President James K. Polk in the lead—to press extensive border and cannibalism. Ladize Yucatédn seemed lost to the Indians by 1849-1850, but
claims, Santa Anna’s recourse to war in 1846 was an abject failure, and the chuB Santa Anna ground down the Mayan rebels by 1855. The liberals who ousted the
lic of Mexico had to surrender large swaths of territory ro Washington. _ general had no more tolerance for the indigenous vision of government and com-
This war on the margins of the settled world had profound ramifications fo on property, and suppressed renewed revolt, even selling some of the defeared
both republics: for the United Seates it undermined the 1820 Missouri compro insurrectionists into Cuban slavery. Still, rebellion continued to smolder beyond
mise on the extension of slavery; in Mexico, following another conservative cou the ladlino cities, rooted in own quasi seate of “the Cross” through the rest of the
by Santa Anna, it opened the way to the Revolution of Ayutla and the great libera entury.’® Indifferent government gave way to the tightening contrel of the pres-
anticlerical government under Benito Judrez of the second half of the 18s0s. Th lent chosen in 1876, Porfirio Diaz, who would subdue the opposition and rally
constitution of 1857 outlined the constitution of a liberal and secular stare wit group of cientificos, or business elites, who worked with American and British
constitutional liberties and civil marriage. The Lerdo Law of 1856 pushed thmug nvestors to lay down a modern railroad system.
a rigorous secularization of church properties but also the abolition of ali corp5 Diaz would rule for almost 35 years, until a new generation threw off his au-

rate property, including the communal rights or fueros and collective holdings, ratic regime. During that period Mexico would advance industrially, although

[ 128 ] | 129 ]




CHARLES §. MAIER LEYIATHAN 2.0

with firms dominated by foreign capital. It would remain poor (in fact it ha  dictarorship during the 1830s and 1840s that depended increasingly on violence

regressed in comparative economic terms since the late eighteenth century), but and terroristic elimination of his enemies and was ousted only in 1852. Like An-
- drew Jackson to the north, Rosas made his reputation fighting the indigenous

less poor; Catholic, but secular in its institutions; recognizing in theory its in _
- inhabitants. But unlike the US president, he never had to contend with the

digenous herirage, but indifferent to its current condition. The elements its hi
tory wove together—wars of national consolidation, hardheaded leaders who - former colonial power’s armies. Nor did he ever have to come to terms with an
emerging popular democratic movement as Jackson did. Finally he estranged
- even his own rancher supporters, who had benefited from his grants of little ru-
ral despotisins, by the costs of his wars and the conflicts with France and Brirain
over control of Rio de la Plata trade. The victory of the portesio (Buenos Aires)

British-oriented liberal elite under Bartolomé Mitre, Domingo Sarmiento, and

dominated politics and simultaneously the channels for capital, and the new
railroads and industry; the persistence of popular religiosity at the village level
but the secularization of church lands; reform of the educational system to rake
it out of Church hands; a free market in land that undermined any residual col
lective rights of the indigenous population; the use of railroads to knit togethe

avast, if largely arid, verritory—were in fact the ingredients thac transformed th Nicolds Avellaneda in the 1860s and 1870s brought the victory of liberal princi-

mid- and late nineteenth-century state. But like other Latin American states, it ples, British investment and railroad development, and an agrarian-export pros-

had to rely on British, and later on US, capital and its elite had fundamenrall perity, followed by a massive immigration of southern European labor. A genera-

divided over ideological alternatives. tion of cohesive state development followed, buc Argentina remained a polity
Further to the south, the drcam of a unified South American republic had where a reactionary military and caudillo legacy remained a jagged ideological
aleernative. In Colombia, too, a conflict between military and liberals set the
pattern for decades of civil strife. Army officers and churchmen who had soughe
to continue the Spanish ruling institutions described themselves as centralist;
the liberals tended to speak for states or provincial rights. Politics seesawed be-

tween the two.

fallen apart during the wars of independence led by Bolivar and José de Sa
Martin. But all the Spanish-speaking lands remained with powerful armies
underdeveloped national or local assemblies, and a tradition of milirary strong
men and powerful Jandlords. The era of the independence struggle also tended

to divide the successor elites into conservatives who wished to preserve relativel

strong “centralist” institutions with respect for the Church, and “federalists; Brazil’s economic and ideological conflicts were softer. The legacy of the Por-

who saw themselves as liberals and supporters of decentralization and access t tuguese court and the presence of Braganza dynasty heirs as emperors from 1822

British capiral. In effect, the Latin American republics froze, until deep into th to 1889, as well as the unicy needed to maintain a stave population, helped form 2

nineteenth century, in the kind of confrontation that briefly separated Ameri coherent oligarchy. So too did the coffee boom and the common intellectual

formation of many in civil law and then as state administrators—a contrast with

can Federalists and the Jeffersonian Democratic Republicans in the [ate 17905+
the theological and anticlerical conflicts inherired elsewhere in the Catholic

but with the confusing difference that in South America the term federalist sig

nificd the decentralized option that Jefferson and Madison defended toward: Americas. The state cohered although its project remained administration, not

. i - ¥ - - .
1800. And no Latin American statesman could have said, as Jefferson said of development. The liberals’ moves in the 1870s toward abolition of slavery did

Republicans and Federalists in 1801, we are all centralists, we are all federalists. mobilize the conservative opposition of the coffee provinces in the south, but the

In Argentina the dictator Juan Manuel de Rosas had drawn on the back liberals included sugar interests in the northeast and no major confrontation of

ing of the independent cactlemen of the pampas, the vast grazing lands aroun economic interests compelled either political extremism or grand stare wagers

. . . A . . . . H 41
Buenos Aires, to intimidate the liberals in the port city, who sought to main on one sector or another. The landed elites fed the state bureaucracy:
The United States completed its first east—west railroad line four years after

its Civil War ended. For Canada the equivalent epic accomplishment followed

[ 131 ]

tain their leadership of the republic and their commercial connections with th
British. Nominally a federalist, Rosas and his provincial supporters established a

[ 3o ]




CHARLES §. MAIER LEVIATHAN 2.0

in the 1880s with the building of the Canadian Pacific. The history of its rail- o 1880, alternatives were progressively shut down by virtue of the advance of evo-

roads and its political federation had been intertwined for a generation. Follow- urionary ideas, the progress of technology based on iron, seeel, and coal, the emerg-

ing rebellions in 1837 against the British colonial government in French Lower ng social groups that grew in tandem within these innovations, and the military

Canada and the Anglophone Tory oligarchy of Upper Canada, the British m

sion of Lord Durham recommended self-government and unification of the twe

ecisions that these impacted.
Given the variety of experiences that revolution or modernizacion from

provinces into a Canadian Union. The financial strains of building the Grand above can refer to, I prefer the very loose texm controlled transformation—a pro-

Trunk railway designed to link the St. Lawrence’s goods to US ocean ports, and
US revocation of free trade for Canadian products, caused financial strains and

ess in which a group of ambitious and powerful men, whether political leaders
¢ economically powerful, or often both, atrempred to direct policy to achieve a

exacerbated the tension berween the linguistic communities. A series of confer: more vigorous national development. They could attempt this within the shell of

ences and negotiations in the mid-1860s produced the British North Americ; ncient empires (where they encountered fierce conservative resistance), or under

Act and the creation of the selfgoverning Dominion of Canada under th he ground rules of popular elections. Without the new opportunities of rail-

Crown and comprisinga new federation that redivided the old Upperand Lowe oad and communications, and rapid-fire weaponry, they would have found

Canadas and attracted the maritime provinces, and provided a basis for adhe heir moments less favorable. Without the widespread belief in the inevitabilicy,

sion of the western lands. The Anglophone elements saw the hope for nationa d even the “hygiene” (as one [ralian imperialist termed it), of military conflict,

domination; the Francophones secured control of a provincial unit, includin hey would also have played a less obtrusive role. And of course they reinforced

the cities of Monereal and Quebec. he charged ambiance of war and industrialization that made their policies seem
It is instructive to think of the alrernatives that might have been. Suppos oessential and natural. Bismarck was right: the great issues of the day were to be
Lee had won at Gerrysburg in July 1863, for example, then marched toward Nev

York, discouraged the North and allowed a peace-minded Democratic Party ¢

esolved by blood and iron—and by strong and determined national strategists
uch as himself.

cke out a victory in the presidencial clection of 1864 and negotiate a sertlemen
that allowed ar least de facto autonomy within a regionally decentralized Unite

In the Middle of Europe

States—united though in name only. A secessionist Confederate States woul

have had a social structure more akin to that of Brazil. It would have formed i rom at least che Treaties of Westphalia in 1648 through German reunification

effect part of a Caribbean geopolitical unit based for several decades more o n:1990, the state structures of Central Europe have been, in effect, part of an

plantation agriculture and servile labor. The southwestern territories won tw mplicit European constitution, central to issues of war and peace and the repre-

decades carlier from Mexico would have remained dependencies of chis souther: entation of ethnic communities, The Habsburg empire rested on two dominant
ﬁgtional groups—its German-speaking west, then including roday’s Austria and
he hilly perimeter of Bohemia and Moravia (today’s Czech Republic), and, to

he east, in the kingdom of Hungary, the Magyar-speaking landlord class who

slave republic, and California might ultimately have been divided betweenit
once-Hispanic south and its Pacific-oriented north. Far-fetcched? That depend

upon whether we believe all counterfacruals are far-ferched by the very fact tha

they did not come to pass. Some historians, myself included, are more willin ominated an extensive countryside through a county organization with court-

to live, so to speak, in the hypotherical or subjunctive mode. The point is tha 1ouse politics, not so different, as noted, from the plantation class in the American
the political and social units that shaped global institutions in fact rested of South. Instead of black slaves, the Magyars drew on peasant laborers—in some

districts Ukrainians, Poles, Slovaks, or Romanians—who were still enserfed
until 1848. Even in the second half of the nineteenth century, after serfdom had

particular outcomes that came together in a decisive series of events. As th
poet Robert Frost wrote, the road not taken made all the difference. From 185
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formally ended, they constructed a voting system that ensured that the Slay nerable in its site and its multiple echnicities. But he also understood how to le-

groups and Romanians would not capeure significant political power. Ge erage Austrian power. The tsar of Russia and the king of the major state in
graphically the kingdom of Hungary contained today’s Slovakia, western Rom porchern Germany, Prussia (which had a significant Polish-speaking minority
nia, and roday’s Croatia. Qurside the kingdom of Hungary and its Austr n the east), shared a common interest in social and territorial stability in the
Bohemian heartland, the dynasty also ruled Lombardy, with its capital Milan arly years after the Congress of Vienna. They signed a common program of reli-
and Tuscany, and, from 1797 to 1866, Venice and its hinterland. To the northease
the Habsburgs ruled today’s Slovenia and beyond the Carpachians the plains of

southern Poland or Galicia with the city of Lemberg (later Polish Lwéw.

jously based stability, the Holy Alliance, consulted together with British and
rench in periodic “congresses” on the state of Europe, and through 1849 agreed
: o act in common against revolutionary outbreaks. And they established a Ger-
today’s Ukrainian Lviv), taken during the Polish partitions, and even the regio of man Confederation-—a loose structure that included the German territories of
Czernowitz, taken from the Ottomans. When the remains of the Holy Roma Austria and Prussia as well as the smaller German states thar emerged from the
Empire had been dissolved under Napoleon’s pressure, the Habsburg rulers had Holy Roman Empire. Austria and Prussia alternated in the presidency of this
reconstituted their diverse territories as the Austrian Empire, not as a unified nit. And the whole geopolitical machinery was in effect anchored by the im-
unit but with different constitutional arrangements. All in all there were about plicit power of Russian armies, which supported Metternich’s program of conser-
ten different linguistic units, not including the dense Yiddish-speaking Jewis vative stabilizarion. Notably, in 1848-1849, when the Hungarians had threat-
populations in Galicia. Between then and 1945, the Jews would emigrate or di ned to successfully wrest their independence, Russian armies had intervened to
appear in the Holocaust, and the three million Germans of Bohemia and Mo help the Austrians suppress the revolt.
via would be expelled at the end of World War II, as would millions of Germans But within a generation of 1815 the structures were increasingly fragile. The
from the then eastern territories of Prussia further north. But major territoria entiment of German nationalism and Iralian nationalism grew among the grow-
and border changes would take place earlier, in the late 1860s and at the end o

World War lin 1918—1919, as well.

ng middle-class elements of the region, in particular among younger literate stu-
dents. Demonstrations on days of historical significance, monuments of national
The Habsburg empire thus comprised many linguistic groups. Increasingl allegorical figures—a Germania, for instance—celebrations of Iraly or Germany
they would feel the arrractions of nationalism, the notion that they each should in literature increased. Moreover, the Prussian kingdom’s officialdom grew res-
be able to govern their own communities in a national state. Or at least their i tive with the deference to Austria that the system entailed. The western parts of
tellectual and political leaders had this conviction. In fact many of the populati .the kingdom grew as coal and iron production increased. They had inaugurared
spoke two or more languages—the local vernacular at home and in the villa basic education for their village population in the eighteench century. The mon-
but German or Hungarian in the more public world of officialdom, and in:the ‘archs’ policy of religious toleration helped attract qualified Huguenot and other
armies. And forming new states would not be easy in areas where population -persecuted minorities. After defeat by Napoleon, they had adopted a French
were mixed. It was in the interest of the rulers to hold back the belief in nation ‘system of universal military conscription. They recovered and augmented their
ism, which would tear apart this patchwork inro a welter of contending peoples territory in 1815 as a member of the coalition against Bonaparte. Smaller in pop-
and places. And even if the dynasty was a German one, it would survive only by ‘ulation than Austria, Prussia had a vigorously growing economy and its cities,
leading a multiethnic unir; its rulers learned Hungarian and Iralian as well. as including Berlin, were increasing in size. As early as 1819 its civil servants de-
the French so current in European diplomacy. The Austrian chancellor from signed a customs union, or Zollverein, for their own state of Prussia that elimi-
1810 to 1848, Prince Klemens von Metternich, understood the potential vulner: nated the internal tariffs, and in the decades to come they signed up the other

abilities of his state, large with respect to its population of fifty million but _midsize states in this free-trade area. The Habsburg realms not only faced internal
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tensions; increasingly their claim to control the German Confederation wa nd take a crown that depended on popular legitimacy. The nationalist and revo-

under challenge. utionary enthusiasts of 1848 were scattered and suppressed after their second
So too the Italian territories in Lombardy and Venetia increasingly chafe

under Habsburg rule, and many of the middle-class elements in central an

vave of uprisings in 1849. Prussian troops dissolved the remnants of the Frank-
urc National Assembly in early 1850.

northern Italy developed schemes to unite an emerging Iralian nation. Many in Bur nationalist aspirations were quieted less than a decade. By the 18505,

tellectuals, poets, and writers took up the cause, which was still suppressed:by “Central Europe was in flux anew. First of all, economies rebounded vigorously:
the Austrian authorities and other conservative rulers in the divided peninsul railroad construction and industrial development surged ahead, in Prussia and
But the ferment of ideas and discussion was to become known as the Resurgenc n France, as in the Americas. Even the Prussian court was prepared to adopr a
or Risorgimento. Memoirs of anti-Austrian agitation and schemes for unific: nore assertive policy. The tsar vetoed early plans in 1850 and 1851 for a Prussian-
tion crystallized discussion. Nationalism was increasingly chic—British Romant ed union of North Germany as potentially too unsettling; St. Petersburg did
poets wrote lyrics for the Greek rebellion of the 1820s. Poles, too, had national Jot want to undermine Austria’s conservative presence in Central Europe. But
aspirations, and soon the Czech-speaking intellectuals of Bohemia would within Prussia the Zollverein and railroads advanced; now, too, there was a
well, as would various southern Slav groups. But they were more directly und russian legislature since 1848, which allowed middle-class liberals a forum. In
Habsburg control. German nationalism could prosper because of the divergenc iedmont, with irs capital in Turin, the new monarch was willing to abandon

berween Prussia and Austria, and the growing attractiveness of nationalism:t he sleepy clerical conservatism of previous decades, and under the constitution
the elites of the other states.
How was national unification to be achieved? In 18481849, the rcvolutio_

aries had tried and failed. The mass uprisings and demonstrations in Italy, Ce

f 1848 (the “Statuto”) a vigorous liberal elite, under the leadership of Count
samillo Cavour, sought to emulate Bricish parliamentary practice and French
nticlericalism. The kingdom secularized Church and monastic lands and
tral Europe, and Paris threatened a social revolution and soon alienated the ressed forward with various reforms. Increasingly Piedmont became the hope

cially respectable middle classes. Moreover, the Habsburg court rallied and i i '_f-the Italian nationalists for leadership in unification. Earlier republican ideas,

generals suppressed the uprisings in the various cities—Vienna, Prague, Bud or the notion of an Italian federation under the presidency of the pope, were

pest, and Venice—one by one. As noted above, the king of Sardinia, who too bandoned as unrealistic and juvenile. Moreover, Pius IX, who had begun his

up the national cause, was defeated rwice, first in 1848 and chen in 1849. th apacy in 1846 as a possible liberal reformer but was scarred by the Roman revo-

the Hungarian revolutionaries took up arms again in 1849, the tsar’s troops urion, would gravirare toward condemning liberalism and nationalism. The

obligingly intervened, and their leader, Kossuth, was left to become a salon he lian National Movement that was founded in 1859 united a determined co-

in America. The Roman revolurion, in which Mazzini served as one of the thre: ort of middle-class and aristocratic supporters in the northern and central
triumvirs, frightened the pope and was suppressed in 1850 by the newly elected owns of the peninsula. No longer students or activist members of the secret
president of the French Republic, Louis Napoleon, who wanted to please Cathe

lics at home. The Frankfurt Assembly could not solve the conundrum of Centr

bonari, they were now a bourgeois movement. Similarly in Germany, the na-
nal enthusiasts confessed that they had been too generous and idealistic in

European organization—the reviving conservative forces in Austria, led by::the 848; they must accept the states thar existed as a basis for action and work with

tough-minded prince Felix zu Schwarzenberg, brusquely told the Frankfure libs he princes. The restored state structure of Central Europe was cracking open
nd the initial repressive reaction loosening up in the late 1850s. In Prussia the
estored monarch Frederick William IV—who had refused a “crown from the

teer” (that is, from the Frankfurt parliament)~—was removed as insane in 1858,

als that Austria would enter a Germanic federation only with all its territori
including the Hungarian and Polish domains, or not at all. The Prussian rn

arch, approached as a second-best alternative, refused to offend the Habsburg
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and his brother was made regent (to inherit the Prussian throne as William I

1862). No liberal, he did, though, appoint a new cabinet that backed off from th; s SWITZER LAHD
harsh approach following the revolution and called for new Landrag election
inaugurating a period of renewed political discussion, the so-called New Era
With respect to ideology and social origins, nationalists were prepared:
abandon republicanism and find monarchical patrons, whether in Turi
Berlin. They were certainly not prepared to embrace socialism. But how shou
they solve their geopolirical dilemma of Austrian power, seconded by the tsar an
prepared to intervene in Germany, Bohemia, and northern Iraly? Cavour’s strat
egy was to persuade Bonaparte (now after a coup d’érat in 1851, and a plebiscit
the next year, governing as Napoleon I1I, emperor of the French) to take up th

53 -
i

Italian cause. Napoleon III fancied himself the champion of nationalities; by
he was also preserving the rule of the pope in the middle of Iraly. .

It was the Crimean War of 1853-1855 that transformed the inrernational.po
litical possibilities. Ostensibly this was an arcane struggle, foughr by the Frenc
to protect their influence in the Levant and the Roman Carholic religious guard
ianship of Jerusalem against Russian Orthodox claims over the same holy plac

Ty

But for London the underlying preoccupation was Russian pressure on the Ot TYRRHENIAN

toman Empire, weakened by earlier losses in its European territory, the earlie 5
e

campaigns of Muhammad Ali, and probably by the ramifications of its oy
efforr at reforms, the Tanzimat. St. Petersburg aspired to military hegemony
the Black Sea and the Straits of Marmara, and free entry into the Mediterra
nean; London saw a threat to its own maritime role and was determined to kee

the Ottoman Empire a viable seructure. As discussed above, the war—largéi _
MM E DI TERUEANDEAN s E A

fought for control of the ports on the Crimean Peninsula—turned out to. b
protracted and messy struggle, revealing the weaknesses of both sides. Ir.a
revealed the overextension of the Austrian Empire. The Russians expected.tha

Vienna would repay its help in suppressing revolution in 1849 by interdictingan

Anglo-French military movement in the Balkans; instead the Austrians occ
pied the Danubian provinces the Russians agrecd to vacate. But Cavour in Tu areographic releology: The advance of the modern nation-state, as seen in Fraly, 1815-1870.
threw in Piedmont’s forces with the British and French, hoping that in the peac
settlement to follow, London and Paris would compel Austria to surrende
hold in northern Italy. Fearing the loss of its Italian provinces, the Austri

sought to appease the French and British by “tilting” toward them and threateni
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the Russians with intervention unless they accepted their enemies’ peace t
Cavour would be disillusioned at the 1856 Congress of Paris that conc
peace; he received no concrete commitment from Napoleon III or Londo
take up the question of Piedmont’s aspirations to unite northern Iraly aga

Prussia adopted strict neutrality and made it clear that France could no
vene in Russian Poland across its territory.

that occurs only once a generation. Within three years Napoleon would a
himself with Savoy. The emperor wanted a dynastic marriage with the pri
of Savoy for his heir. The groom was unattractive and brutish; King Victé
manuel would not compel his daughter to the union, but she accepred her p
otic duty. In addition an assassination attempt on the emperor by an Irali

radical, ostensibly frustrated by the opposition to unification, raised iss comalist icon: A depiction of the “handshake of Teano;” the meeting becween Giuseppe

personal security. By eatly 1850 the French pressed Vienna into war. The twom i and King Victor Emmanuel of Savoy north of Naples on October 26, 1860. Garibaldi,

battles, Magenta and Solferino, were bIOOdY confrontations, signaling thie [ly an advocate of a sepublican unification for Italy, had forced the withdrawal of the Bour-

of the new warfare. Napoleon concluded a quick peace; the Austrians conced: arch from Sicily and Naples, bur he ageeed, for the cause of unity, o recognize Prime

ster Camillo Benso, Count of Cavour, and Victor Emmanuel’s monarchical framework thar

Lombardy (the province around Milan) to Paris, which retroceded it to ¢ing extended southward from Turin. Five months later, Vicror Emmanuel was prociaimed

Venice was to remain Austrian until 1866, when it would be joined to Ital (mostly} united Italy. (Private Collection / The Stapleton Collection / The Bridgeman Art
a result of Prussia’s victory over Austria. And in return, the kingdom of. -

ceded to France the region of Nice and the area around Lake Geneva tha :
been part of its own territory. Cavour won more than Lombardy, however. By g all of southern Italy and Sicily. The Neapolitan Bourbons had been
this time the pro-Piedmontese liberals throughout Traly—men of substanc ed:after the brief revolution of 1848; now in 1860 they were to fall defini-
socially conservative, though usually liberal advocates of parliamentary poli a new revolution, supported by the dashing republican leader Garibaldi
were organizing 2 movement in all the small states of the Po Valley and Ce ‘Thousand.” The question was, would the democratic republican leaders
Italy; and a wave of plebiscites ratified uniting these states with Savoy intoa 1 evolution in Sicily and Naples unite the region with the north? Cavour’s
Kingdom of Iraly. Napoleon IIT’s troops still prevented annexing the proyin ont was a constitutional state, but wich a limited suffrage and clearly
Rome, although the papal province of Bologna would join Italy, as would T ! rative—Garibaldi and his lieutenants envisaged for a while a radical re-
:the south that would oust the landlords, with feudal privileges and

s. But Garibaldi decided to yield control for the sake of a larger Italy, and

Once the Franco-Austrian peace was concluded, the big question remai
face of the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, that is, the Kingdom of Naples, enc
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in early 1861 the king of Savoy became the monarch of a united Italy. Venic atholic faichful, who were instructed by their clergy not to participare in the
would be gained in 1866, the province and city of Rome in 1870, the north
region of Trent and Bolzano, Trieste, only in 1918. Garibaldi would be disilh
sioned in the Turin parliament, would bitterly denounce the cession of Ni
and bicterly attacked Cavour, who although only in his fifties was ill and woul
shortly die. Garibaldi would actempr several invasions of Roman territory in th
1860s, only to be checked by Iralian troops. Only when Napoleon I faced th

Prussian invasion of 1870 would he remove his garrisons from Rome, whxc

égimﬂ that had taken Rome and confiscated their properties, leaving only the
Jatican territory. Until 1900 or so they remained aloof from politics, then grad-
ally were allowed by the Vatican to vote for the Liberals and even to run “cleri-
al” candidares to keep the socialists from power.
The Italian process contrasted with what was occurring in northern Ger-
'any. There too in 18581859, middle-class nationalism and Prussian adminis-
racors saw the chance to take up the German national banner with themselves
lowed the new kingdom to take the ancient capital.
Cavour and his close colleagues who brought about the unification of

in the lead. Bur whereas the Piedmontese monarchy accepted a British-style
onstitutional role, the Prussian monarchs were habituated to far more executive
Tralian state were in cffect gentry—largely gentlemen landowners, who admire authority and drew on a stronger identification with the military, which had a
Victorian liberalism and its ability for a public-spirited oligarchy to manag
country through a parliament and a moderate monarchy. The group of unif
would become known in the early 1860s as the Right, and later the Old Righ

but they quickly offered coalition privileges to those who termed themselves th

wore powerful role in government. The new king in fact wanted to screngthen
is professional army and diminish the role that the liberal militia had come to
laim. In 18611862, he urged an army enlargement and reorganization that the
berals resisted for ideological and fiscal reasons. Not having the votes to ram it
Left, also middle-class men who sought a broader electorate but worked wit hrough the Prussian Landtag, under the advice of his generals he summoned
the gradualist paradigm of state building. As of 1862 they formed a “marriag tto von Bismarck to take the office of minister president. Bismarck was also a
connubio; by 1882, the Left would win the elections. ‘The Left then invited the
defeated adversaries from the Right to “transform” themselves into liberals li

themselves, a process of glossing over ideological differences that would chara

noble, a Prussian_Juzker, who in 1848 had been resolutely conservative and sup-
oreive of Austria’s role in the Confederation, In the interim he had served as
mbassador to Russia and as Prussian representative on the Diet, where he came
terize the governance of the state into the twentieth century. Trasformismo o.resent the Austrian leadership. Bismarck came to Berlin and was willing to
cost. The Italian state remained perhaps too cozy; it viewed its peasant mass:é; ollect the necessary raxes withour parliamentary approval, in effect an uncon-
sullen adversaries, and the 1860s were spent combatting widespread peasant

sistance (the brigantaggio) in Sicily, which cost more lives than the wars ofun

sticutional recourse, although he found the legal authorities to justify it on dubi-
us grounds. The Prussian Liberals were incensed, but wichin a few years Bis-
arck had managed national military victories that would reconcile them. The
rerman-speaking province of Holstein with its port, Kiel, was nominally a fief
f the Danish king, but concurrently a member of the German Confederation.

fication. A great inquest in 1874 revealed how impoverished the rural mass
remained in the Po Valley lands as well as in the south. But the unifiers wer
perhaps understandably enough, also preoccupied by making their new stal
viable contender in European great-power politics. ‘That meant completing’ e Confederation Diet deputized Austria and Prussia jointly to compel the new
north-south railroad lines and having a military—both of which enrailed he ing of Denmark to renounce succession plans for removing Holstein from the
onfederation so that he could preserve its traditional administrative unicy with
he neighboring Danish province of Schleswig, At the conclusion of the short war

11864, Denmark had to concede both duchies to the Austrians and Prussians as

taxes on milling wheat, to be borne primarily by the masses. The more rad
Left, those who flocked to Garibaldi and his southern lieutenant Crispi, remaine
ourtside the system until the 1880s. So, too, did the upper reaches of the aristo
racy in both the north and the south: the novelist Giuseppe di Lampedusa mel
rably re-evoked their quasi-feudal world in Zbe Leopard. And so, too, did

gents for the Confederation, an administrative condominium doomed to con-
ict and one that enabled Bismarck to provoke a war with Austria two years later.
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By the mid-1860s Austria rightly understood thar Bismarck wanted to ex; 1e French emperor was facing a rising tide of political opposition at home and

Vienna from any significant role in the non-Habsburg German territories. A: fcft he could ill afford to appear weak and indecisive. A pretext for war was found

trian forces, however, proved ill prepared and in the brief war that ensued los 2 contest over Spanish politics. Spanish parliamentary and military forces were

decisively to the Prussians at Koniggriez (Sadova) in early July 1866. Austria sue ying to stabilize a new regime after deposing Queen Isabella in 1868; the par-

for peace to avoid further losing battles on the road to Vienna. liament rejected a republic and with General Prim sought to find a suitable mo-

Bismarck exacted no territories from the FHabsburgs, bur forced the end narchical candidate, inviting a cousin of the Prussian Hohenzollerns. The French

the German Confederation in which they had shared power. Prussia won th objecred; the Prussian royal family was willing to renounce the project, but

right to organize the north German states in a North German Federation, wit Bismarck released a brusque edited version of the negotiations—the so-called

a parliament. The southern states of Bavaria and Baden remained outside; b ms telegram—that aroused Prussian national feelings, and angered the French

were compelled to sign a military alliance that would subordinate their arm court. Goaded on by the hawks in Paris (whom his wife favored), Napoleon III

to Berlin’s in case of another war. Bismarck did get to annex German terrirorie: declared war—and, to the astonishment of European observers, lost disastrously.

within the North—the wealthy city of Frankfurt and the north-central city French general surrendered the major fortress in Metz; the emperor himself

Hannover, among others. His Italian allies were awarded Austrian Venetia despix had to surrender an army on the battlefield at Sedan on September 2, 1870. The

having lost a naval battle in the Mediterranean., ]Llst as imporeant as the suc"c__i Publican opposition in Paris declared the regime over and installed a de facro

in external policy, Bismarck won the retroactive parliamentary approval for h government that was divided among republicans, Bourbon monarchists, and sup-

tax measures and the army expansion. The Liberals, enthusiastic supporrers o sorters of the emperor—who, as a Prussian prisoner, was allowed to go inro exile

united Germany, saw the minister president as filling their dreams of 1848. Thei in London. As Prussian troops moved on Paris, the city itself rose again against che

voting bloc divided into those willing to approve his policies—known hen new legislature that was convened at Versailles, and for many months installed a

Eorth as Na{iona}. Libcfals and iﬂcluding some Ofthe al‘nbitious mcmbcrs Ofth :Voiu]_'iona[y comimune. 'I-he asscmbly, undcr 2 conscrvative republican’ Adol_

annexed state government of Hannover—and rhe smaller number of those whi phe Thiers, negotiated a peace with Prussia, which cost it an indemnity—soon

refused to support him, the so-called Progressives. Bismarck expected a rapi id—and the provinces of Alsace and Lorraine on the border, which Germany

completion of German unification with the absorption of Bavaria, Baden, an would hold until its own defeatr in World War I, forty-cight years later. The Paris

Witrttemberg, states now outside any regional federation. But he underest ommune remained besieged, cold, and near famine through the winter of 1871,

mated the growing Roman Catholic resistance to his program. Catholics wi until the Assembly finally retook it in the spring, executing thousands of the

concentrated in the south and Prussia’s own Rhine provinces and Silesia in th ommunards and exiling others to New Caledonia. Only five years later would

southeast. The Catholics identified with Austria as a guardian of Cacholic in e provisional government formally recognize that it was a republic with a

(o] and thﬁy fcarcd thc triumph ofa state identiﬁed With Pfotcst&ntism. Presiden[ as a chicf executive (WhO was dcp;ivcd of any real POWﬁ[} and a Na.

But the chancellor knew how to exploit these divisions: Catholic hostilit onal Assembly that governed the country through a civil service.

made Protestant Liberal support even stronger than it would have been,-ar - Bismarck, however, knew how to exploit the victory and the rush of nation-

within a few years the Prussian leader was willing to wager on a third militar alist enthusiasm Germans enjoyed. The southern states were bound to Prussia by

adventure, this time a risky war against Napoleon III's France. By exploiting var e alliances negotiated after 1866. In January 1871 the German parliamentary

ous issues, the German leader made Napoleon appear as an enemy determined legates, enjoying a victory session in the palace of Versailles, voted that the

block German unification and even CORspiring to seize the dtlchy ofLuxcmb'u_r ng of Prussia should become at the same time “German Empe[or_” Essentially
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Bismarck used the institutions he had designed for the interim North Germ \d its monerary systems; it retained conscription and the strongest army in Eu-

Confederation in 1867, but with the addition of the south German states. Th rope- Irs industrial development, spearheaded by the coal and steel concentra-

resulting governmental structure was a compromise amalgam of popular a -0 of the Ruhr and newly annexed Lorraine, rapidly made it the preeminent

ive i . i ained their Di
exccutive instruments. Prussia and the other states ret their Diets ndustrlal power of the continent, and it would overtake Britain in steel output

Landrags. The minister president of Prussia became the German chancellor; it the 18905, Bismarck declared that Germany was a satiated stace and wanted to

alone appeared before the German legislature; there was no collective cabi 2 force for stability, but the annexation of Alsace and Lorraine had made it

responsibility as in Britain, and he held power at the pleasure of the emperor, jus i Hicult to win a real reconciliation with France.

as in Prussia he held power at the pleasure of the king The military minister 'The Austrian Empire underwent its own structural consolidation after its

were important members of the council of ministers (as would be the case defeat in 1866. While the new realists among the Magyar nobility had (ancl

Japan), and the military budget was debated only every seven years. Nonethch_ﬁ 18) shelved the goal of absolute independence from Vienna, its leaders under

Bismarck did agree that the new Reichstag (like the old Customs Union p gffha renc Dedk exploited the Austrian defeat to exeract a large degree of autonomy

ment and interim North German Diet) should be elected by universal manhooc ul_idCr the terms of the 1867 Ausgleich or Compromise. Henceforth, the Habsburg

suffrage. (An upper chamber with restricted powers, the Bundesrat, was ba__s npire would be a dual federation: the cmperor “of” the lands in the west (Aus-

on state delegares.) This meant that one organ in the German constitutiona ia. Bohemia, and Moravia) would be king “in” Hungary, and the country would

structure had a franchise as democratic as the American Congress and the ney become the hyphenated Austria-Hungary or Dual Monarchy. Dualism brought

French Chamber of Deputies. But it could not vote to unseat the chancellor; - precarious degree of state consolidation to each half of the structure, bur the

it could do was make his life difficult by paralyzing che budger process. Mo two “historic peoples” each faced fractious nationalities in their respective re-

over, even as he sought to placate a Reichstag majority in which, over time, lib ons. The Magyars would govern their large half the country through a rigged

and working-class representatives increased with industrial development, th suffrage, much as whire United States citizens in the former Confederate States

chancellor—minister president had to pass a Prussian state budget a few bloc] of America would dominate their region. Within the kingdom, Croatia cnjoye d

away in the Prassian House of Deputies (and a Prussian House of Pecrs) thath its own parrially autonomous status. Linking the two halves of the Dual Monar-

a far more conservative majority. For until defeat in the First World War, Prussi chy was a common foreign office, a common army and navy, with German «till

retained a “three class” suffrage chat gave wealthy voters a far greater prop cepred as a Janguage of command, and a commercial trade treary, to be re-

tional share of the delegates than the nonwealchy. viewed every decade, that connected the grain-growing lands of Hungary with

Bismarck had the force and the prestige to navigate within the system, ¢ the more industrial regions of Bohemia and Austria. Austria still rerained Trieste

his successors found the task a growing challenge. After the end of the Th g as its port on the Adriatic Sea; Hungary held the ports of Pola (today’s Croatian

Reich, historians tended to stress the autocratic side of the empire—the po Pula} and Fiume or Rijeka on the Adriatic. The Hungarian parliament, restricted

tial for a willful emperor and powerful military officers to intervene in politics - in suffrage until 1911, divided between more or less nationalist elements; the

but recent scholarship has emphasized the vigorous quality of political debat Reichsrat in Vienna, which united the western half, would break down into So-

that marked national and local life. Until the end of the 18705 it pleased Bis al Democrats, Liberals, eventually Catholic populists (Christian Socials), pan-

marck to work with the National Liberals and to rally them against suppose Germans, and strong components of Czech and Polish deputies who fought over

threats from the disgruncled Catholics and the emerging working-class Soc the linguistic rights of their respective nationalities and the control of school

Democratic movement. By the end of the 18705, Germany unified its legal cod budgets. Civil servants were expected ro use German in reports to Vienna, the
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local vernacular with the citizenry dominant in the respective areas. Langua & had chosen a course different from that of the Germans and Prussians. Their

issues for schools—perhaps familiar to Americans accustomed to dispures abo parliament was more influencial; they felt the Prussians glorified war. Bur they
bilingualism—continued to vex the Austrian half. téo identified with a national state. The unifiers who were constructing the new
It was unclear what to call the western half: strictly speaking, Austria wa apanese national state felt a kinship with the Germans—Ilike them, they saw the
only part of the unit; the emperor retained a confusing series of sovereign title onaichy and its civil servants and its military leaders as crucial for their state,
over the various provinces (of which Bohemia was listed as a kingdom and Up ar;d they were emulating the industrialization as quickly as they could, sending
and Lower Austria as Archduchies). The designation “imperial and royal,” ’k ﬂ;ﬁ:r promising diplomats and generals to study in the West. The Brazilians and
serlich und kiniglich” or “k. und k.,” became the term applied to officials, flags rgentines, who had cooperared {with the Uruguayans) in almost obliterating
consulates, and so forth of the whole realm. The western half was sometime A Paraguayan Republic, which defied their access to the great rivers from the
unofhicially referred to as Cisleithania—the lands “this side” of the lictle rive

Leith that formed part of the border with Hungary. Officially it remained:th

terior, depended much more on Britain’s commercial influence. But they over-
me the old conflicts to a degree, rallied (to use the Brazilian motro) around the
lands represented in the Reichsrat. As ethnic nationalism increased, che ser omtean ideas of “order and progress.” Brazil, huge and decentralized under the
ture came under greater and greater stress, although the Austrian Social Demg emperors clevated from the exiled Portuguese royal line, slowly moved to abolish
cratic Parry and the Jewish popularion, who understood the dangers of Germar avery and with it the empire. Canada was completing its railroad network and
and Magyar, Polish, or Romanian nationalism, remained the most loyal to th gotiatinga united Dominion. Vigorous US growth came at a price. The Repub-
dynasty as the unifying and hopefully moderating force. Historians have oft ican Party in the United States was determined to favor manufacturing with a
viewed what also became known as Austria-Hungary as a doomed state, bu “

it fought for four long years in World War I before finally fracturing. Irs arme

rariff and open up the West to farmers, ranchers, and miners—thereby forging a
yalition that would run the country for several decades once it had abandoned
forces were rarely victorious unless acting together with the German military s radicals’ effort to remake the ex-Confederacy. But in the opporrunities that
but they functioned as a unit despite their recruits’ linguistic diversity. Its © sounded for farmers, industrialists, and even southern landlords in the railroads
reaucrars seemed addicted ro 2 ponderous formalism, but they successfully rep: and the trans-Mississippi West, blacks, Indians, and the contract laborers from
sented the presence of the monarchy and its elaborate legalism. And curious] East Asia would remain severely disadvantaged, if not victims. Even the French
enough within this ramshackle compromise berween modern prenational (an Republic, which had installed a powerful Assembly, would advance its railroad
postnational) elements, likewise between parliamentary state and military; network and a state-run secularized school system, with a centralized prefectural
bureaucratic empire, the boldest experiments in music, philosophy, and psych system.

try could flourish.** So throughout much of the “civilized” world—understood as Europe wich

its American outliers, the British dominions, and the ambitious Japanese—
The World of the 1870s states were trump. The recipe for governing was to develop their territory, keep
power in the hands of men of science, expertise, and property, and prepare for a
The world of the 1870s had been transformed—not by revolution, but by stron continuing military rivalry. And to resist the archaic blandishments of commu-
leaders, realists who believed in railroads, property, economic development nalism, dangerously close to anarchism and syndicalism, whether manifesting
and national power, and the inevirability of conflict and competition. Of cours: self as a program to found government on village communes and collective
there were major differences. The Iralians who moved their capital to Rome property, advocated only by formerly servile peasants or indigenous tribes, and

1870 (after an interim six years in Florence, which had followed Turin) knew tha ject the new working-class claims to trade-union and syndical power. And to
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resist, too, any supranational claims to religious authority, whether from the Rp Bur yet, the 18705 disclosed a collection of states still spread out in their

man Catholic hierarchy in the West or the ‘u/ama’ in the Islamic world or By irutional and ideological transformations. Some remained hostage to their

dhist monasteries in Asia. atinuing multiculeural divisions. The old empires—Austro-Hungarian and

Of course, there were laggards in this process. China remained a victim: th Ottoman, Russian to a lesser degree—had to balance ethnic or religious diver-

even as they sought to modernize for the harsh international competition
¢ had threatened them since the late eighteenth century. The once opulent
; ghal Empire had finally disappeared in 1858 at the hands of its feeble
_inces and persistently encroaching British adversaries after the collapse of the
sdian rebellion. The so-called Raj—which after 1876~1877 became officially
Empire of India under the Empress Victoria—found it expedient to preserve
atchwork terrirories and diverse communities, including the approximately
< hundred princely states preserved alongside the directly ruled presidencies
dother jurisdictions represented in London by the secretary of state for India
d administered from Calcutra by the governor general or viceroy. The Manchu
ate with its allogenic dynasty could hardly embrace an unrestrained Chinese
wionalism, but its loyal officials found Confucian traditions based on the clas-

British and French had gone to war again in 1860 and forced more concessions
the Taiping had sapped imperial strength—the power of the Confucian stat
and the growing impoverishment of its peasant masses prevented an effect
response, though not the effort. The Ottomans, who had lost Egypt and most
their Balkan territories, faced the severest self-contradictions: if they adoptec
modern principles of secular Ottoman citizenship, they undermined the reli
gious communalism that had been the basis of the Empire when it was on'th
rise. They found it hard to mobilize economic resources and extract revenues;
in the case of China, and to a degree Latin America, where mineral extraction
commodity exports, and the coastal port activities generated wealth, foreigner
would control much of the process and slow down self-development. Britai

vealed some of the same pressure to modernize a political and educational s
cs and a virtuous gentry too limited to carry through a successful reform pro-

gram. The Germans and Japanese seemed to understand that if they morphed
perial legacies into efficient military and bureaucratic government, they might

tem that had not been compelled to reform by radical shocks or milirary defeat
Berween the 1830s and the 1870s, Britain too would adopt crucial reforms-
less paternalist approach to poverty, the reform of its military (abolishing py
chase of commissions), free trade, key municipal reform—and rationaiization_'-g in the nominal trappings of empire. And countries formally democratic at
its grear Indian possession after suppression of the rebellion of 1857. So, t00;, h: ome understood conversely that the currency of power in the world of states
Russians proceeded less dramatically, but did abolish serfdom and started towar

representative institutions in the 1860s and 1870s. The transcontinental Russi

as to develop empire abroad.

Historians have always emphasized the violent confrontations berween highly
ganized states as the material of traditional “diplomaric” history. But the con-
ntious world of rival states was also united in its pressure on the fragmented

railroad would have to wait until che end of the nineteenth century, as would
loosening of the communal hold over village lands, and 2 national parliame
came only in 190s. Brirain, in effect, could modernize without radically tra munities at its edges, or sometimes within its territories, whom they per-

forming its state—society balance; in Russia the stare remained powerful enoug ived to be obstacles to progress and civilization. These alternative communities

and its adherents conservative enough that modernization came slowly. But a ere often desperately poor, lived sometimes in a symbiotic relationship with
heir animals, and periodically renewed the religions of empire, whether Chris-
an or Muslim or Hindu, with the voices of local prophets, dissident priests,
ustere Sufi mystics, and healers. They were remnants, buc persistent remnants—
¢ Maya of the Yucatin borderland; the vagueiros or herders of the Brazilian
ctublands of the northeast known as the Sertdo, who resisted the new en-

aching republic in 1896; the American Indian nations slowly compressed into

o[ 11 ]

these states were on a new trajectory by 1870, and so was their intellectual.
cultural patrimony. With such transformarions it was to be expected chat th
pressure to dominate and control would press even more drastically into the co
nial peripheries, and the instrumentalities for control at home would rely eve
more on science and measurement, steel and steam and communication. It wol
be both gritry and glitzy, ferociously innovative, but factual as well. '
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3. 1he Human Zoo

reservations; the gypsies of Andalusia and Romania; the Chechens of the Caﬁ

sus; the Pashruns at the norchwest frontier of the Raj and other societies of Ce
tral Asia; the tribesmen of highland Burma; Uighurs of Xinjiang; and nume
ous other peoples. Some, such as the Tasmanians, were largely exterminated
carly as the 18205 and 1830s; others later, as the Indians of Patagonia in the 1886

still others, such as the Herero in German colonial territory, decimated i
EEP bad news in perspective. . .. Nine days after Custer’s derachment faced

«wift annihilation at the Little Bighorn, the United States celebrated the hun-
Jredch anniversary of its original Independence Day. As part of the centennial
ar, Philadelphia entrepreneurs organized the largest world’s fair to date, from
ay 10 to November 10. President Ulysses Grant and Brazilian emperor Dom
dro, the last monarch resident in the Western Hemisphere, opened the cele-

early years of the twentieth century—as many had been in the earlier cxpans.lo_
of overseas empire after 1500. Many would be absorbed in encroaching cities an
territories; still others managed o persist in jungle or highland sanctuaries to
daunting for the victorious—waiting for chiliastic redemption or even latey
be discovered and often called back to mediated life by anthropologists. The

fate caught the attention of novelists at the time and is being deservedly rec
bratory exhibits of technology and agricultural bounty by switching on the im-

mense Corliss Steam Engine in Machinery Hall. Steam and iron caught the imag-
ination of the ten-million-odd visitors who came to the Exposition. Alexander

ered by contemporary historians. But we must carry on with the progress of those
who continually pushed out at their once immune domains.

Bell’s telephone, patented two months earlier, was also on exhibit. Two years
Jater an even larger world exposition opened on the Champ-de-Mars in Paris,
the meadow on which the Eiffel Tower would arise for another ever-larger world’s
fair eleven years later.®® Again, marvels of engineering—bur also a “human zoo”
“negro village,” where four hundred indigenous peoples were put on exhibit in
reconseructions of their supposed habirats.

The 1870s saw human zoos set up in cities throughout Europe, including
Hamburg, Warsaw, Barcelona, and London—tribal specimens displayed in the
most un-nomadic conditions possible: as objects for vicarious tourism and occa-
sionally study. The zoos presupposed the hierarchies of civilization: spectators
nfirmed to themselves and their children that they were superior; exhibitors
had to acquire, transport, and then supply and manage these arenas of domesti-
cated encounter. What those exhibited thoughe is hard to know. We would be
hasty to attribute humiliation or anger. They were in a service occupation, perhaps
ke acrors, although the terms of their recruitment and service could be rigor-
us, as a recent historian of the world’s fairs reminds us. They were on stage, not
inacage. Perhaps they retained their own sense of superiority to the elaborately

clad visitors who came to see their miniature habitats.™
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social observers a century earlier had traced curious customs and rccognizcd
chat far-lung empires were as civilized as their own, the later nineteenth century
Pressed ahead with concepts of social structure, kinship, and religious organiza-
tion. Empire allowed a collection of splendid artifacts—often entire architec-
cural elements without parallel, to be accumulated in Paris, London, Berin, St.

Confronting the Primitive

Establishing allegorical meanings is, of course, a cheap trick for historians agy
as literary scholars. Seck and ye shall find. Still, controlling colonial and urby
environments, keeping potential savages safely fixed to their own turf, ensurin,.
minimal welfare for all while reinforcing the visible signs of hierarchy, f :
ing appropriate rules for what a contemporary German wrirer has called tod:
“human zoo,”** marked the evolution of states and governments from the 187
until the outbreak of the First World War. The zoos were reassuring; they-:.su.
gested thar the “primirive forces” of humanity—supposedly fundamentally di
ferentiared by color and other racial characteristics, only semigoverned in rh

Petersburg, and eventually New York*¢

For the white middle classes of Europe and the Americas, rechnological
angst and second thoughts about their destined global domination were usually
remote through the 188cs. By the end of the century, darker preoccupations and
an edgier awareness would surface as the “positivist” confidence of the previous
generation yielded to critiques of empire, social activists exposed the squalid Liv-
ing conditions of the tenements, and the barely coded artworks referred to as
“symbolist” suggested deep sexual insecurities. As the writer Rudyard Kipling
understood, empire was precarious (“Lest we forget”) and the perennially gloomy
Henry Adams questioned machine civilization.”” Still, the artists and inrellectu-
als of Europe, the Americas, and Japan had not yet crossed Freud’s threshold of
frank insistence on Oedipal jealousy and infant sexuality. Some depicred hooded
messengers of death; others, intimations of castration. Painters and composers

native habitars, untutored in the basic civilizing conceprt of private property
could be mastered and even made grateful for their subjection. The darker fore
at home, whether racial in the Western Hemisphere or working class in the ..i'
dustrializing world, were more threatening. As late as 1871 they mounted a re
lutionary regime in Paris, the Commune, established in the besieged capita
France by the radicals who resisted the new Third Republic’s willingneés
make peace with the German forces bivouacked to the east of the city. Th
Commune would soon come to represent, through both the suffering the cit
underwent and the hostages the regime would execute—the heart of darknes
home. In fact, within a few decades the major threat posed by the organized pr
letariat no longer seemed to be insurrection—the aging Friedrich Engels recog
nized that revolutionary aspirations would not prevail on the barricades—bu
the emerging Socialist and Social Democratic political parties throughou th
West. .
The peasant masses of southern and Eastern Europe also represented a rese
voir of primitive and dark forces. Insofar as they could be woven into a soci
drama of integration and peaceful acceptance, analogous to the human zoé;-
was through the appreciation of folklore and folk art, which flourished in th
period. Human differentiation and classification also contributed to heroic scI;xc;
arly achievements in the social sciences. Motivated in some instances by an a
sumption of inequality, in others by a cosmopolitan effort to understand diffe
ence without presupposing inferiority, late nineteenth-cencury anthropologis
and archeologists acquired new knowledge of remote times and places. Where

had not entirely cast loose from the reassuring conventions of representation and
tonality as they would after 1905; the world of art stood on the cusp of medern-
sm. Intellectuals in China and India and the colonies had not yet developed
sustained revolurionary critiques of imperialism. Massacres of stubborn peoples
targeted by the hubris of empire—adherents of the Mahdi of the Sudan, the
Armenians in the Ottoman realms in 1896~1897, the Filipinos who resisted US
takeover of their islands from the Spanish, the Ovaherero in German Southwest
Africa in 1903-1906, the Formosans (Taiwanese) taken over by Japanese admin-
 istrators in 1895—aroused some regrets and criticism but lictle effective counter-
 action. Anti-imperialists in the Unired States may have braked further territo-
rial acquisitions by force after 1898 (although the Danish Virgin Islands were
purchased in 1916); the difficulties incurred in subjugating the Boer republics
 sobered the British; and the German policies of genocidal suppression in the
-~ later Namibia provoked parliamentary opposition, but faits accomplis were not
to be undone. The unfortunate excesses of violence amounted ro what President
Theodore Roosevelr called the “attendant cruelties” of progress. And TR did not
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even consider the reduction of forest to rubber plantation or slash-and-bugr, che nineteenth century was an atreribute of an allegedly advanced people. Colo-

sies were allegedly not ready to claim it, but it was perhaps the highest ateribute
6{ rationality. Revived in the early nineteenth century, above all by the philoso-

sugar cultivation.” They took place on the margins.

And yer—even if the macho statesmen of the late nineteenth century
sisted making the connection—the “pacification,” and sometimes massacre, C pher Georg Friedrich Wilhelm Hegel, the celebration of statehood had becomea
the perimeter was related to those triumphant displays of progress in the grea

expositions and the ever greater confidence in modern statehood. The [y

prussian juridical specialty, a doctrine that served a new sovereign unit constructed

Imost mechanistically across diverse German- (and Polish-) speaking territo-
nineteenth-century state was a triumph of the positivist spirit, of the materialisy .nes. By midcentury, heavy treatises of Staatsiebre and Rechtslebre, the doctrines

forces of civilization, of the social-scientific counting of populations and m of the State and of law, had become legal and constitutional specialties of German-

surement of territory, of progress and the future. Nonetheless, it often appcafgd speaking Europe. Friedrich Julius Stahl from the 1830s, Otto von Gierke and the

hostage to potentially the darker forces of its own proletariat, the ignorant and Swiss jurist Johann Caspar Bluntschli in midcentury, Georg Jellinek by the end

church-besotted peasantry of its countryside, and sometimes threatened even of the century, were among those contributing to the genre. Some attributed to
its own emasculating women. The issue of female rule produced a constitutior the ruling agencies and to the law an ethical and philosophical loftiness, a spiri-
crisis in mid-nineteenth-century Hawai'i; was accommodated in [ate-Vicrori tual reality that the associations and markets of civil society allegedly could not

Brirain, in effect, by desexing the widowed monarch; croubled late-imperial in-
stitutions in tsarist Russia and Qing China; and also emerged in growing clain
for suffrage. Before World War I women would get the righe to vote in New

quite possess. “The state is a moral being and it has moral rasks in life,” Blune-
schli insisted® Civil society, so the eighteenth-century Scottish philosophers,
including Adam Ferguson and Adam Smith, had argued, remained associations
Zealand in 1893, Australia in 1902, Finland in 1907, and Norway in 1913, as well of interests aspiring to wealth and public happiness. Continentals fele these aspi-
as in the American western states. US women won the suffrage for national ele rations remained inferior, whereas the state was an associarion of ideals, ethics,
tions in 1920, Britain admitted women to the polls in stages from 1911 t0 192 and law. Historians used to ascribe to these German thinkers some of the blame
the Weimar Republic from its beginnings in 1919. France finally consented after for Nazism (ironically, Stahl and Jellinek came from Jewish backgrounds), but in
World War I1in 1944, and the Swiss at the federal level in 1971. :

fact National Socialism—insofar as it could claim any intellectual pedigree—
How to master these encroaching claims for political representation. anc

would draw on different theories, more attuned to national and ethnic celebra-
participation—whether through repression and arbitrary rule, or through pr tion as well as to the gut belief that politics was war by other means. In facr,
gressive concessions and greater inclusiveness—was the great political issue that ';jellinck, a liberal, denied any metaphysical reality to the state, insisting rather
hovered over the late nineteenth- and early twentieth-cencury state. | that the state was a legal creation thar could play an active role in regularing soci-
:cty and the economy. States did what private associations could do—deliver the

: ‘mail, build railroads, provide education, relieve poverty—but rendered these public
Statehood and Governmentality | Functions®

When Americans ralked about states, unless they had acrended German unive - All these treatises took care to differentiate the legal structure thar was the
sities they usually referred to the territorial subdivisions of their country.:In ‘state from the bundle of historically or linguistically formed allegiances that
Europe the state was a collective abstracrion, rcfcrring to the legal authorities
that claimed the right to legislate, enforce, and administer. The British did noe
use the term instinetively; French and Germans did. Other cultures had rough

equivalencs that referred o polity or rule, such as the Hindi raj. Having a state in

comprised the nation. Conceprually they also separated the state from the society
it regulared. But there were important dissenters by the late nineteenth century.
The idea of society had moved beyond just the notion of cither a politically ori-

ented “public” or an undifferentiated “people.” Society implied a population
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structured according to their interests and allegiances or what today might be as inculcated and family cohesion emphasized, as in China, state authority

termed identities. These might include religious preferences, regional and loca ‘mighe thereby benefit at times but evaporate at other times. The same held for
loyalties, and class and occupational affiliations, which, it was implied, took shape Russia. And then again, did a strong bureaucracy serve as the instrument for a
trong state, or did it develop into a powerful special interest blocking any proj-
cts for the general interest? The relationship of stace and society thus remains
complex and often paradoxical—nonetheless, the authorities we routinely ag-
gregate as the state did become more ambitious about shaping the everyday at-

.ributes of the societies they governed in the late nineteenth and early twentieth

independent of state action. Society was often depicted spatially: it was orga
nized from the bottom up, not from the top down, or it constituted an intermed;
ate layer of connections more extensive than family and kinship and less powerfy
than the state. By the late nineteench century some legal theorists were sugges
ing that these functional groups should provide the basis of the legal order. Ideas
enturies. They envisaged a more encompassing and interventionist agenda, and
he results they sought entailed a different sense of mission. The good ruler in
the eighteenth century might define his objective in terms of felicity or happi-
ness or the preservation of order. The good bureaucrat in late nineteenth might

of transcendent state sovereignty should give way to a compact among interests
and groups, collectively endowed with legislative power. Dismayed by the revol
tionary turmoil of 1848 and after in Prussia, German liberal Rudolph Gnei
looked to political administration and the development of British parliamentary
representation for pragmatic representation, while Otto von Gierke examined hink in terms of energy or hygic:nc.’2

Masses of people had no provision if business cycles threw them out of work;
hey had no access to medical care; their old age was dependent on family sup-

port. Did not the state have constructive missions? Without the state, they

German medieval guilds to find models of self-government. A generation later
Léon Duguit, the French admirer of Comte’s eatlier positivism, argued that an
authentic legal order had to express the “interdependence” of modern social i
terests, not the abstract and fictitious notions of natural rights. “Yes, the state is would experience not picturesque village assistance, but misery. Without the state,
heir water and food supplies would be sources of disease. It was logical that
American and some British social reformers admired the emerging welfare stare
egulation of Bismarck’s (and his successors’y Germany. As Jellinek wrote, “The
cconomic and spiritual life of the people is advanced by laws and legal compul-
sion, that is social results are brought about through governmental power.. ..
::’Ihrough their common rule, subjects become comrades. The advancement of
communal purposes through social means has become the task of the state to an

dead, or rather what is dying is its Roman, royal, Jacobin, Napoleonic or collecti
ist form, which in all these diverse aspects, has been only one form of the state
What he saw arriving was not a state as traditionally conceived but a government
of technical representatives based on professions and elimination of class conflic
The American “pluralists” of the early twentieth century argued similarly that
politics rested on interest-group negotiations, not on constitutional forms.”

Social scientists have often tried to distinguish between strong and weak
states. The strong state “penetrated” society and could allegedly shape it by ex-
tensive measurement and regulation; neither wealthy elites nor organized mass
effectively challenged its authority: think Prussia. The weak state’s authority:
might be extensively flouted, subverted, or ignored by families and association

increasing degree. . .. The state has become the most powerful social factor, the
strongest protector and advancer of the common interest.””” They found in the
. German municipalities, Prussian state commercial ministries, and national Prot-
estant church Diet, offices that claimed state power to limit child and women’s
 labor and provide social insurance for the disabled and eldezly, at a time when
American courts struck down this sort of legislation.” Whether or not one judges
the state today as an abusive concentration of bureaucratic interference with in-

think Italy. But the dichotomy remains too clumsy. The relationship of state and
society—insofar as these abstractions correspond with the messy anatomy ‘of
human institutions—is a crucial variable for understanding history and politics,
_ dividual freedom, the historian must recognize that as states were melred down
and formed anew from 1850 to 1880, they seemed to represent civilization and

but a robust state and a strong sociery could complement each other. No state
protected accumulated family wealth more than Great Britain; the state could

be strong because it so fitted the agenda of its great families. If social disciplin progress.
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The doctrines of the state found receptive audiences in far-flung soils; ce dedly sought to control and regulate inherently variable distributions of

min
“people, environment, and property, now dorninate many of the historical narra-
3.; dives and political analyses. A large literature, exemplified by the work of theorist
‘Michel Foucault (d. 1984) and the political anthropologist James C. Scott, now

rOpOSEs that knowledge of society—whether codified in the form of censuses or

tainly among the aging Japanese leaders of the Meiji Restoration, who in ¢
1880s and 1890s wanted to endow the regime they had constructed with loﬁy
conservative principles, including constitutional arrangements borrowed from
Germany, which limited the scope of the new Diet, entrenched the influenc
the milicary leadership, and exalted the monarch with an Imperial Rescrip :-carcography, or pursued for public health reasons or even public education—was
ot just the prerequisite of social control, but designed precisely to achieve it.
‘Knowledge is power, Francis Bacon, the early exponent of scientific observation,
ad written in the sixteenth century, and by the eighteenth century “useful
knowledge” had become the goal of the broad Western movement called the En-

lightenment. The alternative to “reason” seemed to be prejudice, backwardness,

1893.”> Latin American conservatives and military spokesmen found the id_eﬁ';.
congenial, for they prized the authority of the central state, which as a creation,
of colonial elites had often remained a precarious attainment. Roman Catholi¢
authoritarians invoked the Church’s mission to enforce authority, bur they als
liked the idea of an authoritarian starte, as did right-wing nationalists in Ita
. “and superstition, still too often institutionalized by organized religion. But crit-
cs then and since have emphasized instead that social knowledge leads to the
abuse of power even if applied benevolently. Knowledge, in this view, provides

who imported Hegelian idealists with enthusiasm at the end of the centur
In the Ottoman, Russian, and Qing empires, the doctrines cerrainly found
approval, but they were hard to nativize because the German concepe of the state
was so transcendent that it might undermine the very real institutional clain
of the monarch. The Japanese emperor might fade into the abstraction of th
realm that the new ruling elite wanted to strengthen. It was harder to bypass-tﬁe:

not just power but domination.”®
 But from the mid-nineteenth century to the mid-twenticth, state power
cemed hardly so suspect. Anarchists and anarcho-syndicalists might propose
hat local associations could replace central government and large corporations.
'They wanted to build organizations from the workshop or village “upward,” del-
egating only a2 minimum of authority to national governments. For two months,
. from late March through late May 1871, exponents of anarchist concepts, along-
“side other radicals, played a role in the Commune that seized power in Paris,
_ which had been besieged since the preceding fall, first by the Germans, then by
the newly elected conservative National Assembly that convened in nearby Ver-
sailles. The Commune would leave a reputation for revolurionary misery and

Rassian tsar, although his civil service and their authority (the gosudarstvo) might
become the object of loyalty for some. The conservative Chinese reformers sc_é'
ing to rescue the fraying Qing state eranslared Hegel but rurned more readily.
the ancient Confucian and Neo-Confucian ideals that aligned the family, the
gentry, and the emperor in a cosmic sense of duty. And in the Islamic world, it
cluding the Ottoman Empire, the religious mission of rulers overshadowed s
strict an emphasis on law, abstract and compelling in its own secular transcer
dence. The mission of the Ottoman clan (and later the Turkic ethnic core) als
- terror, but its violence paled before the massive repression exacted when the city
was finally recaptured. In Spain, also racked by revolution from 1868, the briefly
established republic of 1873-1874 went through a “Federalist” episode of decen-
tralization, confronting, moreover, a wave of local “cantonalist” uprisings in the

made their familial or ethnic claims too strong for the state as such to legitimiz

authoritarian rule.
After the twentieth-century experience of states (or parties that governed

states) whose leaders claimed to have the knowledge and good intentions:

southeast that sought even more total autonomy.

Of course, there was no direct causality that linked rhe anarchisc uprisings

in Paris and Spain’s cities of the early 1870s with the episodes of tribal resis-

wield great power over individuals and associations, the effort to apply legislative
power for alleviating social inequality or enhancing environmental benefits—
controlling floods, increasing the yields of agriculture and husbandry, and so.
on—suggests an enterprise that ran amok. The distortions that arose from state
ambitions, even those benevolently intended, and of course those that singl.

tance on the margins of European expansion a few years later, which we cited
in the introduction above. Nonetheless, along with the nomadic struggles on
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his “reformist” stance at the congresses of the second Socialist Internarional,
a until che eve of World War 1, it attracred increasing numbers of adherents,
specially among trade unionists, who played a large role in socialist parties.
Nevertheless—ler’s get real. For all the recent histories that suggest the state
‘became exponentially more ambitious and powerful in controlling its cirizens,
:ninecccnth-century governments still hardly “penetrated” society. Empires left
dministrative power in the hands of local notables; vast areas of sparsely popu-
ated countryside had virtually no police forces. Factory owners faced virtually
no challenge to their power within their enterprises. Western states taxed their
tizens extraordinarily lightly; liberals had rolled back the heavy burdens that
he wars of the eighteenth century and then the Napoleonic era had necessitated.
Above all, as we shall see, in those offshore preserves of arbitrary power—the
.:colonies, formal and informal, of the British, French, Spanish, Dutch, Germans,

Jtalians, Portuguese, and fater the Japanese and Americans—remote states as-

the periphery of empire, these doomed spasms of spontaneity in Europe':al
demonstrated that in the world of the 1870s the organized national or imp
rial state was trump. Thirty years earlier liberals and radicals had aspire
create nation-states that would reconcile impulses of emancipation wich:¢
lective self-determination. After 1870 they found that the states they: ha
wished for served a different spirit of organization and national competit
Francisco Pi y Margall, the scholarly theorist of grassroots government who
served briefly as president of the disintegrating First Spanish Republic in 1873
would spend the next quarter-century of his life as a historian and parliame
tary deputy for the republican opposition and a defender of autonomy“ fo
Cuba. Sitting Bull lived out the post-Custer years on a reservation—each
surviving witness to a vision of collective life that the modern state had effe
tively rendered obsolete.

Anarchism did not go quietly into the night, however. After milicary restor ] , .
signed coercive power to private agents. The extortionate loan, the power to evict

and to fire, sometimes che lash, the knous, the switch, and the bamboo rod, not
the rational state, ensured social order and the investment opportunities that
would be one of the incentives for development. (The other remained the precapi-
ralist motive of expanding strategic power for the home country and its state.)
The development of European empire rested upon this happy compatibility of

tion of the Spanish monarchy in 1874 and a cozy agreement for party alternat
in the parliamentary elections, Spanish anarchists put their energies into or
nizing agricultural cooperatives and a union federation, the CNT (National
Confederation of Labor), which patiently built its strength in the Andalusian
countryside and eventually among the urban workforce of Barcelona. It se)
delegates to the national parliament bur refused to join any governing coaliti

until the second Republic, installed in 1931, was challenged by the right-win B i fabric of local and nonstate auchority would be significantly

 encroached upon from the 1860s for the next century. Not entirely, to be sure,

and often least significantly in those great imperial superstructures run by the
:. Habsburgs, Romanovs, Ottomans, and Qing. Elsewhere, having rebuilt nations,
the vigorous administrative elites of the late nineteenth century and ewentieth,
could rebuild states. To these efforts we apply a term proposed only recently:
governmentality. Governmentality has become a fashionable concept in the
social sciences and has begun to seep into historical accounts as well. Ies recent
use derives from the French social theorist Michel Foucaul, who applied it to de-
scribe the growing administrative and pastoral capaciry of the Catholic Church
in the late Middle Ages and then post-Renaissance political units to regulate the
behavior of those living wichin their borders. The Church had the mission of
tending “souls” and providing the nurturing institutions that would ensure their

military uprising of 1936, Spanish anarchism was exceptional in its embrace'o
patient and collective organization. Elsewhere the doctrine artracted impatient
terrorists who believed in the power of “the deed.” By the 1880s and 1890s; ¢
rorist zealors were resorting to assassination to destroy the state, claiming t
lives of Tsar Alexander II in 1881, the French and American presidents in 1894
and 1901, the empress of Austria and queen of Iraly. Still, these violent gestur
did not succeed in arresting the strengthening of central governments, and ch .
were disavowed by most revolutionaries, Marxist or otherwise.”” Other advocat
of working-class advancement, such as the European social-democratic parti
emerging by the 1890s, believed that “capturing” the state and using it to pass
such reforms as minimum wages, enhanced social insurance, stricter safery me
sures, and limitation on factory hours, was a more promising scrategy for ad
vancing social justice. To be sure, faithful Marxist revolutionaries condemne
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salvation; the state would take over this welfarist mission. Foucault separared The new states, having been created and re-created by the 1870s, turned es-

pursuit of governability from that of sovereignty. Sovereignty, or state authority iy scnc;ally to projects of modernization and the transformation of their societies.

the abstract, he suggested, was the concern of sixteenth-century thinkers, such Numbers were the epistemological foundarions of these projects. In itself this

as Machiavelli, but from the seventeenth and particularly the eighteenth cent vas not new. Whenever the accumularion (and avoidance) of old taxes had to be

officials were preeminently concerned with the health and prosperity of the :"cpiaccd-—as early as the “Single Whip” reform of the Ming dynasty, or when-

populations. Tracts on national economies, epidemics, and trade displaced wver a ruler acquired a new territory—property surveys followed (recall the

disquisitions on the rights of the ruler. Statistics and measurement, and the re Domesday Book of William the Conqueror). Romanoys, Ottomans, and other

ulation {or deregulation) of national economies, became the instruments for a monatchs needed to know their boundaries and their resources. Abbatial and

vancing the well-being of the population.” In effect the nineteenth CENTUry rec inanorial administrators, the trustees of Muslim pious foundarions, Chinese

pitulated the transition that Foucault described from the seventeenth-cent gentr)’, and thereafter Italian and Dutch cities had to provide for public works

theorists of sovereignty and power to the cighteenth-century Physiocrats, ca and military expenditures. William Petty had pioneered efforts by means of

eralists, and administrative cadres, who inscribed prosperity, growth, and heaith .:pohncal arithmetick” ro measure the wealth of the British kingdom in the late
seventeenth century. The politics went on unabated; the arithmetic became
more detailed. The brilliant mathemaricians of the Bernoulli family, along with
 the French Huguenot Abraham de Moivre and later the German Carl Friedrich

Gauss, developed the theoretical groundwork for statistical inference from the

of their socicties as preeminent state objectives.

The discipline of sociology emerged in part as a response to the recurre
threar of revolution and working-class mass action: ideology was supposedly to
yield to science, or so conservative scholars argued. The Paris popular upheayal

in June 1848 (and then again the Commune in 1870) led Hippolyte Tamc seventeenth into the nineteenth century, although governments clung ro count-

displace what he felt was destructive ideology with scientific managemen ing and eschewed sampling until the US Census of 2000. Censuses had ancient
society through sociology.” In Britain Herberr Spencer applied what he beliew roots—Jesus had been born in the course of one—but they became far more
were the lessons of Darwinism to reject any efforts at what he insisted was co
lectivist interference with the healthy evolution of society. His disciple in the

United Stares, William Graham Sumner of Yale, likewise condemned soci

W1dcsprcad and important.”®
- 'The censuses were numbers fixed to territorial locations—mapped quantities.
The cighteenth century had seen a proliferation of cadastres—maps of land-

fegislation as disastrous interference with the market, Emile Durkheim was in holding and domains surveyed with an eye toward imposing taxes more system-

far more liberal political camp, but also insisted on “social facts” to be measure atically. Trigonometry and triangulation underlay the new techniques of mea-

statistically; and one of the major facts he analyzed was “suicide,” which:he surement on the global surface as it had for celestial navigation. Rectangular

treated not merely as a psychological collapse but as a societal disease that test grids provided the representation for locating the resources of specific sites. The

fied to an underlying condition of social disintegration he termed anomi British in Ireland and India undertook major geographical surveys of their still-

Whether on the left or the right, however, the new state possibilities of interve colonial spaces; the Mexican states undertook geographical surveys as well. In

tion depended on postulating an organic society that could be measured and 1877, President Porfirio Diaz established a cartographic commission to establish
shaped. This new confidence in the measurability of social relationships took its a master map, and chose a geographer who had experience in cadastral and geo-
name from Auguste Comte’s doctrine of positivism—a confidence in the o graphic surveys, but the enterprise was underfunded and subject to imprecise

servability of natural and social phenomena that characterized the statesmé_n local knowledge, and generally lagged behind the equivalent work carried out in

and intellectuals of the 18705 and 1880s but would erode and dissipate, at least in British India or France. Still, its ambitions corresponded to the positivist hopes

high culture, by the 1890s and the first decade of the twentieth century. of the Porfirian state: modernization from above, clarification of property, of
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- moment when mass migration from Europe to North and South America
'ﬁ[tiplied, at a time, too, when Chinese poured into Southeast Asia and, along
.1th the Japanese, crossed Pacific shores. The new instrumentalicy of passports
1d labor booklets, as well as the agencies set up to inscribe the migrants, was the

lines of communication, goals that by 1896 had shifted significantly from t}
military considerations that dominated when the project was begun.'®* Ha
world away, among a Chinese administrative elite beset by intimations of.w:_e_;_l
ness and decline, the geographer’s impulse also served the desire for state strength
ening as rthe researchers interested in “practical statecraft” curned to learn; ares’ response.ms
about the western regions as a Qing achievement in which to take pride . But consider again the new cartography. Perhaps its distinguishing fearure,
cially because control over the maritime frontier was dominated by forcigﬁe_ crived from the sparial imagination of the late nineteenth century, was the as-
Bu real differentiation of a geographic focus had to await the Republican era gnment of potential resources to the territorial grids. In this sense it marched
the new understanding of electromagnetic physics developed at the same time by
‘mes Clerk Maxwell. Every point in physical space was a point in an energy
feld and could be assigned a proportional quantity of energy potential. So too in
the emerging statistical counting every point had a quantity of human energy
.sources linked to it. The surveys and the censuses both counted them and as-
gned them alocation. Thus nomadism and even collective rights of ownership—
merican Indian migrations and reservations in the US case—threatened the
rationality of the modern state. On the other hand, immigration and the west-
vard movement of the population enhanced the energy potential of previously

mpty areas. The empty areas of the United States, the Arid Regions, would also

when Japanese territorial seizures focused attention on the threat, not jus
sovereignty, but national space.'” :
Fixing people in space was crucial for control as well as for taxation or mil;
tary defense. Foucault again emphasized the trend in Western societies to d1s ;
pline social deviance by the confinement of vagrants and the insane.' By th
New Poor Law of 1834, the British would establish the Workhouse, not the paris
or village treasury, as the recourse for those who had no other support.. M
generally the new states depended upon fixed population: recall the defeat of
nomad challenge of the 1870s. James Scott’s pacan to the evasive tribes of the
upland colonies of Southeast Asia is a testimony to their powers to move ph'
nd their great cartographic description.’
. Walker recognized that Americans did not like to be questioned and counted,
ut expressed confidence that in 1880 they had “outgrown the little, paltry, big-
ted construction of the Constitution, which, in 1850, questioned in Congress
the right of the people of the United States to learn whatever they might please

cally; running away or melting into dense forests and high mountains was s
times the most effective strategy of resistance.'”* When migration was no lon
possible, collective ownership might preserve a sort of countercultural capaci
to white colonizers or middle-class development, although at the cost of conve
tional economic development. The capacity of indigenous peoples to shift thei
o know regarding their own numbers, condition, and resources.”"” By 1900 the
merican Economic Association elected as its president Richard Ely, who rejected
laissez-faire sociology and admired Bismarck’s nascent welfare state in Germany.
e was in sympathy with the president of Johns Hopkins, who brought German
raduate education methods——specialized research in laboratories and semi-

resource base and resist tethering to agricultural allorments they had che ngh
to sell individually remained a fundamental challenge to the modern stare.
Unived States, which had established and progressively reduced tribal reserya
tion land, decided on a policy of allotment ro individuals and families by th
Dawes Acr of 1887. This allowed further reduction of “excess” reservarion lan
ars—to the United States. They spoke for experts, for quantitative knowledge,
and for the state. They also represented a heightened role for gender differentia-
ion. The engineering profession, then like other specializations developing their

and then a disaster for tribal society once unrestricted sales could take plac B
society as a whole was intended to be counted, located, and surveyed, a task th
Francis Amasa Walker, president of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
made his own with the 1874 publication of the Statistical Analysis of the Un redentialing organizations and claiming expertise and status, was a career for
States, a compendium of positivist social information based upon the 1870 Cens: en, although the Census hired women, who would soon become highly repre-

which he had directed. Ironically, the project of fixing abode seemed urgent a ented in the clerical profession.’®*
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"The military experience of the mid-century wars of reunification had Shap r. A gencration apart, the Japanese dismayed by modernity, the American

many of these men in an almost existential way. It had put their lives on the [ mbracing it, both were fulfilled by milicanc nationalism.
at a formative age, made them serious, and tested manhood. Manlmcss-_w;i; ."‘Tcddy” exemplified the synthesis of vitalism, reform, and frank imperial-
critical theme of the last decades of the nineteenth century and the first on . For all the volatility of this mix, it was still compatible with the reorganized
the ewentieth. In a chapter on the stare it may seem excessive to speculate on t te’s emphasis on measuring human resources. In an age of social Darwinism
roles of male companionship and homoeroticism, but the themes surf: s meant categorization by type as well just by quantity. Racial typology
. merged; the nascent criminology depended on profiling by body rype—an

Hort made most notorious by Italian statistician Cesare Lombroso, who felt

whether in big game hunting, the French and British military excursions
the interior of Africa, the menacing females of symbolist fin-de-siecle paihtm“‘
ot, to take an achievement of naturalism, the rowers of Thomas Eakins. But at carlobes revealed criminal types. Measuring made sense because of underly-
subterranean temptation, such gender uncertainty was vigorously suppresse . g “type’—a preoccupation that at the end of the twentieth century might be
rites of passage from which men such as Roosevelt and Eakins emerged fined as the idea of “risk” as supposedly determined by genetic factors. Mass
unexamined life is not worth living, but in a pre-Freudian era the excessively igrations and the arrival of diverse ethnic groups—whether the Irish in En-
amined life could seem paralyzing. Imperialism and masculine vigor beckoned and and the United States, Iralians and Spaniards in France, southern and
sstern Buropeans (including the Jewish migrations from Russia and Galicia) in
he United States, Iralians in Argentina, Chinese and Japanese in the American
est, the plantation labor recruited for the colonial plantations of Malaya and

sitheast Asia, or the Indians relocated to South Africa—meant a confronta-

as a vocation; white manliness was critical—to be formed in sports and hunti
large animals in remote locations. A French nationalist Pierre Coubertin wﬁ:
organize the 1896 revival of the Olympic games; Robert Baden-Powell wou
found the Boy Scouts and encourage military expansion.

Two later monuments to Theodore Roosevelr celebrate the diverse them on with groups that sometimes seemed to bring unrest and crime and differ-
flowing rogether. The visitor to Theodore Roosevelr Island, in the Potoma nt physiques. In an era of economic expansion and industrialization, migration
Washington, DC, will come upon the oversize bronze orator with his aphori suld not be halted, was necessary—Dbut it required control and counting, and
on tablets behind him—one of which (“The State”) offers his precepts for poli intensified inter-ethnic prejudices. Anti-Semitism became more virulent as one
cal life. The visitor to the Museum of Natural History on Central Park West. onsequence, increased too by the economic adversity encountered by agricul-
Manhattan will also find TR, again in imperial bronze but now on horseback ural producers from 1873 to 1896, when deflationary pressure meant that finan-
o ial interests—banks and ostensibly Jewish creditors—led to openly anti-Jewish
gitation in Central and Eastern Europe, France, and the Unired Srates, as social

discrimination became more prevalent. Wherever there were sizable numbers of

being led by an American Indian in tribal regalia and a black African—a 1o,
rendition by James Earle Fraser, most famous for his noble but exhausted Ind_ii_t
on horseback (The End of the Trail). The tourist who contemplates the 1898
bronze starue of the Meiji generation conservative Saigd Takimori near Tok iddle-class migrants and merchants, vulnerability increased. Not that these
Ueno railway station encounters the robust nationalist in Samurai garb with rejudices halted the trends toward the mobiliry of peoples and capital; racher,
beloved dog. Saigd, too, was a military expansionist, hoping to provoke a wa hey provided evidence that, short of major war, the geographic and social mobil-
conquer Korea in 1874.. But he was also a dyed-in-the-wool conservative, som ity would not be reversed. Migration and measurement increased together; the
times supporting but often opposing the reforms that were transforming Japan odern state could not halt the flows but it sought to classify them.
in his lifetime and finally persuaded to lead an unsuccessful uprising in 1877 th Time measurement was another project for the modernizing agenda. The
cost him his life. TR rode up San Juan Hill, sought to regulate laissez-faire cél evelopment of east—west railroads made the problem critical. Sun rime meant

bration of capitalism, and pressed for American entrance into the First World hat watches had constantly to be adjusted for travel. Paris was 9 minures and 20
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seconds ahead of London, Bombay 41 minutes behind Madras. In 1884, re Qm;mually refreshed by different generations of social thinkers—even today, as

sentatives of governments, railroads, and organizations concerned with stand shall see in conclusion—policies had to be decided, states had to be governed.
izing time met in Washington, DC, and Paris and demarcated the twentyif 5uld railroads be built? Were armies and naval forces to be expanded? Until
time zones (each ideally 15 degrees of latitude although with variarions for loga] ;.r age and under whose auspices would children be schooled? What preroga-
land masses), within each of which the same time would prevail. All but ¢ es mighe traditional religious establishments retain? So how were choices made?
French agreed that the Greenwich Observatory near London, which served ; In theory at least, the new states created at midcentury, like the ones con-
anchor the Meridian or degree zero of longitude, might serve as the midpoin tr_ﬁctcd carlier, were countries in which representative assemblies played a large
Greenwich Mean Time, and twenty years later the French gave in. But stuon oic. Piedmont and Italy, Austria, Germany, and Japan had introduced them
reluctance persisted, worldwide, to abandoning the local time, usnally reckoned ween 1848 and 1890. Other old empires were holdouts: Russia claimed to be
by the sun’s zenith, for the uniform hour imposed across the time zone. Lo¢ .autocracy, and a parliament was introduced only during the revolutionary
time was long-standing, governed working hours, and often was conspicuious urmoil of 1905; the Ottoman Empire established a padiament in 1908, Iran
displayed on public clocks. Where religious exercises, such as the five call 5 ft.CI its revolution in 1906, China in 1912. With few exceptions only males could
prayer for faithful Muslims, were keyed to the divisions of daylight, which varied ote on the national level before World War I. Uncil 1885 in Britain, property
with the seasons, the coexistence of old and new time became even more con aalifications narrowed the suffrage, and varying forms of tax requirements
plex. But ro impose standard time was seen as modern and progressive. The cffo clped keep peasants and prolerarians from exercising any sort of proportional
preoccupied Sultan Abdiilhamid II (1878-1908), who erected clock towers i éting rights in many areas of Europe and the United States. In the kingdom of
cities designed to send the empire’s message to his “Well Protected Domains .:ungary, the suffrage was rigged to keep non-Magyars (and poor ones too) from
measure perceived by traditionalists as another example of his despotic centra chieving parliamentary representation. So too the American South excluded
ization of power.'” ack vorers by virtue of poll taxes and literacy requirements (also used in Italy
ntil 1912). Southern Europe, parts of Latin America, and the southern United
G ; tates might best be described as areas in which political argumentation played
overning by Party _ ,
self out within 2 racially pure ruling class that dominated regional and some-
Governing was different from governmentalicy. The French said, “to govern w: mes national legislatures. Sometimes, if even this pattern of privileged parlia-
to choose.” Ultimately decisions had to be made or fudged, which meant, a ientarism seemed too fragile to prevent the advance of popular clatmants, pri-
still does, essentially postponed until they were resolved incrementally. Toda ate violence could easily be organized: arrocities against Armenians in the
neologism, governmentality, curiously enough, has sometimes implied that to Yecoman Empire, lynching in the old Confederate states, and Cossack pogroms
govern wisely was not to have to choose. Such prized public outcomes i gainst Jewish sertlements in 1890-1910 might ensure that challengers to newly
carly twentieth century as “national efficiency” or “the one best way” might eme efurbished “traditions” were cowed into submission. Thus reinforced by occa-
as a result of knowledge, not electoral contests. Science, technology, or the p onal exemplary violence, the structures of domination allowed a parliamentary
chology of human manipulation would allow a painless form of government th ratory to flourish, replete with glorious defenses of liberty, appeals to national
was self-justifying, Legitimacy supposedly would flow from the wisdom of the nd regional pride, and defense of the highly inegalirarian social status quo.
result, not from the process by which it was enacted—the old dream of rule . The discrepancy berween words and deeds also afflicted those parliaments

philosopher-kings, but now philosopher-technicians. But despite this drea hat more adequately reflected popular classes and opinions, as in France and the
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United States. No matter how broad the suffrage, the parliaments were dogg car for independence, as in North America, usually creared a body of “patriots,”

by corruption. The public financing of railroad lines, the speculative rea when their common adversary was no longer present and they differed among

booms in the expanding capiral and industrial cities, the fusion of old-agr ‘other, suspicions of sell-out and betrayal were hard to overcome. The United

tural elites with the new wealth of industry and finance and their searc s overcame a major hurdle when in 1800 it was recognized that one group

compliant legislators meant that the parliamentary politics of the lat
through the 1890s was riddled with scandal. Typical disorders included T

many Hall—che Democratic Party “machine” in New York—and other US or an interval of dictatorial rule by violence (frankly called Terror) in supposed

litical cliques, the French corruption associated with the selling of honors fi - nse of democratic principles against domestic and foreign enemies. The weak-

the president’s office and with the bribery used by the Panama canal deve institutions established to prevent such a recurrence—the so-called Direc-
p : P

ment company, bank scandals in Iraly, and payoffs by colonial interests. yfrom 1795 to 1799 —suffered repeated coups and canceled elections until fi-

The institution that dominated the systems of government was one ally overthrown by military conspiracy that installed Napoleon with increasing

written democratic constitutions would not explicitly mention until the mj dicratorial prerogatives, The Bricish rulers of the same period used political trials to

twentieth century in Germany, that is, the competitive political party. The ablish conservative conformity and subdue those sympathetic to the French

was an association of individuals and the groups who stood behind them: icals with whom they were at war. The United States seemed ready to go down

cated to governing on the basis of shared principles, marerial interests, and jt hat route briefly before the elections of 1800 arrested the process. Gradually

for the sake of holding power and keeping opponents out of office. “Party” inte ty was seen as the key instrument, not only of achieving political rule, bur of

ests existed in the ancient world and in the city-state republics of mediey iting polirical violence. It was a key invention of the modern state.

Europe, but they often could not agree on policy without proscription, assass Party as an instrument of government advanced in a major way in the late

tion, and civil war. In the modern era, the point of parties was precisely to's incteenth century, and the United States seemed to be the key innovator.

affairs, often by a principle of alternation in power, without the need for repeat Vhereas in the mid-nineteenth century in Britain or the early years of the French

imprisonment, exile, and political murder. In its modern career, party originat ird Republic, parties seemed to fission and dissolve, certainly between elec-

in the postrevolutionary regimes of Brirain in the late seventeenth and eig ons, by the 1870s and 1880s they developed into continuing associations, man-

teenth centuries and in the former American colonies in the 1780s and 17 ged often by professionals with permanent offices, and as important for local

sometimes as rival associations of elites took organized rival networ olitics as for national politics. Political “machines” came to be the major force
( P ]

supporters—often with the claim to be the legitimate heirs of a profound or organizing arenas where the suffrage was wide and cut across diverse classes

torical transformation. Rulers and those who fele excluded from such associatic d interests. Tammany Hall was renowned as the Democratic Parry machine

often saw the constellations of adversaries as cabals or conspiracies. Distinguis hat organized the immigrant vote in New York City. The Birmingham Caucus

ing party from conspiracy was perhaps the signal achievement of Anglo-Americ f Joseph Chamberlain emerged by the 1890s. Sociologists such as Max Weber

government in the hundred years from 1720 to 1820. That distinction meant: nd the Russian Moisei Ostrogorski studied the American political machine

men might disagree over policies—war or peace, favoring of landed or commerciz ith great interest. The party manager and professional appeared to be a new

interests, defending or diminishing the claims of religious instirutions, imposi ype; the American primary or British “caucus,” a disturbing nonconstitutional

taxation or not—without seeing each other as trairors or nsurpers. nnovation that had the potential to corrupe disinterested government. Roberto

This distinction did not come easily: in periods of acute turmoil it was har Michels, a German-Italian student of Weber, argued thar parties of the left were

110

accept that the opposition did not intend to betray the state and its viral intercsts ] the more prone to entrench oligarchies within their own ranks.
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'The British- and American-style parties spread to the continent. By the la ﬁ party government with its backroom deals and professional organization really

1860s party was becoming important in Bismarck’s Customs Union Parliament rook government in hand. By the first decade of the new century, party govern-
(Zollparlament) and North German Confederation—his institurional wa ment seemed to be the inevitable product of modern “mass society,” by which
stations between the defear of Austria in 1866 and the German Empire founded was meant not a revolutionary or socialist movement, but the dominance of the
in 1871. Catholics, concentrated in Bavaria and the Rhineland and Prussis anonymous urban citizenry, working often in clerical and retail jobs and swayed
Silesia, feared being dominated in a Protestant state once Austria no longer had by irrational appeals to national glory. Corruption seemed to go naturally with
a voice in Cenrral European government. They coalesced and soon formed this view of a mass society governed by highly organized political parties. Was it
“Center Party” to defend their interests. Although persecuted by anticlerical democracy?
legislation, they would soon become a mainstay of government in the Germa Parties could function in different ways. In Latin America they still froze
Empire, thereafter the Weimar Republic, and even the German Federal Repu some of the divisions that persisted after the wars of independence from Spain.
lic after 1949. Ideologically flexible, they could form coalitions with conserv. Confrontations of centralist conservatives and liberal federalists (the advocates
tives to their right or liberals to their left. On the left of the spectrum, Germa of limited centralization and meore extensive regional powers) often produced
Social Democrats had diverse origins. Ferdinand Lasalle founded the formal coups d'état (pronunciamentos or golpes) and periods of harsh violence. The pres-
party in 1869 to compete in the Bismarckian stare; Marxists comprised o ence of strong military leaders fed this tendency. Political parties, whether in
strand, but not the only one. Swinging from his decade-long hostility to Catho- Chile, Columbia, Mexico, or Argentina, in sum remained frozen in a siruation
lic political organization {the so-called Kulturkampf or struggle over civiliz of continuing potential civil war, as had perrained long ago in the Roman Re-
tion), which had been combined with a reliance on natjonalist liberal suppo public. In most other arenas, however, parties were content to share out the

Bismarck decided to outlaw the Social Democrats in 1878, after an assassinati spoils of governing. In this case parties might be nominally distinct but rather

attempt on the emperor, and to govern on the basis of a coalition of Catholi similar in terms of ideology and social support. In Spain, for instance, Antonio

and Conservatives. Only after the old chancellor’s dismissal by William II'in Cinovas, the conservative prime minister who finally brought the civil wars and
1890 could the Social Democratic Party (SPD) reemerge legally—rto become by coups d’état of 1868-1873 under control, helped work our 2 monarchical restora-
1912 the largest group in the Reichstag—intent no longer on revolution in the tion under whose terms liberals and conservatives agreed to alternative power
streets but on capturing power in the parliament. Austrian Social Democrat with each four-year parliamentary session. This turno politico really meant poli-
followed suit. French Socialists remained divided berween different ideological tics was directed by a rather narrow governing class. Iraly remained commiteed
strands, but were urged by the International to merge and did so as the French to parliamentary government; it was accepted that che monarch would choose as
Section of the Workers' International party (SFIO) in 1905. Meanwhile the

French non-Socialist left had organized itself as the Radical Socialist Party ir

a prime minister only a leader who could assemble a majority in the lower
1 house—a consensual arrangement challenged before the advent of interwar fas-
1901 (it was fairly centrist} as a consequence of the Dreyfus affair. Parties usnally cism only briefly from 1898-1900. The heirs to the unifiers, the expansive Liberal
had an official daily paper or at least a newspaper that tended to support thei Party, had leaders and wings respectively more or less committed to suffrage re-
views and interpretations. Increasingly candidates for office had to be appro ed form and broadening the rax base, who held power at different times. Ideological
by the central office or, as in the United States, by a system of conventions. _' challengers on the left (originally republicans and radicals and later socialists) or
The reality of political parties was disturbing to many. Again Weber rnac_lé on the right {new strident nationalists) were largely marginalized. In Hungary,
a contrast between an old style of politics where eminent leaders offered thei after the great constitutional settlement that provided autonomy in 1867 (che

services at elections (Honoratiorenpolitik), and the new one of mass politics where Ausgleich), liberals also dominated although conservative challengers were
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important in debate. Japanese constitutional government was imported gra alism—of labor in mines and facrories and with machines—created an activ-

ally by the aging Meiji oligarchs {the Genrd). In 1890 they adopted a Germay

ot working class. It moved all sorts of occupational safety and pension issues

style constitution that bestowed a limited role on a new Diet. After an unryf ato the forefront of politics. Even more disturbing was the emergence by the

beginning, the emerging post-Meiji generation produced a rudimentary poliris entieth century of parties with new total claims, who did not believe they

differentiation among the elite and two party associations, Kenseito and Sej Jould share power, such as the Commirree for Union and Progress in Turkey

kai, that were oriented around rival leaders. .nd the Russian Bolsheviks. After the revolution of 1908 in the Ottoman Empire,

Such systems functioned as oligarchies, good for sharing patronage in nor ¢ Young Turks, as the revolutionaries were dubbed, preached a restoration of

mal times but prone to breakdown. The elites in Hungary, Italy, and Argentj thnic Turkish domination. It was hard to organize the slow-moving, clientelistic

tended to envision themselves as a sort of idealized mid-nineteenth-century By ccentralized empire with such a force.

ish ruling class, cultivated and deferred to. But like their counterparts in Britain But even when parties seemed to function smoothly, the contrast between

they found their cozy politics challenged by bitter personal rivalries and. thy he rhetoric of liberal parliamentarism and its shabby reality ensured that a harsh

emerging challenges of working-class demands, and the popular passions of f tical analysis would emerge. By the 1880s trenchant critiques of democracy

eign policy that they sought to manipulate in their favor. Systems of nom re emerging from the European Right with Iralian writers taking the lead.

alternation (as in Spain), single-party eleceoral domination (as in the Amer e term Right is chosen because the writers scorned government by [iberalism

South), or continued absorption of eatlier opposition groups (“transformism discussion in favor of rule by elites and also believed that an emerging social

in Italy), required large reservoirs of consistently loyal voters responsive to favo emocracy was really just another hypocritical claim to exercise bureaucratized

personal fealty, or ethnic allegiances. American Southern Democrats and Hu wer.) These new critics from the Right no longer invoked the old eraditions of

garian or Iralian liberals were thus hardly liberal —they were the leaders of Pé'_l_ he Church or praised paternalist and wise elites, as had conservatives almost a

cal oligarchies who hoped to preserve power wichout wrenching changes. Earl entury earlier. Instead they pointed to the discrepancy between liberal ideals

welfare legislation, such as that introduced by Bismarck in Germany in the 1880 ind corrupt reality to suggest that elites had always and would always rule, no

and then advanced by the left and many occupational groups, became a ma atter what the nominal form of the government. Pasquale Turiello argued that

cause for political division, though more so in other countries where it enjoy he continuing poverty of the Italian south proved rhar liberal government had

less conservative patronage, as did new land and income taxes. As controversie ailed the masses; Italy needed instead a great new nartional cause, perhaps a new

over social legislation grew, the issue of widening the franchise became impor var, to ensure national solidarity. Gaetano Mosca’s Theory of the Governed (1881)

rant. Iralian policics functioned because masses of the southern peasantry coul gued that the masses could never rule; elites would always be in charge. Vilfredo

not vote because of the literacy requirement. England faced harsh issue areto, reaching economics at the Universicy of Lausanne in Switzerland, and

whether Ireland should achieve home rule. New and ambitious political leader own today for his statistical concepts, was the most cynical: his Socialist Sys-

decided they could prevail by more-ideological appeals to the masses. The ma: ems (1902) argued that for all their claims on behalf of democratic reform, the

of Vienna, Karl Lueger, was successful in building a machine of Christia ocialists were just a new elite advancing a Marxist ideology designed to ensure

Socials, who claimed to govern Austria for the popular classes against th heir own narrow rule. Mussolini briefly attended his lectures. The once republi-

tionaries and the nefarious Jews. Anti-Semitism and other ethnic appeals beca an poet Giosué Carducci attacked the supposed reality of the new state and

more strident. oked the vultures flying over Rome."!

The difficulty was that toward the end of the century in the West, the ol - French writers also contributed to the new antidemocratic critiques and
politics seemed increasingly under stress. On the one hand, the spread of indus dded to them an extreme nationalism and anti-Semitism. The French Right
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learned that even in an age of mass suffrage, a populist nationalism could: - The economic strains of the era from 1873 to 1896 also intensified national

them votes: General Georges Boulanger at the end of the 1880s ran and won smpetition. The growth of grain imports from the Western Hemisphere—the

several of the parliamencary districts. His adherents wanted him to seize powe Umted States, Canada, and Argentina-—after the American Civil War and the

but he lost his nerve and fled to Brussels, where he committed suicide. Still. ] expansion of continent-wide railroad systems meant stagnant or depressed prices

episode testified to the role that nationalism could play. The success, too, . farmers and intensified the sense of national comperition for markets. The

Edmond Drumont’s rabble-rousing anti-Semitic newspaper revealed the powe sence of new gold discoveries berween 1849 and 1896, in an age when curren-

of prejudice and demagogy. The Panama Scandal of the early 1890s, an ies were being keyed to gold and the Unired States was “redeeming” its paper

Dreyfus affair—in which a Jewish army officer was repeatedly prosecured f ;urrcncy from the Civil War, meant a deflationary pressure on prices for over

espionage even after it was clear that he had been framed—ignired a broad-ba wwo decades, which in turn made credit dearer for farmers. National tariffs im-

discrust of Jews. Maurice Barrés suggested in his novel The Uprooted and oth posed on imported grains, and on behalf of domestic manufacturers, seemed the

writings that the Republican system and the influx of foreigners, among th dgmal answer and also allowed log-rolling bargains between the spokesmen for

French Jews, were corrupting the village virtues on which French history .armers and for industry. The Republican Party in the United States had urged

been built. Charles Maurras’s Action Frangaise, a movement and a newspape and inaugurated tariff protection since its inception in the 1850s; Bismarck insti-

violently attacked Jews, extolled military nationalism, and urged thatan aut tured a tariff in 1879, and it was significantly raised under his nationalist succes-

tarian monarch replace the Republic, which he habitually referred to as “the slu ors in 1897. The duties provided needed revenue at the national level, but also

(la guense). Although the Right lost national elections in 1898 and 1905, they. facilitated cooperation between rye growers and industrialists who were often

came fashionable purveyors of doctrine among students and made many inroa arrayed in hostile parties: Conservatives and National Liberals. But not only the

in the national capital. Right passed tariffs: the incoming coalition of the Left in Italy sought to con-

By the late 1870s narionalism manifested itself as a doctrine aspiring more firm its power by passing a protective tariff in 1882, and the centrist coalition in

territorial aggrandizement than to linguistic or communal self-determinari France would pass its first tariff on foreign grains in 1892. Only Greart Britain

This transformation of an ideology that had accompanied liberal and revolutior resisted tariffs in the last decades of the nineteenth century; and Britain cer-

ary aspirations into a set of xenophobic attitudes by which antiliberal lead rainly did not resist che other great trend that intensified the sense of national

sought to organize mass constituencies was a fundamental development of th mpetition—the search for exclusive colonial domains.
! comp

late nineteenth century. Poles might aspire to recover a national state wiped
the map a century earlier. Within the Austro-Hungarian Empire there were's

The Colonizing State and the Colonial State

champions of ethnic self-determination and even secession. But nationalism;

longer manifested itself in Western Europe as a romantic enthusiasm for gron What does the great scramble to partition Africa and Asia and seize exclusive

ing the members of a language group or an ancient territory. After all, German territorial domains overseas tell us about the state? We discuss the pattern of

and Iraly had already achieved unity and Romania, Bulgaria, and Serbia wer dominartion established overseas, the colonial state, below. But was the state of

recognized as sovereign nation-states. Their imagined communities were no'lc the colonizers decisively impacted by the experience of imperialism? How did

ger imagined; they (or their nationalist elites) were merely dissatisfied with th facquisition of an overseas empire change the European, Japanese, or American

verritory they currently held. Even Austria-Hungary seemed to settle into a co regime? The question is not easy to answer. Max Weber asked in the 18905 what

stitutional equilibrium that satisfied Hungarians as well as Germans. significance German political unification would possess if the country did not
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go on to develop an overseas empire."* Late nineteench-century expansion f A year before the British seizure of Egypt, the French moved east from Alge-

lowed upon the satisfaction taken throughout Europe in national success 5 i to take over Tunisia—nominally a remote province of the Ottomans, but in
power that followed the preceding period of nation-state construction bur th fact a quasi state where Jewish and Iralian traders lived among the Bedouin and
seemed necessary to confirm it. For a few decades at midcentury, acquisitioﬁ Arab Populatxons-wand the competitive consuls of France, Iraly, and Britain
overseas territory seemed less compelling than earlier or later. The British ha

acquired the Cape Colony at the Congress of Vienna. The French invaded Al;

ought to interest their governments in seizing control. The French moved first,
from Algeria, and established a protectorate by the Treaty of Bardo in 1881,
ria in 1830. At midcentury British policy makers expressed no great urgc: o which angered the Italians, who had their eyes on this prize across the Medi-
pand their political domains, since their economic prowess as bankers and cerranean. French expansion in Africa depended less on river routes. Like the
ufacturers seemed to ensure their easy superiority in markets and states overseas Muslim conquerors of earlier centuries, they knew how to expand across the vast
By the 1870s, competition—political and economic—was perceived as harshe Hry Jands of the Sahara and Sahel, relying on oases and a tough corps of merce-
and pervasive, so that by the 1880s and 1890s remaining territory was quic flary soldiers—rthe French Foreign Legion—as well as their own colorful detach-
arrogated. . ments of Zouaves. In the decades from the 18305 to 1890s they took over a large
Historians a generarion ago could easily demonstrare that there was no maste Central African domain, from Senegal and the Ivory Coast to Chad, then turned
plan, no timetable, and even, they suggested, no intention. The British Empir :
was supposedly created, so John Robert Seeley had written in his influential 18§;

lectures, The Expansion of England, in “a fic of absence of mind.” Hardly:

toward an “inkblot” strategy of penetrating the sultanate of Morocco in the
new century. The Russians also penetrated an inland terrain: the khanates of the
Caucuses and of the Oxus River highlands of Central Asia. Ultimately by the
iSSos the Italians would establish a foothold on the East Coast of Africa, first in
Somalia and Eritrea, and then would endeavor unsuccessfully (until 1935-1936) to

tracks were laid—empire had been the aspiration of large states throughout |
tory; the wars of 1850-1870 showed that power and territory were important
Napoleon I1I was muscling into Vietnam and even seeking to conquer Mexico subjugate Ethiopia. Ambitious Meiji statesmen eved the poor and isolated Ko-
Disraeli and other conservatives signaled the need actually to control land m rean kingdom as well as the Manchurian lictoral. American overseas ambitions
(and the people that went with them). Seeley cautiously affirmed the imper excited the owners of sugar plantations in Hawai'i and fruit plantations in Central
vocation and its beneficial impact on the lands London ruled, and vast areas o America (as before the Civil War they had stimulated cotton plantation owners
Asia and Africa beckoned. The great rivers that ran from their remote interi

to the sea—the Nile, the Niger, the Congo, the Zambezi in Africa, and the M

in the deep South) and the fervent Presbyterians who wanted their gospel spread
and women educated throughour Asia.

kong and Irrawaddy in Southeast Asia—allowed European gunboats to pe The years 1882—1885 comprised a crucial period of commitment to “the
trate far inland, just as earlier the St. Lawrence, the Hudson, the Mississipp scramble.” The stories of remote missionaries in the interior or ambitious na-
Orinoco, and Amazon had opened up the Americas, and even earlier the ocean tional claimants on the coast helped create a favorable opinion for intervention
had allowed overseas exploration. Against his supposed intention, Prime M'i;; at home. Bismarck, always a continental thinker, had lictle use for African colo-
ter Gladstone inrervened in Alexandria and Cairo in 1882 to enforce the clail

of British bondholders who had financed construction of the Suez Canal

nies bur decided it was easier to yield to the nationalist enthusiasm and his ex-
plorers’ faits accomplis. Germany moved into Togo and Cameroon on the West
the 1890s British troops were conquering the Sudan hundreds of miles up ri Coast, the large territory of Southwest Africa (today’s Namibia), and a swath of
ostensibly to quell the disorder thar always broke out beyond their last Ime 0

penetratlon

East Africa (today’s Tanzania). The Betlin Conference of 1884-1885 also adjusted
boundary claims for the coastal colonies and in effect confirmed the partition of
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coastal black Africa as a European cooperative project, just as the Congres che twentieth, was most saturated—or at least on a par with the middle of

Betlin seven years earlier had established the recognition of states at the expen Furope between France and Russia—by claims of sovereignty, sometimes over-

of the retreating Ottoman Empire as a project under Western European tur lapping, sometimes fiercely exclusive, usually contested. Mughal, Portuguese,

lage. Whereas the 1878 Congress of Berlin had sought to regularize the claimg British, and French imperial claims impinged on a succession of sultanates and

newly emerging nations at the expense of a weakened but venerable Ottom monarchies and overlapping religious loyalties—Muslim, Buddhist, and Chris-

sovereign, the 1884 Berlin Conference was an effort for Europeans to exp: tian. Mughal sovereignty decomposed during the cighteenth and mid-nineteenth
without internecine warfare in a region they deemed to be devoid of sovcré;gn centuries; London’s claims expanded in the West and East as British agents
claimants. The later National Socialist legal theorist, Carl Schmitt—we will Pushed from India into Singapore, Malaya, and lowland Burma by the 1840s,
and into the highlands by the 1880s, all the while consolidating their hold on the

west of India {today’s Pakistan) and its northwest territories. Between the late

return to his cold-blooded lucidity later—was at least partially correct when he

described the international law that arose from the conference (as it had earli
1850s and early 1860s, the French secured new exrraterritorial enclaves in China

and took over Cochin China (southern Vietnam), then in the 1880s absorbed
Annam in the center and, after war with China, Tonkin in the north, as well as
Laos and Cambodia in the western interior of the Mekong River watershed. Thai-
land preserved its independent monarchy because it served as a buffer berween the

from other colonial arbitrations) as a project designed to ensure European d
spoliation without conflict. What happened in the vast intetior escaped contr
Vast territories, supposedly ceded to European agents by indigenous ch_ié
fell into a hazy legal status berween commercial control and state sovereignty. In
the months before and after the conference, Leopold II, king of Belgium, won
American and then British recognition to transform his Association Internati two expanding European powers and perspicacious monarchs pushed through a
sustained course of institutional reforms. The Dutch, who had outposts in Suma-
tra and Java (including che settlement of Batavia, today’s Jakarta), pressed east
across the Indonesian archipelago, finally subduing the Bali monarchy in 1906.

Meanwhile the United States opted for a course of annexations from the late

nale Africaine (AIC) into the Congo Free State, which his uncontrolled manag-
ers transformed into a gigantic tropical gulag devoted to the excruciating har:
vesting of rubber from the tall vines of the jungle. This scandalous behavio .
what was virtually Leopold’s personal colonial domain finally led the other.E
ropean powers to corpel its takeover by the Belgian state in 1908. In the interim 1890s: American sugar planters helped engineer a takeover of the Hawai'ian
monarchy berween 1893 and 1900, and although Democratic president Grover
Cleveland resisted annexation, William McKinley supported the local planters.
The 1898 war with Spain yielded a protectorate over Cuba and the cession of the
Philippine archipelago as well as island bases on the routes to China. China was
too huge and developed to be taken over, but Europeans and the ambitious Japa-
nese secured territorial enclaves with rights to impose their own legal jurisdic-
tions. Rivalries moved to the northeast Pacific region by the mid-189o0s, in part
because the feeble Korean state became the objective of Chinese, Japanese, and

the French and British carved up the huge regions of West Africa, German
tablished colonies on both coasts, the Portuguese pressed inward from their old
coastal outposts, and British settlers and generals reached the central great laki
from north and south. Thousands of miles of frontiers were drawn and adjuste !
Leviathan 2.0, so laboriously reconstructed in its ancient, settled habitation
could allow ieself fantastic windfalls of appropriation.'®
At the same time the French, who a century earlier had withdrawn fr__om
India, now under Napoleon III pressed for outposts in the wealthy Southeast
Asian states of roday’s Vietnam, Vietnam had a stormy history of kingdoms tha Russian ambitions. China viewed Korea as a tributary kingdom; Japan moved to
at times recognized the nominal overlordship of the Chinese emperors, but t claim trading rights and undermine Beijing’s residual suzerainty. By the summer
had revolted and insisted on their own independence. Consider for a mome of 1894 a familiar escalation of incidents led to war between China and Japan,
the welter of states around the Indian Ocean, the Bay of Bengal, and the South

China Seca. Here lay the region of the globe that, from the fifteenth century to
| 182 }

wich the surprising victory of the latter. As a result of its victory, Japan annexed
the island of Formosa (Taiwan), imposed a massive indemnity upon Beijing, and
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secured recognition of their rights in Korea, which it would add formally:tg

overseas possessions in 1910, Their initial annexation of Port Arthur and the I
: EZ Foreign leased areas,
1898

FEZ58 Areas of dominant
= influence

odong Peninsula had to be renounced in the face of French, German, and pt

marily Russian pressure, the so-called Triple Intervention. St. Petersburg woul

irself annex Port Arthur in 1898; the Brirish and Germans would secure
enclaves on the Shandong Peninsula, Jiaozhou and Weihaiwei. These events h
tened che anti-foreign turbulence in a beset China, where the nationalist sacie
ies known as Boxers mobilized in Shandongand by the summer of 1900 besicge
the foreign legations and missionaries in Beijing. The Dowager Empress Ci
who had reversed reformist initiatives and imprisoned the young empero
1898, threw in her lot with the Boxers, but the Chinese and Manchu genera
divided over what stance to take. An eight-nation expeditionary force of up
about 50,000 European, Japanese, and US soldiers crushed the revolt, suppre
the societies, and imposed another indemnity on the hapless court. Who migh
represent the nation in this huge but possibly decomposing polity: a Manch
court torn berween traditionalists and reformers? or nationalists angered b

feckless dynasty and apparently rapacious foreigners?

These were momentous developments that came thick and fast and of cours
provoked major debates abour causation as well as policy. Within a few decad
European states joined by Japan and the United States had claimed che right
rule hundreds of millions of people throughout Asia and Africa. The area the
enclosed and bordered was many times the size in area of their own national ter
ritories, and it was often ceded in dubious and coerced claims. From one vie
point, colonial terrirories were acquired as strategic resources for their imperia
states in the struggle againse other imperial states. Unil recently those who w
that history have not paid much attention to what was happening within'th
societies being subjugated and reorganized. They have focused on the confronta:
tions and transactions among the colonizers, and for generations they have argue'
as to whether economic or political causation was fundamenral.

Marxian notions in particular aroused efforts at refutation from diplomaci
historians who stressed either traditional political rivalries or sometimes the rol
of missionaries—a dispute that was caught up in the greater ideological confrt

tations of the Cold War. Marx, and after him Rosa Luxemburg and other th'c::é_

rists, maintained that the falling rate of profit at home led to the search for mor

: Foreign penerration of China, ¢a. 1900.
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profitable investment abroad in areas still predominantly nonindustrialized Social segregation, sexual exploitation, and political disenfranchisement lay at the

Thereafter, states or monopoly enterprises—sometimes combinations of bajk base of the colonial relationship, in this view. But not only in the colonies: Euro-
and industry fused in what Social Democratic theorist Rudolf I—Iilfcrding alle pean insticutions, concepts of citizenship, gender relations, and labor, it has been
finance capital—would press their states to establish exclusive zones for t_l"_i(f.l
own advantage. A fter the outbreak of World War I, the Russian Bolshevik leade

in exile, V. L. Lenin, claimed that imperialism was in fact just the highest stage

argued, were shaped decisively by Europe’s experience as colonizer, just as the
world of the indigenous inhabitants was structured by the experience of being col-
onized. To expand from the Indian historiography of “subaltern studies,” all rela-
capitalism and would have to lead to a major war."™* tionships were supposedly stunted by the experience of colonial subjection. Subse-
A related view suggests that governing elites adopted programs of imperia quent scholarship has suggested that this framework perhaps involves too radical a
ism because their societies were increasingly racked by social division at hom confrontation of colonizer and colonized and thus perhaps makes the experience
and they calculated that expansion might divert domestic conflict into foreig; of the colonized too passive and homogeneous."® The colonial territory offered the
adventures. Hans Ulrich Wehler's study of Bismarck’s imperialism a genera colonizing power natural resources, minerals, and agricultural goods, and specifi-
ago argued that the chancellor’s acceptance of colonialism placed his iiccn's;‘:'gg cally tropical assets that his constricted and colder territories at home could not
colonies in the framework of a German state under the stresses of industna; 7z Provide‘ And the colonized subject essentially offered labor power at costs far below
tion."” Cerrainly many advocates of empire, some of them on the right but no what domestic workers imposed and sometimes with less quarrelsome attitudes.
all, looked to empire precisely to counteract doctrines of class conflict. Briti Eventually they could bargain with their masters and extract concessions that by
Tories, such as Alfred Milner, wanted a program of social imperialism, as the mid-twentieth century would undermine the colonial relationship.""” But that
charismatic pastor Friedrich Naumann of the German Progressive Party. Itali stage was hardly anticipated in the late nineteenth century.
imperialists and nationalists such as Enrico Corradini suggested that their oy Beyond the resources of territory and inexpensive labor, beyond any pride
working class should recognize that Italy was itself a proletarian nation and £ in a civilizing mission, the colonizing state provided status and prestige. Small
into line behind the industrialises and intellectuals who wanted to advarice th powers along with large powers felt a sense of mission. The architecture of an
agenda of empire and military preparedness. : imperial capital made aesthetic claims. The massive ministries of Justice and
Not all Marxist theories had to lead like Lenin’s to the notion that such im Foreign Affairs in Brussels testified to the fact that a small power controlled vast
rialist rivalry had to culminate in a great war. Karl Kautsky suggested that impe overseas resources. In the case of Belgium, moreover, the overseas mission helped
rialist powers might arrive at a “super-imperialism” or peaceful partition of t cement the two linguistic communities: the French Walloons staffed the colo-
colonial world. Kautsky’s argument suggested in fact the perspective that nial bureaucracies at home; the Flemish took up office in Africa. Empire did
become the major approach in the last few decades’ study of colonial emipir provide a dividend of cohesiveness and grandeur as long as one did not have to
namely, that we should interpret imperialism not as the extension of European
rivalries but as a common European confrontation with the Third World. Th

point of view suggested that colonialism could be understood as a common ént

fight a long war to preserve it. Britain and France did extract from their depen-
dent populations loyalties they could draw on in the two world wars ahead. For
better or worse the colonizing state could never be just an agency for providing
prise of the advanced states and economies in the Northern Hemisphere with domestic services at home. Whether this was valuable or instead the source of
spect to the less resistant states in Asia, Africa, the Caribbean, and the Pacific needless violence and illusory grandeur cannot be decided by adding up the costs
The notion that the colonizers confronted the colonized in some encompassin: and benefits, For a country such as Porrugal, the empire may well have provided
global binary relationship, more important than the nationalist rivalries tha an excuse not to modernize and to remain less developed. By the mid-twentieth

vided them, has in fact emerged as a dominant interpretation of the imperialist e century the costs appeared excessive for many citizens of Britain and France.
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As for the colonial state—that is, the regime put into place to govern ¢ sactions made by co-opting native intermediaries. There was a major distine-

n

large verritory and diverse populations taken over—it rested on particular seg on between tribal societies where political forms were not readily recognizable

institutions and processes. To seck one model is misleading, because the adm the European conquerors, on the one hand, and the subordinate sultanates of
istrations used in the regions of sub-Saharan Africa, for instance, where Weéxl 1.e Dutch East Indies or the extraterritorial enclaves in China, on the other. The
derived from mining and the authorities ruled over many different “cribes;” d .t colonial state takes us only so far in understanding the structure of the Bric-
fered from those in settler colonies with significant European population Ii Raj—that huge possession of the crown (including today’s Pakistan and
in the post-1919 states carved out of Ottoman regions. Nonetheless, some _ﬂngladcsh)-—where London administered a major portion through Calcutra,
. Madras and Bombay presidencies, and almost five hundred rulers as succes-
.r to the Mughals whose hold on the north of the subcontinent had evaporated

 the British moved west from Bengal and added to the disintegrative momen-

monalities existed, and the admittedly overabstracted colonial state remain
dominanr force over vast areas of the world in a period of increasing statene
and governmentality. Africa retained only four sovereign countries by 1895 ¢
ancient kingdom of Erhiopia, Liberia, the white Boer Republics of South Afr um.""? Still, a colonial regime it was: by 1900 the Indian Civil Service comprised
: bout a thousand administracors, of which about forty were Indian, no surprise

and Morocco. The Boers would have to accept inclusion in the British Unio;
nce the entrance exams were given in Britain, Of the relared administrative

South Africa and the Moroccans would become a French colony by 1912, Cor
plex confederarions had contested Africa since earlier eras but fell to Europe:
rule: the Asante kingdom in Ghana, the Buganda kingdom, Shaka’s Zulu st

orps, about half of the approximately ten thousand were Indian or Anglo-Indian,
bu in the lower-paying ranks. The local courts and counsels were opening to
and Samouri Touré’s Wassoulu empire in Mali as late as the 1880s. Less extensi ndians—although the British resisted trial under Indian judges.’® Sovercignty,
tribal communities had negotiated their trading and their security for cenﬁi_r_z

with the European settlers of the coast and river valleys. A poor and weak Kore

oreign policy, command of the army, and the monetary system remained in
ritish hands. Buropeans confronted the Indians, the Chinese whom they con-
olled, and the Southeast Asians with both contempt for their subordination
and fascination with their culrure and artifacts. Europeans tended to divide be-
veen those who believed the natives were children and potentially rebels, and

once the source of so much Japanese culture and nominally in a tributary ¢
tionship with China, was taken over by the Japanese between 1905 and 1910,
mini-kingdoms of Oceana would also be annexed, as would the Caribb
states. In Central Asia, Iran and Afghanistan evaded annexation if not grcat' p those who for humanitarian, religious, cultural, or other reasons respected their
litical pressure. ivilization. This led to clashes among policy makers and administrators. The
The colonial state was run by administrators or proconsuls who had Vi tough-minded who counseled sternness (often the milirary but not always) had
amounts of discretionary power. They were expected, however, to cover the ‘contempt for the naive liberal native sympathizers who would undermine colo-

nial rule by “the series of ineffectual compromises . . . the lamentable vacillations
»#121

costs of administration, if not, as in India, to send a stream of payments: bac
n facing open sedition or veiled rebellion.
Africa was a study literally in black and white, although even there colonial
rulers drew distinctions and lines, just as che technocrats of immigration did in
America. The British encountered noble warriors (Masai), tall and attractive,
;versus bulkier West Africans; likewise they separated martial races in the Punjab
(Sikhs) from the darker-skinned Tamils; the Belgians ascribed differences to the
Hutu and Tutsi, which would lead to catastrophe many decades afrer their colo-
nial rule collapsed in Rwanda. To be sure, what was taking place in the colonies

home; and most of their meager budgets went to police and measures designed
for security. They could not simply govern without reference to the indigeno
peoples whose labor they needed and respect they demanded, so generally: the
administered through favored intermediaries. Mahmood Mamdani stresses th
in Africa the state became bifurcated: into rural areas where the British ruled
through chiefs, and urban areas where they had to confront a more complex s
cial scale.””® The rural chain of command amounted to a new form of despoti
colonial rule elsewhere had to become more subtle and, in effect, a serie
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an in parallcl with the reinforcement of racism in the colonizing societies, as Jim
Crow legistation was imposed in the United States from the 1890s on, as old-
tock Americans reacted to the new Japanese and Chinese labor and even to
Le Eastern European (Catholic and Jewish) migrants. For many in Europe the
merging proletariat represented the same dark threar as did natives: after the
:'aris Commune of 1870, the mass execution of the Communards was followed by
Lie exile of many to New Caledonia, where another dangerous class existed.™
"The colonies devalued life on the basis of race, but the racial separation was
aspect of the general classificatory mania and search for new hierarchies to
eplace old that characterized the late nineteenth century. So the modern state
eveloped out of that dialectical thrust—inevirable democratization and wider
mmunication, but reconfigured pyramids of status and authority. The bril-
1;_§.nt Polish writer of the late twentieth century, Stanistaw Lem {d. 2006) has a
elicious short story about a German SS officer who after the collapse of the
Third Reich secks refuge in a remote corner of Argentina, where he organizes a
miniature state among his fellow fugitives. But entranced with absolute author-
ty, he disdains reproducing the National Socialist regime as too vulgar and
opulist and aspires to recreate the court of Louis X V1, insisting that his fellow
ass murderers all pretend to speak French and conduct elaborate court rituals
in 2 desolate geographic milieu that mocks the effort and finally leads to the
downfall of the experiment.'” It is doubtful that Lem was thinking of the colo-
al state when he wrote his fantasy, bur it captures something about many of
the states throughout the world in the late nincteenth and early twentieth centu-
ries. They were theaters of ceremony—Edward VII's coronation as emperor in
Delhi in 1903 claimed about 0.5 percent of the public revenue (imagine a $20 bil-
ion inauguration ceremony in today’s Washington), and other grandiose state
visits followed.'** Lem’s parody fails us, though, in that his obsessed leaders es-
blish no relationship with the indigenous elite; they are self-absorbed, whereas
the key to colonial rule was the selection of native chiefs or sheiks in a process
f “indirect rule,” most famously outlined by the British proconsul in Nigeria,
Frederick Lugard, and France’s Marshal Hubert Lyautey."
And although not founded by mass murderers, the conditions under which
colonies were established could encourage mass murder, as some advocates ac-

In charge of empire: George Nathaniel, Lord Curzon, in his regalia as viceroy of
India (1898-1905). Curzon was a staunch defender of the British presence in
India, with all its ceremonial grandeur, and was convinced rhat Bricain and Rus-
sia were desrined for a contest of empires—"the great game”—in Persia and Cen-
tral Asia, His aristocratic demeanor probably precluded a later nod as Conserva-
tive prime minister, but he served as foreign secretary from 1919 to 192 4. (Library

of Congress ; . P . NPT
gress) cepted without qualms. “Again, another conclusion from our proposition in

SERCIENE




CHARLES 5. MAIER

reference to the mission of the Teutonic nations,” wrote a contemporary, lega
theorist,

must be that they are called to carry the polirical civilization of the mode
world into those parts of the world inhabited by unpolitical and barbaric rac
i.e. they must have a colonial policy ... the larger part of the surface of
globe is inhabited by populations which have not succeeded in cstabl_ishm
civilized states, which have in fact no capacity to accomplish such a work. 3
which must, therefore, remain in a state of barbarism or semibarbarism,
the political nations undertake the work of state organization for then
There is no human right to the status of barbarism. . . . The civilized state ma
righteously go still further than the exercise of force in imposing organization
If the barbaric populations resist the same, 4 la outrance, the civilized
may clear the territory of their presence and make it the abode of civili:
man. ... [t violates thereby no rights of these populations which are not pe
and erifling in comparison with its transcendent right and duty to establis
political and legal order elsewhere. '

The self-described Teuron who buried this license for genocide in his ma
treatise on the state was in fact no German, but the leading Columbia Univer
sity professor of constitutional law."* '

The German general Lothar von Trotha put down the Herero uprisin
German Southwest Africa by driving the insurgents and their families into th
desert, where it was obvious they must perish. The Americans who rook over th
Philippines pursued the insurrectionary forces of General Aguinaldo with a wa
against the population. The Italians ferociously suppressed the Libyan trib
whose territory they took from the distant Turks in 1911; General Reginald Dye
famously emptied his machine guns against assembled Indians in Amritsar i
1919; the British made air attacks on Bedouin tribesmen a successful ractic
border control in their new possessions in the Middle East in the eatly 1920
while the French bombarded Damascus a few years later; the Italians used poi
son gas against the Ethiopians whose land Mussolini coveted; and in 1945, ast
war was ending in Europe, French troops killed perhaps 6,000 Algerians
wanton reprisals, perhaps many more, in inland Sétif after Muslim protest
turned violent and took 100 European lives. Bur the casualties were far away; th

[ 192 ]

Resistance to empire: Hendrik Witbooi, ca. 1900, Withooi, a well-educated and
effective guerrilla leader, was born and educaced in the narthern Cape Colony in
1830 to 2 family of Nama tribal leaders. Migrating nozth to southwest Africa, he
concluded a peace with the traditionally rival Herero to oppose the ambitious
German colonial effort. From the 1890s until his death in combat in 1905, he led
the combined Nama-Herero revolt, which was finally crushed by the genocidal
tacrics of the hard-line German commander. (Getry Images)
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peoples were dark and fanatic; each incident was an unforrunate exceptjg ; the unmediared relationship of equals but cannot achieve it given the insu-

a narrative of progress; dominjon could not be dismantled—even the e able differences of authoriry.

hearted agreed—without a catastrophe for civilization. It would be tempting to conclude that the colonial state was the arena in

For many of the administrators and settlers, the natives were childre hich all the prerogatives of power earlier inherent in Western statehood could

had to be raught lessons. Baron Ferdinand von Richthofen, rector of the Unjy bg_--cxerciscd once they were no longer permissible at home—that is, that it al-

sity of Berlin and China explorer (although his initial encounters with Ch owed all the surviving impulses of domination to find an outlet at a time when

may have come during his years in California), referred to the relationshi ey had to yield to democratic forms and public opinion within the colonizing

tween a master and his dog; the colonial administrator must punish alf ¢ ate. The colonial state permitted the ceremonial staging of sovereigney and

lenges to authoriry immediately."*’ British General Barrow, who headed th nchallenged rule. Iv allowed the articularion of fantasies of racial differencia-

British expedition to suppress residual Boxer presence, explained his dec on that Europeans sometimes felt with respect to their own urban masses or

to blow up the white porcelain pagoda of the Beijing Bada temple compl en peasants, and that many Americans felt toward their former black slaves

Christians did not destroy the landmark, the Chinese would consider th’éiﬁg new contracted labor. In an era when the concept of equal citizenship was

more powerful. As German general Alfred von Waldersee noted, retributiv ribed as the norm for the Western state or those regimes that aspired to be

headings of Qing officials (not Boxers themselves) by enlisted Chinese ¢ odern, the colonial state represented the exceptionalism permitted for global

tioners were an exercise in “moral influence of far-reaching importance' svernance. It established enclaves of untrammeled power but it also allowed

customary to balance these episodes against the hospitals or railroads and i en of science and sensibility to see the commonalities of culture that they ar-

sional schools that the European attempted. The colonial state could becom: mpted to convey at home by studies in anthropology. This is all true, alcthough

developmental state if it made sense to its masters. The Japanese built a vigorou ecessarily simplifies the myriad encounters of colonial farmers, business-

though often brutal, colonial empire from 1895 to 1945, and in Manchur en, and soldiers with the people they were assigned to rule. In fact, the colo-

particular nurtured economic and industrial development, whether coal n ial state—insofar as we can speak usefully about this generalization—was an

or soy farming'* Still there was something essential to the enterprise in the mensely complex and contradiction-ridden enterprise. Wherever whites con-

tionship of arbitrary and, if need be, unfetrered power far from the daily supe onted the “other,” they confronted “themselves.” The “other” became the fash-

sion of the state at home. Distancing was crucial to the exercise of power ar nable historically discursive term during the 1960s, but the colonial subject was

irs ultimate legitimation, resting as it did on the racial or ethnic distance ever simply just the other. And the colonial state was both different from the

separated the colonizer and the colonized, and making the colonial state. ate at home but still a domain where its possibilities for sovereignty, authority,

tential zone of day-to-day violence. Joseph Conrad has left us one essenti;ﬂ glsiation, and violence might be tested. Ultimately what happened in the colo-

gory: Heart of Darkness—once again the fusion of violence, empire, and comin ies in the way of violence and domination and exploitation did not just stay in
of age. Almost sixty years later the Nigerian writer Chinua Achebe left an ¢ colonies. And it would never have happened in the colonies had it not been
tale, Things Fall Apart, from the viewpoint of the disoriented subject. Ne reamed of at home.
these stories were allegories in which violence had to follow from absolure pe
E. M Forster's Passage to India is fraughr instead with the inability to achi
personal friendship across the divide of the colonizer and the colonized;

there are many other stories of prejudice and encounter where the two sides
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rom Asia, Africa, and (in the US case) Latin America, Berween the world wars
hey talked about the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, kulaks and collectives,
ews and Germans. And of course, they didn’t just ralk. Threatened, as they saw

4. States of Exception

t, by fundamental internal adversaries, they moved to eliminate them.

Schmitt’s formula alerts us that the ewentieth-century state (and many spe-
¢ific states in particular) might follow two agendas, conceprually separate but

“SOVEREIGN is he who decides on the state of exception.” Forget théi often entangled, one thar might be labeled “soft,” the other “hard.” The soft agenda

descriptions of the legal order, so German polirical theorist Carl Schmittw nvolved expanding the policies associated with Foucault’s idea of governmental-

arguing in 1921: sovereigney belonged to whoever had che authority to set As ity and the modernization of society. Expansion of activity along these lines

the law.”*® Schmitt, however, did not mean just de facto power: sovereignty was vould lead to the contemporary welfare state as gradually elaborated from the

metalegal status that evaded the constraints of the constitution. Schmitt, wh _occupational safery legislation, pension provisions, and early social insurance

would live almost a century, into the 1980s, was never free of a desire to tr begun in Europe during the nineteenth century and significantly enlarged dur-

gress bourgeois norms; and he aspired to be the poster boy for counterrevolu ng the post~World War II era. In this role states acted to shape society as they

tionary legal and political theory in the decade after World War I and then th

providcd for educarion, investment in infrastructure, and regulation of the econ-

court theorist for the Nazis. His formula became all too relevant for se man: ] omy. As they competed internationally during the Cold War, states also took on

states in the twentieth century, as they coped with civil strife, revolution, depr _commitments to modernization and development. Soft agendas did not re-

sion, and war. The state of exception or emergency arose when the legal or ey - nounce large social goals, and eritics from Friedrich Hayek to James Scott have

constitutional order, with all its protections for cirizens’ rights, could not pro argued that the soft agenda could be s quietly coercive as the more brutal hard
vide for confronting a threat to the nation and had to be suspended. It was th -agenda. Still, facing a tax for future pension payments or being subject to com-
moment when the ruler had to act according to what since Machiavelli wa . pulsory trade-union dues hardly seems comparable ro interrogation by the Ge-
called raison d’état or just the moment that President George W. Bush appca;_:(_:: stapo. The “hard” agenda was precisely the one that invoked “exception” and
to when he called himself, doubtless without benefit of reading Schmire, “tl - emergency—political activity as a response to war, revolution, and unrest. States
decider.”™

_ were not at leisure to just pursue the development of their societies: issues of sov-
Twenticth-century history was marked by states of exception; and the state

ercignty, identity, and violence intruded into history with renewed urgency once
again as preeminent concerns in the first half of the twentieth century. They had
“been such in the seventeenth century, but had been gradually displaced by the
 Enlightenment’s focus on civil society. As Schmitt realized, Hobbes was back.

created in those states of exception could prove exceptional in their claims 2
their brutality. For Schmitt, however, they were not exceptional as such, foru
mately every state had to be exceptional and politics always took place in th
interstices where law failed to reach—in a democracy above all. For democracy Even for nations normally liberal at home, the hard agenda, the regime of
as he would emphasize in his writings that we return to below—was not abou - “exception,” intruded in two key sets of activities. One, as we have seen, was co-

human rights, not about resolving policy alternatives through discussion (w - lonial adminiscration; the other was the state at war. Colonial administrators

liberalism celebrated), but abour a people defining and protecting its identic - and their restive subjects understood that sovereignty was or must become the

about who constituted “us” and who “them.” In that sense Schmitt’s heirs are stil - underlying stake in the imperial world—sovercignty over acquired subjects,
around, shorn usually of totalitarian tempracions but tending to see publiclife a  sovereignty vis-3-vis potential rival colonizers, Maintaining sovereignty, how-

constituted by irreducible ethnic antagonisms usually in the form of immigrati ever, involved what French colonial advocates termed “valorization™ of their
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“possessions,” that is, modernizing and developing their economic poren . too the great wars of the twentieth century played a fundamental role.
. én as they originated in large measure from the expansionist role thar the
vented nineteenth-century nation-state found so compelling, so the world
ars : furcher impelled these states to mobilize their economies and societies to

ccedented degrees. War justified the accretion of power at home, and it

whether in terms of commodities or manpower. Bur so too, colonial intellecey]s
and civil servants believed that modernization, pursuing wealch and powé
a prerequisite for standing up to the European powers. In the Pacific I'Cg
Japan'’s experience taught important lessons for both sides: The Meiji reforme
had consciously and successfully chosen modernization to resist possiblcigﬁ koned the more ruthless leaders of the new century asa paradigm for seiz-
colonization. But they were reconstructing nationhood precisely in an era-wh; and exercising it. Readers of this book will have spent their lives in states
most successful statesmen believed that civilizations were divided into the v yse claims on individual lives and ambitions to regulate their welfare, often
ous and che feeble. They entered 2 world of states “red in rooth and claw,”. ¢ abodes, and sometimes even their demographic continuity and permissi-
believed their own reeth and claws needed to be as sharp as any other, and bie ucterances, were fundamentally enhanced by the world wars and Cold War

went on within the same generation to quickly create their own Asian empir ;ﬁggles.

After Japan's victory over China in 1895, which the European powers move "Ihe experience of the two world wars in fact conflated the agendas of devel-
limir and then exploit for their own aims, the subsequent rivalry with Russia ent and sovereigney. The states engaged in those long conflicts had to mobi-
preeminence in Korea led to the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905 and the ¢ mass armies, coordinate their industries, their transports, and their medical
major modern military setback dealt to a European empire by an Asian poﬂvc and social services, and negotiate with their labor organizations to an unprece-
Japan destroyed the Russian fleet, but the ground war bogged down in the sieges nted degree. Market mechanisms to allocate scarce manpower or raw materi-
s had chaotic and inflationary results and were largely set aside for allocation
ommittees of the sectors involved. New ministries of munirions compelled

dustrialists who had resisted unions to accept trilateral bargaining among

around Port Arthur and Dalian (Dairen), finally to be mediated by Presid
Theodore Roosevelt in remote Portsmouth, New Hampshire. Japan won:[
sia’s rights over Manchurian ports and Sakhalin and other islands, and enon
state bureaucrats and sometimes generals, unions, and employer confederarions.
Women emerged into the sphere of nondomestic work to an unprecedented de-
g ce. The warfare state became a proto-welfare state, but equipped with degrees
of compulsion that were truly exceptional. The British Defense of the Realm Act
(DORA) passed in August 1914 essentially turned over to the government the
power to do what it thought necessary to prosecute the war. Powerful unspoken
pectations of decent and liberal behavior persisted in Britain, and it was taken
r granced that such a delegation of authority would not be used to prosecute
political speech unless it challenged the war effort. The need to administer pen-
sions and medical benefits prolonged the expansion of many of these services
ito the postwar eras. Although the interference with price and marker mecha-
isms was generally rolled back afrer World War [, the Great Depression and the
econd World War made some of the innovations into permanent features. If

of a free hand to be able to annex Korea in 1910. Tokyo’s new empire rested on
both the harsh exercise of power and an agenda for development of Manchari
and to a lesser extent Taiwanese and Korean resources. Chinese reformer:
revolutionaries seeking asylum in Tokyo were to learn a lot from Japan in the
cade after their defeat at its hands. Given the vortex of imperial conflict: that
opened up where Korean and Manchu weakness sucked in Russia, Japan;and
indirectly the Western powers, there is a case to be made for dating twentiet]
century international history from the conflict of 1895."

Consider the impact of the wars (including the Cold War) that wouid stretc
through most of the twentieth century more generally. The fiscal exigencies o
war in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries had helped create Leviathan
that is, the dynastic terrirorial state, insistent on sovereignty, determined if p
sible to override local privileges, intent on developing its economic resourc
and infrastrucrure. The wars of the mid-nineteenth century, we have seen; 3 power in every state was defined by what happened during the exception, states

. . . 133
instrumental for the territorial and governmental consolidation of Leviatha f exception were no longer so exceptional.
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nent regime fixtures wich professional staffs and afhliated newspapers. Bur
these procedures were weak or very recent, or even nonexistent, twentieth-
ary development broughe instead the paramount role of the single encom-
party or rule by the milirary.

litary rule and single-party dictatorship seemed to confirm Carl Schmitt’s
gh Jesson that real authority emerges only outside the constitution. The sov-
ign was the army or the authoritarian party. Or was this true only in the short
Milicary rule could guarantee neicher national unity nor, certainly, internal
cation. In those large countries in which weak national regimes were breal-
swn under the pressure of imperialist encroachment or economic stagna-
. territorial fragmentation or warlordism was a recurrent danger. Even when
“ 1Hcd military controlled the whole national territory, it found prolonged
yy bayonet frustrating, Increasingly it had to meet the needs of civil society—
calm of rivalries berween capital and labor, free-trade and protectionisr sec-
the restless voices of religious organizations, the media, and culture—and
s to enter the world of policy debate and pluralism. Some military rulers
1ght to do so by continued force, others by sponsoring authoritarian national

The rise of the warfare state: Canadian women workers operating machine tools in a muniti es. Decades later the gcncmls and the dictators wonld find they were incom-

factory, September 1916. Canada and the Dominions entered the war alongside “the mother ¢c : . i
PP 2 . . 5 e t to deal with complex societies. They would not really know how to manage
try” in 1914, and as in other belligerent nations where men were called to combat servic

took up traditionally male occupations. (Gerey Images) gious yearnings, consumer aspirations, and the technology of the computer
ge. They offered auchoritarian solutions that were hard to prolong when the era
ron and steel was augmented by silicon and software. Bur their dismancling is
Finally the two agendas manifested themselves in the extraordinary role tha story of our own age, not the segment of time considered here.
military rule continued to play throughout the world, certainly until the 198
Outside the colonial world, the governing institution that had seemed consfnct Crises of Representation
ously to triumph in the course of the nineteenth century—arriving finally
ly in the sheltered bourgeois enclaves of Vienna or Paris or the discreer banks
clubs of London did it rake the First World War to shatter the dowucenr de vie

the nineteenth century. From the mid-1890s on, the world of states—already

Japan in 1890, in Russia in 1905, in China in 19ro—was the legislative assembl:
or parliament. But parliamencs, as conservarive critics such as Schmitt or ear
Gaetano Mosca pointed out, found it hard to act decisively in their role _zis--a_s
semblies, and, for what decisions they could reach, relied either on a committe torganized in the second third of the nineteenth century, then freighted with
system or on the party leaders who organized their majorities. As of 1900, ¢ mbitious agendas of development at home and expansion abroad—entered
peting parties were still more clublike than cohesive, although first in the Uni ormy waters and generated new, eventually eerrifying experiments. Episodes of
Stares and then Britain, where electoral campaigns focused periodically on choos pheaval came thick and fast. Review some of them as they would have made the

ing the chief execurive as well as patliamentary delegates, the parties becam ray columns of the metropolitan newspapers: famine in India and a revival of
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A synthesis of culture, wealth, and power: The inaugurarion of the Paris Opera season at the Palais
Garnier, ca, 1890-1900. The sumptuous Paris Opera House, designed by Charles Garnier and con:
structed in the 1860s in the opulent Beaux-Arts style of the Second Empire, served, like its coun’
reeparts elsewhere, as a public showplace for the wealthy bourgeoisie, who came to play 2 maj
political role in the late nineteenth century throughout Europe and the Americas. (Library;

Congress)
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anti-British violence from the late 1880s; global depression in 1893 and a mobili-
zation of protest movements in Iraly and the United States and major strikes
throughout Europe. Cascading wars again—Dbetrween China and Japan in 1895,
between Greece and Turkey in 18961897, between the United States and Spain
in 1898, between Britain and the Boers in 1900-1902, between Russia and Japan
in 1904-1903, between Italy and the Ottomans in 1911, berween the Balkan
states and the Ottomans in 1912, and then among the Balkans in 1913—wars that
brought the growing rendency to massacre civilians: Armenians in the Ottoman
Empire in 1897, Africans in the German colonies in 1905, Bosnians and Alba-
nians in the Balkans in 1911-1912. Although the wars themselves still took place
“far away” from Western Europe and North America, the powers at the center
extended their nerwork of fateful alliances or commitments: between French
and Russians after 1894, British and Japanese in 1902, British and French in
1904, British and Russians in 1907.

Starting with the Russo-Japanese confrontation, Niall Ferguson has chroni-
cled what he aptly calls the twentieth century’s “war of the world,” which he
finds fundamentally a product of racial or ethnic conflict."** Certainly distinc-
tions of race were held to justify imperialism and, often, license atrocities. But
war did not always arise from these distinctions, and certainly not the most de-
structive wars between the European powers. Crucial, I believe, were the politi-
cal deficiencies of empire and the continuing sense of vulnerabilicy they incul-
cated among those who championed them most ardently. Conflicts arose from
imperial elites on the defensive (Ottoman, Habsburg, Chinese, and British) and
those more assertive (Japanese and German). Empires were praised as bringing
peace within their far-flung fronciers and remote rerritories. But although they
might defer internal violence and even war with each other, they could never do
so indefinitely. The bills came due after 1900.

Asin all revolutionary eras, legitimacy was at stake, and actually was wearing
thin in many places by the 1890s. Legitimacy implies that authority does not rely
on power alone; it rests on a moral basis that commands respect and obedience
withour continued coercion. By the end of the nineteenth century, legitimate
stares had to be representative to some degree; they had to act on behalf of the
expressed or imputed interests of what the Victorians termed “public opinion.”
In the United States and Western Europe that had long meant deferring to a
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parliament and respecting individual righrs. In the American democracy, Presi
dent Lincoln put the idea most expansively: “government of the people, by th.
people, and for the people.” By the turn of the ewentieth century, representing
“society” as a complex aggregation of identities and interests became the basis fo
legitimacy. But it was becoming harder and harder for states to represent the
often conflicring interests within society.

This was true not only for autocratic states, but for countries that pridec
cthemselves on their civilized ateainments, including the role played by an en-
lightened public opinion. The campaigns for enlarged suffrage were the md:s
visible effort to encompass an enlarged sense of society. The European stat;:s--
managed slowly to concede broader manhood suffrage in the later nineteentl
and carlier twentieth centuries. Sometimes conservative parties wagered that by
enfranchising the broader middle class they might strengthen their domes i
position (as did the Brirish Tories in 1867); sometimes conservatives and reform
ers both calculared that reform would stabilize the society as a whole and their.
respective positions (as in Iraly in 1912). Sometimes bureaucratic rulers calcu
lated chey could use broader suffrage to limit the influence of powerful elites, a
when the Habsburg ministers pressed a major general suffrage on the two halve
of Austria-Hungary. Sometimes political leaders conceded to massive demon
strations, as in Belgium in 1913. Often, though, there was resistance. Prussiar
conservatives and the monarch resisted demands to transform the franchise in.
the Prussian legislacure from one skewed toward the wealthy to a more genetra
one-man, one-vote system until they felt the need to enhance working-class sup
port during the latter phases of the First World War. In Russia a mass suﬁ"rég
conceded during the year of revolution in 1905 was progressively clawed bac
until the fall of the monarchy in 1917. And both Left and Right mighr resist th
claims of new groups (as with women’s suffrage or African-American suffrage i
the US South). Suffrage alone, moreover, did not determine the strength o
absence of democratic institutions and culeure. Different patliaments had differ
ent degrees of power vis-a-vis their heads of stare or military and burcaucrac:
National political institutions could be located along axes that ran from demo
cratic participation (as in Third Republic France) through various admixtures o
elite influence reserved for ancient families and bureaucrars, ranging from th
more liberal to the less, such as Britain and Germany or Japan. (Local and re
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gional authoriry might be ranged along a similar continuum, but might also fall
at a different point.)

However, a single aggregate scale for ranking democracy (such as Freedom
House tries to calculate for today’s governments) would have made little sense.
Some states remained what might be labeled constitutionally segmented, no mar-
ter what their written charters provided for. They were effectively divided into
one sector of the adult population that was admitted vo political participation
and one or more that remained excluded. Wich respect to gender most polities
were segmented until later in the twentieth century, but even disregarding the
disadvantaging of women, other politics were segmented by regional “backward-
ness” and ethnic or racial exclusion. The Italian state was governed by a liberal
parliamentary class that indulged in electoral competition north of Rome but
depended on patronage, clientelism, and landowners’ strength in the south as a
sort of ballast to limit the destabilizing impact of these rivalries in the north.
American politics remained segmented by race. The US Republican Party ended
its brief effort to enforce ex-slaves’ newly enacted political righes by the late 1870s
as part of a deal to keep control of the presidency. The dualist electoral settle-
ment that allowed manhood suffrage in the North even for recent immigrants
while enforcing racial exclusion from the vote in the South permiteed the coun-
try to achieve sectional “reconciliation” at the cost of acquiescing in Jim Crow
segregarionist legislacion and local repression by unofficial lynch law. In the ae-
mosphere that prevailed, white Americans in the North as well as the South
wearily accepted the view that African-Americans were not yet “ready” for equal
citizenship-—it was the equivalent of European colonial attitudes toward their
Asian and African subjects, and in effect the pool of black labor provided the
human resources of a nonterritorial colony. The reunived United States also en-
joyed the great geographical resource of western lands as a stabilizing outlet for
national energy. Then, too, the massive influx of European migrants tended to
focus their efforts at ethnic representation though state and city political ma-
chines rather than insist on prominence at the national level. Neither did chey
pose “radical” demands: northern or Eastern European workers recreated the
emerging social democratic parties of Europe in a few locations, but largely
streamed into the US alternatives already available, whether the Democratic Party
organizations in northern cities, or the more radical Populist currents in the
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West. Even so, middle-class urban reformers, largely of northern European et epublics. the ritualized party competition among elites separated those oriented

nic stock, sough to stabilize their hold in cities by raking governance out of ¢ ward commercial and financial ties with foreign lenders, notably Great Britain,
hand of electoral machines and rurning chem over ro professional urban m ose claiming the traditionalist power of military, church, and landed prop-
g ] ToMm & g b

ers. The settlement underlying US politics in the late nineteenth century: éfty Expansion of export commodities—coffee in Brazil, beef and wheat in Ar-

ge
'V.gly cozy sharing of power and influence after civil war and violence. Brazil’s

sisted of a balance whereby the Republican Party usually captured a weak nationa ntina, minerals from the Andes—strengthened the liberals and allowed a rela-
government that sustained a protectionist tariff while allowing the Democra
Party to exploit the politics of the industrial cities and the reservoir of Southe w republic (and with it the compensated ending of slavery by 1889) benefited
white voters. Farmers in the South and West challenged the compromise in.t from the coffee boom and agreement on a highly decentralized federal system.
1890s but failed to dislodge it. iny in the interwar period, as the prices of commodities fell and new political
Racial segmentation also prevailed in the new Union of South Africa, where caders sought to broaden the political base to include manual workers or indig-
the whites who ruled constituted only a minority of the population. In effe nous peoples, did these equilibria irrevocably break down and populist strong-
the South African War (Boer War), which pitted the ambicious forces of w men, often drawn from the milirary, emerge.
South African mining interests, backed by more than a hundred thousand . .' Once white male suffrage became generalized, regulation of the economy
ish troops (and a strategy of forced removals and confinement of the Afrlkaan became more urgent. Trade unions and working-class associations had faced po-
speaking rural families), against the agrarian Boer Republics, ended with an litical restrictions in the 1870s and 1880s on the European continent, the United
plicit compromise worked out between 1902 and rg10. The Afrikaans-speak States, and Mexico. The First International Workingman’s Association had dis-
republics were forced to accept inclusion in a British Union of South Afric a mtegratcd after the Paris Commune; Bismarck had outlawed the German Social
an active policy of British administrative penetrarion under Alfred Milner Democratic Party in 1878; the US Knights of Labor disintegrated after the Hay-
However, the British left the Boer republics a great deal of home rule and mad; market bombing and trial in 1886; striking workers had to face soldiers and
no effort to challenge the segregationist political and social system they had co judges in many countries. But a Second International emerged in 1889; the SPD
structed. In the Cape Colony, the white population of under a quarter of ¢ was relegalized in 1890, and the organizing of workers increased in scope and
whole constituted 85 percent of the electorate; in Natal, where the whites cohs_ intensity. Strike activity increased in all the industrializing countries, and afrer
tuted 8 percent of 2 once Zulu-dominated region, they would make up 99-per 1905 the strikes were often for greater political influence, and not merely higher
cent of the electorate. A mistaken belief that the Boers believed in a rugged d wages. Russia’s 1905 revolution helped to galvanize activism in Germany and
mocracy as well as the importance of South Africa for the British war effor: France. Some of the labor movements’ spokesmen envisaged that workplace or-
against German colonial armies after 1914 (and the personal role that Boer le ganizations could displace elected legislatures and even socialist parties to be-
Jan Smuts achieved) made it hard for London to contest the South Africans’ ra come the basis for a new democratic politics. At the time of the 1905 revolution,
cial state, especially because so many English shared the underlying premiscs o Bolshevik leaders would describe workers “councils” (or sowiezs in Russian) as the
African racial inferioricy."** e avant-garde of a proletarian order. Such anarcho-syndicalism seemed even to in-
Segmented regimes formed one type of implicit constitution. Other: i fect British trade unions, formerly the most oriented on narrower demands for
plicit constirurional sertlements opened up states to extensive foreign influence safety legislation or wage increases. Visions of a social war exhilarated some on
military, economic, or pedagogic and cultural. The term semicolonialism has been the left—see Jack London’s lurid description of the battle for Chicago in Zhe
used to describe the reserve power that European powers possessed in Chin Iron Heel (1908). Conversely, the prospect obviously frightened conservacives,

but authority could be less formally enshrined.*® In Latin America’s Ea'::r many of whom expected a bloody upheaval akin to their folk memories of the
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Paris siege and Commune. But even more ominously the coming Armagedds pecially the judicial system. It was an irony of the British Empire that the coro-

gave some writers a jolt of adrenalin, as they believed ir would reinvigorate a tire tion of a new monarch could be celebrated with the greatest pomp in New

and decadent social order. Georges Sorel, the engineer in Paris, and Vilfredo P: Delhi in 1910, even as Irish factions were moving toward violence almost next

reto, the Italian economist teaching in Lausanne (as well as the young Iral oor to London.

student Benito Mussolini, who audited some of his lecturers), anticipated ¢} Representation, furthermore, was a complex activity in its own right, no

coming clashes with gusto, just as the contemporary artistic movement of Tralja macter how much of a society it encompassed. The spatial metaphor that envis-

Fuurists looked forward to a cleansing hygienic war. Privileged French uni ged a state above trying to react to society below was misleadingly simple.

sity scudents allegedly believed that a new war would be preferable to “perpet olitical demands did not simply flow “upward” from society to the state. Ambi-

e mys . . . 137 .
waiting.” Liberalism was hostage to ennui as well as social cleavages. ious reformers pondered how states that had themselves been transformed in
Even harder to reconcile than proletarian class demands or the literati’s i

=

he nineteenth century should transform society in turn——that is, regulate it,

patience with political compromise were the demands for national represent evelop it, improve and remake it. The states that emerged in the nineteenth

tion within multiethnic units. The Irish, who in the early nineteenth cenityu entury had a special relationship with technological modernity; they needed

had been given seats in the British parliament at a time when only Protesta reech-loading and rapid-firing guns, heavier cannon; they needed velocity, rail-

. ® k2 . g
(largely landowners) might serve, wanted “home rule” or national Autonomy wit oads, and rapid communication, the telegraph, the undersea cable, eventually

an Irish parliament, but Protestant loyalists resisted and compelled the Conse he radio. Beyond their requirements for material infrastructure, states had to

vacive Party and the British parliament to delay. Both sides were on the verge of ducate citizens and to improve their health and vigor, even perhaps through cthe

resorting to armed force by the early twentieth century. Alchough a third hqm ew concept of “eugenics,” or restricted breeding.

rule bill was finally passed on the eve of World War I, it was shelved until the i Thus the late nineteenth-century stare was not, could not be, an institution

sue of the Protestant counties (Ulster) might be resolved. This did not happe uile for static equilibrium. It had to ensure the development of its civilian

until a period of Irish national insurgency and police suppression (the Black an conomy, not just its military. In Britain and later in the United States, govern-

Tan war) followed in the early 1920s and a segment of the nationalist Sinn Fei ‘ments might rely more on the inherent vigor of civil society than direction by

0 . (14 . » - . *
rebels were willing to settle for an “Irish Free State” without the northern cour he state. Americans viewed their economic enterprises and their multiple asso-

ties comprising Ulster. Austria-Hungary and the Ottomans faced far wids _ciations as both the beneficiaries and the sources of modernization. The protec-

ethnic rebellions than did the British. National groups progressively hived off: tive tariff and the distribution of national lands to railroads and homesteaders

the Otromans in the early nineteenth century {Greece, Serbia, Romania), the (who would be clients of the railroads) meant significant state promotion of

the 1870s (Bulgaria), or were taken over by other imperial contenders, as 1 _economic development. Canada was not so different in this respect. The French

North Africa. As for the world’s largest colony, British India remained und and later the German, Japanese, and Russian states felt they had to intervene to

sufficient control to tamp down calls for greater national representation. Indi a greater degree, but began at different moments, the French before their great

of course, was ruled as an empire, by a governmen sent from London. It had n revolution, the Germans and Japanese during the mid-nineteenth century, the

mass white population, but the legacy of multiple pre-British state structuresa ‘Russtans at the end—more rapidly and impressively than other states. Russia,

the failure in 1857 of rebellion (which was never fully articulaced as a national till an awrocracy until 1905, and guided by Sergei Witte from 1893, embarked on

upheaval) kept the national challenge relatively weak until after the world wa the trans-Siberian railroad, a program whose costs aroused aristocratic opposi-

The Indian National Congress was a group that had a long-term vision:bt tion and the impatience of the faction anxious to keep Korea out of Japanese

practiced short-term accommodation and gradualist inclusion in local organ influence. The monarch yielded to the pressure and eased Witte into a more
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ceremonial role, only to recall him in 1905 to cope with the aftermath of the v,
with Japan and the revolutionary agitation that had followed his removal: F
ure to modernize could cost territory and erode sovereigney, even if outrig
colonization was avoided, as was vividly demonstrated in the case of China
which had to grant extraterritorial enclaves where the Western powers retaine
local legal rights, and the Ottoman Empire, which was compelled to cede:%,
pitularies,” or legal immunities, to foreigners. :

Modernization, however, provoked resistance from traditionalists at home
and sometimes preemptive intervention from the Western powers. When C
nese administrators began an effort to reform within the permitted paramete
of Confucian values in the 1860s after a second war, now with France as well:
Britain, they faced disabling court intrigues, as did the “hundred-day” ref
interlude of 1898, stymied by the empress dowager, and the attempts to ins
tute local, then national, elections after 1905. Japanese reformers fared bert:
Alerted by the concessions and territory extracted by Britain from the Chir
in 1842 and warned by their own experience of having to open five “treaty port
to the Americans in 1858, reform-oriented samurai began a nationalist mobiliz
tion against the perceived weakness of the Tokugawa shogunate. Conservatives

wete less successful in blOCkmg reforms in Japan than in China. The court _Modcrmzanon for national survival: King Chulalongkorn of Thailand posing with the crown

rince and presumably some of his seventy-seven children, ca. 1900, A contemporary of the reform-
tig Meiji emperor in Japan, Chulalongkorn abolished slavery, modernized the Thai government,
milieary, and judicial and educarional systems, and preserved the country’s independence vis-2-vis
the British in Burma to the west and the Freach in Indochina to the east. (& Hulton-Deutsch
Collecrion / Corbis}

not in the same position to play personal politics; rather, the emperor stoo
gain in influence from reform. In Japan, moreover, the central state did not
etrate the autonomous domains (han) of the reform-minded daimys and theic
samurai officials, who could in effect run laboratories of rationalization. N6
state examination system elevated Confucian and Neo-Confucian hierarch
concepts into a portal for public service; the Japanese military traditions we

i i i : : i infli i i lished a min-
conservative but allowed for emulation of modern science and technology. domain, but inflicted stunning defeats on Iralian forces and estab

Other authoritarian rulers could also save their countries from- beéir isterial system.®
carved up or absorbed if they were skillful and willing to modernize instit
tions and infrastructure, Chulalongkorn of Thailand (ruling as King Ram}t_ Global Revolution
18681910, almost the same span as the Meiji emperor) managed to play off t!

Norman Angell had the courage to suggest in his 1910 study of interna-
tional capitalism, The Grear Illusion, that what historians today call the first
globalization—the dense and rapidly thickening web of economic and finan-
cial ties among nations in the early twentieth century——should preclude major

o 211 |

British in Burma against the more threatening French in Indochina, forméd
functionally organized cabinet, reformed the military, fiscal system, and
tional education system, and extended rail and telegraph lines throughout
kingdom. Emperor Menelik 11 of Echiopia (1889-1909/1913) ruled a poor

| 210 ]




CHARLES 5. MAIER LEVIATHAN 2.0

war. He overestimated the strength of interests and underestimared the craditions. Thus, radical ferment grew apace, sometimes organized in clandestine

of alliances. Globalization did not compel peace. societies, sometimes in barracks and clubs, among circles of intellectuals and

Without needing to predict the future in 1916, Vladimir Lenin could wrj inewspapfil‘ editors, and professional milicary officers and cadets.

that che first globalization (which he interpreted as imperialism) had: had These developments produced the inconsistencies of carly twentieth-century

bring about a great war. We can’t say he was wrong—bur we can’t conﬁrm revolution: Resentments and frustration were intensely nationalist because they

he was right eicher. cacted to the progress of global and international capiral. Revolutionaries called

The proposition that can be defended is that globalization helped p.ro'd or modernization along Western lines but often drew on the primitive scrength

revolution as regimes collapsed across Mexico, Eurasia, and China. This m, of religious traditionalism. Uprisings originated less among deprived workers

that revolution came not to the industrial societies of Western Europe and peasants than among nativist clites outraged by military defeat and by au-

North America (except when military defeat discredited cheir rulers) bus fO horities who seemed complicit in national dependency and even humiliation.
large, vulnerable states that were attracting the attention of 1mpcnahs: Tiva ur the elites that were prompted to organize and assert new programs—in
Mexico by disputed elections, in the Ottoman Empire by the growth of Balkan
ationalisms, in China by Qing humiliations—ended up triggering massive up-

“heavals and civil strife. Nationalist in aspiration, they produced ten to twenty

and the capiral they brought with them. Skip over the machinations of Am
can sugar interests in the Caribbean and Hawai‘i and even the Cuban upris
against Spanish rule in Cuba at the outser of the period in the 1890s. But p:

ateention to the Boxer uprising in China in 1900 and the collapse of Man years of regional armies and territorial fragmentation. At the end of the eigh-

rule in 1911, to Russia’s months of tumult during 1905 and then the. regim centh century, revolutions had begun as coneests inside particular states, which

changcs of 1917, to Iran’s constitutional revolution of 1906-1909, the Y hen triggcred international intervention from Iarger powers. Those conflicts

Turks’ uprising in 1908 and the fragmentation of the Ottoman state a dec; ad been articulated in the emerging language of rights and entitlements be-

later; and rhen to the layered rebellions in Mexico, unfolding over a decade fro; queathed to Americans today in their founding charters. At the end of the nine-

1910 O 192.0. teenth century, however, the revolutionary situations developed in response to

Widely separated geographically, these revolutions had each its own sourc perceived transnational abuses of power arising when foreign governments and

and history, but they also were products directly or indirectly of encroach nvestors allied with local elites seemingly to exploit local labor or extract local

strategic rivalries and foreign investors seeking profits from local resources wealth. Out of these transnational alignments emerged the language of imperi-

investments and favorably supervised by their regimes at home. With some alism and underdevelopment.

ception made for imperial Russia, the regimes under attack seemed to have b From another perspective, the amazing global specracle of failed parliamen-

come subservient to foreign power and foreign capital. To be sure, the foreign: tarism, military intervention and warlordism, coup and countercoup, and the
econoinic activity (and accompanying schools and churches, engineering and |
nancial expertise) brought significant economic growth. Rail lines expanded

multiples; oil wells came into production, new banks channeled capital into

penetration of sprawling but penetrated socicties by rival capitalists and would-be
colonizers, formed a delayed and defective version of the successful national re-

constitutions of the mid-ninereenth century. Determined elites and strong states
flurry of overseas companies; investors in London, Paris, Berlin, Vienna, and Ne

York created local wealth even as they siphoned off significant shares for th
bondholders. Socially, they nurtured in the process both a class of enriched lo

had emerged out of the mid-nineteenth century furnace. Partial projects of mod-
ernization, conflicting ideologies and decomposing sovereignties seemed to afflice

those half a century later who had not made the earlier transition as they hurtled

mediators, and countervailing forces of intellectuals, journalises, religious lea toward protracted revolution and civil wars. Ironically enough, these belated de-

ers, and military officers, who beheld a sellout of authentic national or imperi: composing states would help drag the successful national constructions of halfa
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century earlier into the great war that overvook them all: strong and viable state
and crumbling empires together.

Of course, to go from a situation fraught with antagonism to actual uprising
involved the interplay of contingency and personality. In particular, the politj
cal classes of each population were growing impatient witch long-term rulers
family that seemed unwilling to listen to calls for reform. In Russia the tsarin
and in China the empress dowager seemed to manipulate the feckless male
who held the nominal imperial title. In Mexico and the Ottoman Empire, che
aging patriarchs, both arriving in power in 1876, had promoted economic
velopment, but became increasingly domineering and autocratic. Sultan Ab
dislhamid II, increasingly viewed as an aging despot relying on police spicé
would be ousted after thirty years in 1908, in a coup that only made his empir
more prey to territorial dismemberment. Porfirio Diaz would have to stanc
down in 1910,

Yer these autocrats had decisively pressed in particular for major expansion
of their nations’ railroads—as had the Russian bureaucrats in the same per d
Railroads in effect provided the sinews and axons of globalization: they.¢
hanced the idea of a unified territory; they allowed the development of interio)
markets, or the transport of distant soldiers; they required the standardization
of timekeeping, Early railroads in the 1840s and 1850s had helped increase rev
lurionary and national pressures, whether in Prussia, where a parliament wa;s.'_t__
be summoned for their financing, or in Illinois, where they opened up the plain
for wheat growing and destabilized the precarious compromises on slavery. Now
railroads brought the transformative pressures of global finance and investmen
and the development of long-distance markets into the perimeters of the devel:
oped world. Railroads were the complement of frontiers: defending frontiers wa
the precondition of state sovereignty since the seventeenth century—the fronties
had been the prerequisite for Leviathan 1.0. The railroad promised to make the
interior space of the national state a unit, economically and socially as well as'p
litically. Tt was, in effect, the principal symbol of Leviathan 2.0. But it exacted
price, often a fiscal one that bore heavily on a population and required new level
of taxation as in Russia, or new degrees of foreign investment as in Mexico anc
the Ottoman realms. And it exposed the mechanisms of the semideveloped stat
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into which it penetrated as insufficient to realize the promises of progress it tan-
calizingly held out. Finally, it created new coalitions of the privileged, composed
of new and old investors, and new coalitions of protesters who felt they were be-
ing exploited by those who controlled monopoly access to privilege and power.

Tronically, however, national revolutions that erupted in reaction to global

pressures often remained regionally fragmented. National parliamentary politics
was quickly eclipsed. The arenas of revolution were often local, and integrated
national movements emerged only after protracted and brutal milirary conflict.

Power gravitated to rival military commanders, sometimes seeking to contest

the country as a whole, sometimes just establishing their own territory. The exis-
rence of rival armies and local military rule or watlordism, often supported by
dominant foreign patrons, remained a logical outcome, at least for a long iner-

vening period of conflict. Such regional fighting often proved particularly brutal
as feclings of betrayal and counterbetrayal ran high. Combat shaded into long-

term feuding, Regional commanders did not always take prisoners—what should
they do with them?—even if they accepted turncoats. The laws of war, weak in
most circumstances, did not often temper internal combat. The leaders who
seized local power might be generous, but they could also be impulsive and

vengeful. Alternatively, new and ruthless parties might claim that they alone

could channel the true revolutionary forces. These confrontations were often
beset by internal contradiction: they mobilized working classes who were inter-
nationalist in their outlooks and middle-class or elite reformers who spoke the
language of nationalism. But they were also revolts in predominantly rural coun-
tries where landlords continued to dominate the countryside, while their ten-

- ants wanted control of the land either for their households or, in parts of Russia

and Mexico, for their village communes, Belated revolution, many on the leftr
believed, meant peasant revolution—heroic and apocalyptic as in one of Diego
Rivera’s or Orozeo’s murals. In fact, countryside forces could not push through
revolutionary settlements withour linking up ro townspeople, whether middle-
class or working-class. Intellectuals and journalists, merchants and financial in-
termediaries, remained critical, just as religious leaders in Iran remained crucial
urban-based participants. Cities and countryside forces had to reach some sort

of accommodation for success.
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"The Russian revolution of 1905 was in effect the last of the great European revo-
lutions since 1789, though it was provoked by the fiscal and social strains brought
on by the conflict with Japan over East Asian expansion. As in the aftermath of
the Crimean War, when the authorities eliminared serfdom, Russia had ro make
accommodations when it was overstrerched. In this case the demonstrations of
February 1905 and the gunfire of Bloody Sunday opened a continuing wave of
protest and strikes and parey formation that finally led to the tsar’s agreement in
October ro summon a parliament or Duma. This was hardly surprising: Russia
was an anomaly in the world of developed states, clinging to theoretical autoc-
racy, which meant in effect rule by an aristocratic bureaucracy. German liberal
observers, who had complacently viewed their own country as far more progres-

sive than tsarist “despotism,” were astonished to see that the Russians had acquired
at a stroke a national assembly unhampered by the reactionary reserve powers

that the unequal Prussian electoral system allowed. This achievement, however,

was hardly to be maintained; the suffrage would be rolled back; the Dumas suc-

cessively prorogued, even as social conflict increased and the financial strains of
preparing for possible European conflict grew. Still, 1905 outlined the spectrum

of parties—Bolsheviks, social democratic Mensheviks, agrarian “Social Revo-

lutionary” populists oriented toward the peasants, middle-class liberals (so-called

Kadets, cloquent but limited to the professional classes), and conservarive

“Octobrists”—that would fill the Russian political space until all were silenced

after the Bolsheviks seized power at the end of 1917. The year 1905 also stimu-

lated a decade of cultural innovation, fervent political and social debate, and

continuing industrial advance.

3 (<9 » I .
Iran’s “constiturional revolution” of 1905-1909 took place in the shadow of the
revolutionary unrest that undermined neighboring Russia and the Ottoman

Empire and the larger international balance of power. Iran, the stagnant rem-

nant of a long-lived and once brilliant empire, was ruled by the Qajar dynasty,
clinging to decisive power in a country that was perhaps a third or more “tribal”
and in which religious authorities played a significant political rofe. Shi‘a clerics,
dominant in Iran, rraditionally stayed more distant from secular authority than
did Sunni, and they increasingly denounced Qajar family tyranny, even as they
remained hostile to the secularism of emerging intellectuals. Neighboring Russia
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rended to take its own predominant influence for granted, especially because
it helped crain the shah’s military units. Great Britain, long concerned about
Russian expansion and its supposed threat to India, had long sought commercial
advantages in Iran, but was increasingly preoccupied since 1890 with Germany's
rise to global power. The dynasty was torn between concessions to the British for
the sake of economic development and reliance on the Russians for milicary sta-
biliry. Following an abortive grant of extensive privileges in 1872 for railroad
building, the shah allowed the British to found a bank of issue in the 1880cs, and
granted a national tobacco monopoly to British subjects in the early 189os—all
concessions, of course, that enriched those close to the court. Tobacco, however,
was a broadly based economic activity, and the concession led to “the first suc-
cessful mass protest in modern Iran, combining ‘ulama’, modernists, merchants,
and townspeople in a coordinated movement against government policy.”*" The
shah was assassinated in 1896, and the new shah, Muzaffar al-Din, found himself
compelled to replace his conservative minister in 1903. The Russian revolution-
ary agitation during 1905 also spilled over to Iran: the Azeri region of Azerbaijan
on the west of the Caspian that was divided between Russia and Iran proved a
ready conduit for social democratic and Islamic organizational efforts, and pro-
tests roiled Tehran.

British and Russian interests were converging on a moderate solution for Ira-
nian unrest. The Russian auchorities were seeking to contain agitation at home,
and like the Bricish perceived a rising German threat, especially as Berlin seemed
to be gaining military and economic influence in the Ottoman Empire. Both
the British and the Russians sought to become patrons of the Islamic opposition
and its call for a majlis or parliament. The 1905 standoff of protesters and the
shah led the clerics to flec to Qum and the merchants to shut their markets. By
August 1906, almost a year after the tsar had conceded a Duma, the shah agreed
to convoke a legislature. The assembly was soon transformed from the role that
conservative clerics envisaged for it, as a Muslim congress, to a national parlia-
ment in which minoriry refigions would also be represented, even if the elections
left it safely in the hands of clerics and wealthy merchants. Election of the majlis,
however, meant that the struggle for constitutional government was only half
over; the question of its furure role was still open. A reluctant shah signed the
fundamental laws in December 1906, but died shortly after, and divided majlis
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members prepared a contest for the all-important “supplement,” which was to
determine the power of the prime minister and the official role of religion. Advo-
cates of freedom of conscience, journalists, and Western-oriented aristocrats
spoke on behalf of parliamentary rights while the new shah, Muhammad Alj,
and conservative clerics, who wanted to retain a large role for religious law, re-
sisted. After a temporizing prime minister was assassinated in August 1907, the
shah gave way and the constitutional supplement was passed in October, provid-
ing for a balance of executive and parliamentary power but with a council of reli-
gious notables to ensure that civil legislation conformed to Muslim law, or shari‘a,

As long as the Russian authorities, cautioned by their own revolution al-
though progressively limiting liberal gains, and the British worked together, they
could secure the triumph of the moderate constitutionalists in Tehran and the
consolidation of their respective interests. Thus motivated, the two great powers
reached a crucial accord in 1907 that effectively suspended London’s long-standing
wariness of Russian imperial ambitions. The Anglo-Russian Convention provided
for the nominal preservation of Iranian territorial integrity while recognizing a
predominantly Russian sphere in the north and a British sphere in the south,
where British exploration for oil was successful a year later. Iranian public opin-
ion understandably beheld it as de facto partition, signed on their own soil. The
agreement also forestalled rivalry over the northwest frontier of India and either
side’s takeover of Afghanistan. Thus the two powers adjourned their potential
conflicts in Central Asia, facilitating in turn the emergence of the Triple En-
tente with their mutual partner, France, and potentially confronting together
the Austro-German alliance in Europe and the colonial world. But having
been guaranteed that Russia would not partition Iran and would not threaten
Britain’s frontier zone in India, London seemed to withdraw from active policy
in Iran, while the Russian ambassador now urged a hard line on the shah, who
deployed Cossack-led troops to shut down the parliament in 1908 after contin-
ued street agitation.

Counterrevolution was not the last word, however, and European politics
impacted again. Pro-German Young Turks staged a revolution in Constantino-
ple; Berlin in 1909 compelled a humiliating Russian confirmation of Austria’s
annexation of Bosnia; and Russia decided it needed British cooperation, given
the threatening international situation. Again working together in Iran, the two
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powers could urge a compromise constitutional settlement, which restored the
majlis. Clerical conservatives recovered the theoretical right of religious review
of legislation, but the provision was never implemented. The victory of secular
liberalism remained provisional and precarious, however. When the Iranians
brought in an American financial expert, William Morgan Schuster, to establish
a modern revenue service, the Russians demanded his dismissal, on the grounds
that the Anglo-Russian Convention gave the powers the final say over such an
appointment, and marched on Tehran when the majlis resisted. The cabinet gave
way, dismissed Schuster, and dissolved the majlis in December 1911. The consti-
tution remained but no new elections followed until 1914. Russian forces and
the Azerbaijani revolutionary movements after 1917 dominated the northern
half of the country, until the new Bolsheviks decided British trade was more
important than insisting on heavy-handed control in Iran. They agreed to with-
draw their troops. The British may have sponsored the coup d’état of 1921 led by
the imposing military commander Reza Khan, who seized supreme power as
shah in late 1925 and inaugurated the Pahlavi rule that lasted until the Islamic
revolution of 1979."*!

Iran was a poor and backward region compared with the Ottoman Empire, al-
though Iranian intellectuals remembered when their empires had fought each
other on a level of parity. Seeking to weather the international opprobrium that
the attempted repression of the Balkan rebellions of 1875 had aroused, the new
Sultan Abdiilhamid II (1876-1909) first summoned a new parliament in 1876,
then prorogued it and suspended the new constitution within little more than a
year as Russia intervened militarily to support the hard-pressed Bulgarian upris-
ing. Over the next three decades the sultan tightened a repressive political re-
gime even as he sought to modernize economic and military institutions and
develop the sleepy southern provinces of the empire. Istanbul’s reform from
above, however, led to incompatible ideological programs for sustaining a multi-
national empire: an effort, on the one hand, to woo Arabic Muslim elites, and,
on the other, to advance a Turkic national movement, the Committee on Union
and Progress (CUP), or Young Turks, particularly concerned about the influ-
ence of Greeks and Armenians. With the reduction of his European domains
(formal cession of Romania, Serbia, Bosnia, Bulgaria, and Macedonia in 1856 and
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1878), the new sultan began to stress an ideology of Pan-Islamism. Finances were
the weak point: attempts to collect raxes in a decade of world economic dow;{.
turn had helped to provoke the 1875 Bulgarian rebellion and the disastrous war
with Russia. Part of the Berlin settlement involved establishing an internationa
public debt oversight (Public Debt Administration) in 1881. :

‘The sultan’s efforts to consolidate his position by development in the Arab
provinces and emphasis of his Muslim role, however, were destined to create
vulnerability in the remaining European regions of the empire, long a site of its
more capable administrators and soldiers. Rebellion and assassination seethed in
cthnically and religiously mixed Macedonia, where the neighboring Balkan
states and European interests all saw their opportunities. Tax revoles were erupt:-'
ing in Anatolia. The British and Russian monarchs, whose countries had re:
cently negotiated their division of interests in Iran, met at Reval in June 1908, to
discuss, so it was believed, intervention in Macedonia. Istanbul’s humiliatin'gr
feebleness provoked a nationalist reaction among so-called Young Turk officers
stationed in Salonika, who formally constituted a Commitree on Union and
Progress, and mutinied to compel Abdiilhamid to reinstate constirutional righté
and parliament in summer 1908, and then ousted him a year fater.** The sultan
who succeeded him remained a powerless monarch, appointing the ministers
that the parties and military who had led the last uprising or coup d’étar im-
posed in the final acts of Ottoman constiturionalism until mid-1913. :

CUP adherents had diverse aims: Ottomanism or a restoration of impcrial
control, including the compulsory teaching of Turkish, may have been domi-
nant; some members advocated decentralization and perhaps dismantling into
ethnic units; others were attracted to the idea of Turkic national leadership:
Some were secularists and Westernizers; others advocated reasserting the com-
mitment to Islam. All wanted a vigorous restoration of direction and an end to
the temporizing, corruption, and clientelism they were convinced was rotting
the legacy of a once great power. What they achieved, however, was an interval
of coup and countercoup.

Open elections based on territory seated a parliament that was half non-
Turkish. There was a CUP majority but a strong liberal opposition; and resene-
ment grew against CUP domination, After the assassination of an opposition
newspaper editor, there followed a counterrevolutionary mutiny and the potential
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debacle of the CUP in mid-April 1909, only to be reversed when Salonica mili-
tary units of the Commictee marched on the capital and forced reinstatement of
the Young Turk government. The renewed CUP regime quickly lost power to
military commanders and a reunited liberal opposition after it had been dis-
credited by the Italian seizure of Libya and an uprising of Albanian Muslims.
Still, CUP strength in the provinces allowed it to dissolve the parliament and
win a resounding victory in 1912, only to be custed by a milirary coalition, the
“Saviour Officers,” later in the year. The military saviors did not save European
Turkish territory from the Balkan League of Serbs, Bulgarians, Montenegrins,
and Greeks, who exploited Ottoman disarray to atrack in October. Only their
mutual jealousies let Constantinople recover the small strip of European coast
that Turkey controls today. Bur the overall military humiliations of the Balkan
wars gave the CUP a chance to reseize power and defend it from a counterputsch
in the spring of 1913. Assassination of their vizier provided a pretext to impose
authoritarian control and hammer the liberal opposition through arrests,
show trials, and harsh sentences. Young Turk foreign policy was an opportu-
nistic search for an ally: the British rejected the overture, while William II ac-
cepted it—fantasizing that the Caliphate might encourage Britain’s Muslim
subjects to revolt. CUP generals ook over the ministry of war and the navy,
brought the empire into the European war in late 1914, and made the infamous
decision to massacre the Armenian minority a year later. The cadets and intel-
lectuals who a decade earlier had organized to renew the empire ended up with a
triumvirate that would ultimately destroy it.

The military option seemed initially to stabilize Turkish politics. Remarkably,
the army that had so thoroughly disintegrated in the Balkan War of 1912—
because of long neglect by Abdiilhamid, according to German observers—was
made into a relatively efficient force by 1914-1915 under German military advis-
ers. But the pressures of a long war on four fronts (the Dardanelles, the Cau-
cuses, Mesopotamia, and the Palestinian coast) took its toll. The empire was left
as a rump state after the end of the world war: with ruinous inflation and debrs,
the last feeble sulean holed up in Constantinople with Greeks and British on the
Ionijan coast, and Iralians secking their own slice of territory. The Arab-speaking
territories were carved up into British and French provinces, an Armenian state,

and aurtonomous Kurdistan, created in eastern Anatolia, with international
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From empire to nation: Mustafa Kemal Atariirk in 1923, Ke-
mal appears here as the successful Turkish military leader
who has forced the end of the Otroman Sultanate and negoti-
ated with France and Grear Britain the revised Treaty of Lau-
sanne, which stabilized his country in its present borders. He
is not yet wearing a business suit and homburg,. The relentless
authoritarian modernizer and secularizer of his country ac-
cepred the title Atardirk (Father of the Turks) in 1934. (Private
Collection / Roger-Violler, Paris/ The Bridgeman Arc Library)

control of the Dardanelles and of Ottoman finances. Confronted with the hu-
miliation of the Treaty of Sévres, a nationalist parliament rallied in Ankara as the
Grand National Assembly of Turkey, while the vigorous military commander
Mustafa Kemal, who had assumed ever greater organizational and command
responsibilities in the war, emerged as the leader of a resurgent resistance. Over
the next three years the nationalists secured Soviet recognition, reconquered
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Armenian territory, and eliminated serious rivalries in the West to Kemal’s au-
thority. The French came to terms over the Syrian-Turkish border, and in 1922
Kemal smashed the Greek-British forces and compelled a new treaty of Lau-
sanne by 1923, remembered today preeminently for the massive exchange of
Greek and Turkish populations it stipulated. The Sultanate and Caliphate were
separated; the sultan was declared to have vacated his post and the office was
abolished. The Caliphate did not survive long, neither did religious schools. The
Assembly officially declared Turkey a republic and elected Kemal as president.
The Law for the Unification of Education established the secular state, although
it recognized Islam as irs official religion. In April 1923 Kemal founded the
People’s Party, which, to preempt an emerging opposition, reorganized as the
Republican People’s Party (RPP); by the early 1930s, after a brief interval of al-
lowing a tolerated opposition, he began a concerted drive to make the ruling
party into the exclusive instrument for changing society and state. Conserva-
tives and traditionalists remained resistant to the reforms, which included
changes in dress and the status of women. By 1934 Kemal took the title Aratiirk,
or father of the Turks, and the RPP was theoretically fused with state offices in
the following year. Atatiizk, though, resisted following the rotalitarian model as
it was gaining strength around him and preserved scope for private capitalists,
but his death in 1938 and the approach of the war left Turkey with an uneasy
balance between a semitolerated opposition and a powerful military-supported
satist party.'*

Consider finally the two revolutions at geographic extremes from the heartlands
of Eurasia: in Mexico and China—the one the product of a state repeatedly con-
tested by Europeans and North Americans; the other a sprawling empire that
seemed, in the fears of its reformers, ready to be sliced apart like a watermelon.
Developing states remained vulnerable because economic growth and modern-
ization accentuated rather than overcame failures of representation. As president,
Porfirio Diaz (1876-1910) progressively tightened an authoritarian regime after
the long era of civil war and foreign intervention in Mexico, favoring a privileged
circle of beneficiaries, including regional party bosses, industrialists, and large
land and ranch owners. The ruling group became known collectively as the cienti-
ficos because of the economic growth they supervised as they opened up the
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country to Europcan and American investment in industry, mining, and rajl
roads. But outsize rewards flowed to the favored elite. The first decade of the new:
century produced a host of dissatisfied claimants to a voice in government: th
liberal middle classes, who had benefited from economic advance, a growing ur.
ban working class in the northern industries, spokesmen for Indian communa
rights that had been eroded since the liberal victories of the 1850s, and rival gen
erals. Diaz cracked down harshly on the labor unions; middle-class entrepre
neurs resented the foreign-owned firms that remained closed to them; powerfu
regional families took offense at the clients Diaz favored. The increase in foreign
investment (with inflationary price rises and a sharp drop in real wages in the
North) gave way to an economic downturn in the wake of the US panic of 1907
The oligarchy managed to win its rigged congressional elections with implau
ble unanimity in 1910. Still, revolution seemed excluded by most observers—as i
usually does on the eve of grear uprisings, from 1789 to Eastern Europe in 1989
and Egypt in 2011—until a local uprising broke out in Chihuahua ar the end o
1910. The leader of the opposition, Francisco Madero, a wealthy rancher who had
denounced the regime, threw in his lot with the rebels, then accepted an agree
ment that provided for a now-deserted Diaz to resign before the presidentia
election of October 1911. Madero was triumphant, but political and territoria
decomposition followed—it was not a coherent social revolution, but, so Joh'.n
Womack argues, “a struggle for power, in which different revolutionary faction
contended not only against the old regime and foreign concerns, but also, often
more so, against each other, over matters as deep as class and as shallow as envy.
Looking at the resules, “the victorious faction managed to dominate peasan
movements and labour unions for the promotion of selected American and
native businesses.”"**

This does not mean that different groups had no conflicting interests; the;
were as staunchly defended as anywhere else in this turbulent decade. But the
remained unaggregated, concentrated on one or more of the regionally based
armies (and often fragmented at even more local levels) that coalesced around
the successive leaders seeking power. Victoriano Huerta removed Madero
(murdered after stepping down) on behalf of conservarive forces, including the
Church, but resigned in mid-July 1915 before the threatened advance of forces led
by Venustiano Carranza and Pancho Villa—the gifted military commander in
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Chihuahua who in late 1913 initiated a program of land redistriburion. Carran-
za’s and Villa’s delegates mer at the October 1914 convention ar Aguascalientes,
and Villa persuaded Emiliano Zapata to commit his southern army in recurn for
further land reform, outlined in Zapata’s Plan of Ayala, the most extensive agrar-
ian program of the revolution. Zapata and Villa mer as revolutionary heroes in
Mexico City in late November 1914, but the stracegically crucial Carranza-Villa
agreement soon dissolved in acrimony. Aguascalientes had called on both lead-
ers to stand down cheir military forces and renounce their own candidacy for the
vacant presidency. Each impured bad faith to the other; by 1915 their armies were
involved in the fiercest fighting of the revolutionary decade.

Were there issues as well as ambitions thae divided Carranza and Villa? Ac-
cording to Villa’s biographer, a long-term historian of the revolution, they di-
vided over the contrasting attitudes that had separated centralists and federalists
in the preceding century: Carranza spoke for disciplined authority and control
emanating from the capital, Villa for an improvised regionalism."” As of 1915,
Villa was more willing to deal with President Wilson’s efforts to control Mexi-
can outcomes and ensure continuing oil supplies. But forcunes and alignments
could change rapidly. Villa’s friendly relations with the American representatives
in Mexico and his military forrunes turned sour in late 1915. Alchough Car-
ranza had been a staunch nationalistic opponent of Wilson’s expedition to Vera-
cruz in 1914, once Villa attempted his raids on US soil and the United States
entered the war with Germany, the White House endorsed Carranza’s presi-
dency. Zapara’s alliance with Villa also frayed, and he was killed shortly after the
brief, exuberant triumph in Mexico City. Carranza was clected president and
inaugurated a constitution in 1917; and by late 1920 his military ally, Alvaro Obre-
gén from Sonora succeeded him and began the work of reconsolidating the
greatly indebted Mexican economy—providing an interval of stabilization at a
moment, too, when bourgeois normalization was returning to Europe and its
colonies after the global upheavals of 1917-1921. Obregén did continue the dis-
tribution of hacienda lands to smaller proprietors or communal efidos, although
rather selectively where this program had helped to ignirte revolution, as in
Zapata’s home stare of Morelos. He also sponsored the energetic educational
reforms of José Vasconcelos, the spiritus rector of the revolutionary state, who
helped create the mythic history of Indian-Hispanic cultural fusion through

Lo}




CHARLES §, MAIER

school expansion, murals, and mobilization of the populist intellectuals. Obre-

gon’s successor, Plutarco Elias Calles, supervised a major anticlerical campaign

worthy of the struggles a century earlier and provoked a tenacious pro-clerical -

Cristero uprising by rural Church adherents. Then his four-year term as presi:

dent ended in 1928, and the election again of Obregén {to be assassinated a day
later) threatened a shift to che left, Calles as unofficial godfather of the emerging

regime managed to organize the major vehicle for stabilization, the Partido Na-

cional Revolucionario (PNR), the predecessor to the Partide Revolucionario:

Institucional (PRI) that would govern until the 1990s."*°

Halfway around the world, in China, the regime finally fell only in 1911 after
seventy vears of defeats to foreigners, exhausting rebellion, and continued in-
fringements of sovereignry, all of which culminated in a wave of setbacks in the

1890s and paralyzing court politics. The defeat by Japan in 1895 and the renewed

Western scramble for further territorial concessions finally jolted a widespread

but contested intellectual opening—forcibly stifled, however, by the empress ..

dowager’s countercoup against the young emperor and his radical advisers—

only to throw her support to the nationalist organizations known as Boxers who .
attacked the Beijing legations and provoked a united foreign intervention. Still, -
the years from 1898 to the final Qing abdication were an epoch of extraordinary
reformist effort, which could not be kept under conservative gentry control nor-
ultimately held in check by the Europeans. The ancient examination syscem that -
had structured elite access to rule was removed in 1905; meanwhile reformers *
were asking for inauguration of a hierarchy of local assemblies as well as a
national parfiament.* The Confucian ideologies appealed to in earlier reform
efforts were superseded by images of modernization and of Darwinist national -

competition, already seen by many Chinese as successful in Japan. Impatient

exiles (such as Sun Yat-sen) and military leaders converged to launch what, from |

the vantage of the centennial of the 1911 revolution, can be interpreted as a long

trajectory that would lead, via the Republic (1911-1949), then devastating war
and civil war and the vast costs of Mao’s revolution, to Deng Xiaoping’s emula- -

tion of capitalism."**

In China, the parliament established in Beijing fell under the influence of

Yuan Shikai, the talented military (and police) leader, who was tempted to claim:

| 226 ]

LEVIATHAN 2.0

the imperial throne but died by 1916. His death led to a dozen years of rival
claims and the emergence of powerful warlords who imposed de facto territorial
governments, collected or extorted “tax” revenues, raised peasant armies, and
joined shifting “cliques” or alliances, holding out longest in the Manchurian area
around the Liaodong Peninsula, where the Japanese held the key ports and rail-
roads since their wars with China (1894-1995) and Russia (1904~1905). The
Japanese could help finance the leading northern watlord, Zhang Zuolin, in re-
turn for his deference to their own position, but he was ousted in 1928 after a
failed effort to reorganize central-state politics in Beijing. The revolutionary
forces in the south under the ambitious Chiang Kai-shek set up their own rival
base, entrusting subordinate power to the graduates of the new Whampoa
military academy. Chiang was more than a general: he inherited Sun Yat-sen’s
Guomindang (GMD, or National People’s Party) and drew on Russian Bolshe-
vik aid and counsel to create an authoritarian party. Bolshevik leaders in Mos-
cow sharply divided on the issue of whether to instruct the Chinese Communist
Party (CCP) to work with Chiang or challenge him. Stalin, seeking in the mid-
192,05 to establish his own succession at home against Trotsky and other possible
rivals who urged autonomy for the CCP, insisted on subordinating the CCP to
the GMD. The policy led to catastrophe in 1926-1927, for as his power increased
Chiang turned on his former Communist allies and destroyed part of the party,
murdering thousands first in Shanghai, then in Wuhan and Nanjing—leaving
the remnants to retreat from Shanghai, and ultimately in the 1930s to trek thou-
sands of miles to establish their mountain sanctuary under Mao Zedong in
Yanan in Shaanxi Province.

Despire the fragmentartion, violence, and confusing succession of the revolu-
tionary decade in China, the turbulence involved more than just the final de-
nouement of a massive state structure hammered by foreigners and increasingly
unable to overcome an ossified ideology, vast population increase, and ecological
catastrophes and impoverishment. It also allowed a belated but energetic effort
to merge traditional culrural resources with models of development frenetically
taken from abroad. Warlords continued to contend for power around Beijing
and in Japanese-occupied Manchuria, but by the end of the 19205 Chiang’s army,
and party—now drawing on German rather than Russian advisers—seemed
poised to take Beijing (a development, as explained below, that would lead the

[ 227 ]




CHARLES S. MAIER

ambitious Japanese milirary government of the region to esrablish the “puppe
state” of Manchukuo under the nominal rule of the last deposed Qing emperor
“Henry” Pu Yi). Ultimately neither Chinese army leaders nor the revolutionars
parties could impose a clear success without some fusing of effore, reflected still:
today in the strong role that the People’s Liberation Army plays in the Commu
nist state."*’ :

Generally economic growth and development have been viewed as an asset in
the parh to political liberalism. During the Cold War most American social sci
entists did not doubt that they went together. Perhaps this was true in eras whe
development had homegrown roots, but the remarkable economic and financial -
advances of the era from 1895 to 1914, as they unfolded in the context of globa
inequality that marked the age of high imperialism, could not ensure libera
outcomes. The epochal revolutions in Russia, China, Mexico, Iran, and Turke
certainly mobilized masses of rural families and workers as well as urban dwell
ers across all classes. They awoke new currents of nationalism and encouraged:
cultural awakening: intellectuals envisaged awakening nations, but were also
stimulated by the very awakenings they sought to advance and shape. Bur th
mass forces, and the breadth of the social and religious movements whose volun
teers descended from their homes into the city squares across half the world
were not easily contained by constitutional and parliamentary debates. As thes
raw and vigorous, sometimes violent, ideological transformations worked them
selves out, usually over a span of at least two or three decades, it was the deter-
mined cadres of committed parties and military corps that disciplined their :
sometimes generous but often intolerant forces. The twentieth-century world.
thar emerged from the wave of global revolution was a more participatory one;:

but not necessarily a freer one. Or more precisely, the bonds of private subjec
tion—to landlords, local bosses, mine and factory owners—were exchanged of::
ten, not for liberal values (which seemed to reinforce private bonds of subjection
for so many), but for the bonds of public discipline. Ironically enough, it was the
very countries that were exponents of liberalism ar home, bur also convinced of
the civic virtues of economic expansion, that helped plunge the huge countrie
outside Europe (and its offshoots) into the turbulence of foreign-controlled de
velopment, revolutionary protest, and military and one-party solutions. Sixty or’
seventy years later chese experiments—their own disfunctionalicy having been:
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repeatedly demonstrated in the years after consolidation in the 1920s—might
finally be yielding to the sort of world thar their early exponents envisaged.

Politics as War

No one can say what would have been the upshot of this widespread turbulence
had war not broken out in Evrope in 1914 and then developed into a protracted
and unprecedented conflict. Where economic and voting issues were at stake,
gradual compromise might have had a chance: suffrage reform and welfare legis-
lation were all emerging before 1914. An unruly Russian republic might have
settled down as of 1920. Racial minorities in the United States and South Africa
might have had to wait a long time to secure voting and civil rights—as they did
in fact. Nationalist aspirations might not have waited so long, and it is hard o
envisage their solution without local violence—precisely the situation, however,
that did ignite general war in summer 1914. The Habsburgs could not easily make
their territories into a confederation of nationalities. The Germans within the
Austrian half might have allowed it, but Hungarians would have resisted, and
whether the Romanians and South Slavs outside the empire would have accepred
such a compromise for their own irredenta within is doubtful. Would a restored
and sovereign Polish nation have emerged without war? To review the alterna-
tives is to realize that at best local clashes were hard to avoid even if better crisis
management might have avoided the fatal great-power involvement that made a
new Balkan crisis into World War I. Would the Ottoman state—Iled since 1908
by a party that feared subversion from all the non-Turkic peoples it attempted to
control—have avoided continued war and decomposition? The Brirish govern-
ment’s imperial compromise in South Asia with upper-class Hindus and Mus-
lims would have gradually come undone, as it did from the 1930s on.

Historians conventionally describe decolonization as a sequel to the Second
World War, an epochal transformation, compelled in part by their European
rulers’ interim defeat and financial exhaustion. In fact, the points of inflection
came carlier. By the end of the 19205 a new generation of young nationalists came
to the fore, impatient with their elders’ clientelistic bargains with European
rules. The economic crisis of the 1930s then brought its misery not only to
Europe and North America but to the colonial economies as well. It added
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widespread labor unrest, in cities and on plantations, to nationalist sentimen
as a potent challenge to the colonial state. By the mid-1930s, the alternatives we
escalating violence or reform efforts that must ultimately lead to far more self
government than reformers wished to admit.”*® Of course, the interwar econo
crisis itself might not have assumed such proportions without the disruptio_ﬁ_{
international finance and trade that the war of 1914-1918 left behind. Historica]
causation is always cumulative and sequential.

Stability and representation without multiparty democracy mighe ha
served many states. Single-party rule, such as emerged in Mexico and late
many postcolonial states, might have provided transitional stability for divide
polities. Not all single parties must be repressive structures; some allow outfsidc
groups to dissent and can serve—at least for a generation or two—to represe
different social currents and ideas. World War I did not preclude such outcor
Nonetheless, even before the war, more radical party claims suggested a differen
outcome for some of the states in difficulty. The Russian Social-Democrat. V.
Lenin argued in his 1902 tract, What Is to Be Done? (echoing the title of 2 Ry
sian radical’s celebrated appeal forty years earlier), that revolution require .
'The promise of the proletariar: A poster from 1920 depicring Russian leader Vladimir Lenin ad-

centralized political party demanding unswerving discipline. The single | .

P party . i d & . p I h g b dressing workers against an industrial backdrop at a moment when the Bolsheviks still fele thac
allegedly spoke for the proletariat, endowed the working class wit ICVOIHFIO eir revolution might spread to the West. The caption, which reads, “A specter is roaming across
ary consciousness, and was thus summoned to impose rcvolutionary dictarorshir Exrope, the specter of communism,” echoes the famous opening lines of Karl Marx and Friedrich

in their name."”" Later Lenin seemed briefly to entertain the idea that 2 B Engels’s Communist Manifésto of 1848. (Museum of che Revolution, Moscow / The Bridgeman Art
vik utopia might ultimately lead to the end of the traditional stare, but the har
politics outlined in his 1902 essay remained the agenda for the foreseeable
future. The Bolshevik Party would guide the aurhoritarian dictatorship tha disturbing than his own authorirarian claims was the assent that this theory of
would grip Russia (and its reorganized empire) from the civil war of 1917 to.x9 party dicratorship could win from many Western intellectuals. After the Revo-
through the death of Lenin’s successor, Joseph Stalin, in March 1953~—~a_. lution, sympathizers abroad claimed that the Soviet homeland after 1917 was
with a softer mix of surveillance and punishment, for another thirty-some yea isolated and beleaguered and the only site where the socialist revolution existed
until the late 1980s. ' in practice. Any questioning of its policies must be subordinated to the cause of
French Jacobins had cutlined a concepr of revolutionary terror and the rut its survival, as defined by the leaders in Moscow.
less elimination of enemies under Robespierre, but the Jacobins had improvise . No one can understand che history of twentieth-century political debate and
dictatorship and a theory of republican virtue to rationalize the harsh measus f%xPcricnce without working through the problem of Communist obedience.
they were imposing. On the basis of Marx’s historical dramacurgy of class con Did the Communist intellectuals and the nonparty sympathizers (“fellow trav-
flict, Lenin transformed the ad hoc Jacobin rationalizations of 17921794 into. clers,” to use the later term) somehow crave self-abasement, as critics such as the

Polish exile Czestaw Milosz laver suggested with his fable of the magic pills that
-[ 231 ]-

doctrine of long-term revolution long before he could impose power. Even m
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made them happily yield to the charms of totalitarian power?'* Was it the mer: the United States, to the deep-seated racism that neither mainstream political

ciless logic imposed, as they believed, by the unyielding laws of history? Good party would challenge.
communists took pride in their commitment to 2 disciplined body that demanded Admittedly, too, the lives actually constructed in the Russian socieey that
obedience even as it reassured members that they alone understood and were the Party aspired to transform were far more diverse and disorderly, negotiated
advancing the inexorable processes of history. In his 1922 essay History and Cla during an era of vast economic and social transformation, crowded, communal,

Consciousness, the Communist philosopher Georg Lukdcs—who after a subse- and demanding, accompanied by bewildering policy shifts—and not to be simply

quent generation of Stalinist repression would actually strive to moderate dicta- understood as a neat working-out of dialectics. Still, at the time Lukécs was

torship in 1956 Hungary—set out the dialectical logic of a party dictatorshig claiming this higher freedom, he was well aware that the Leninist party ruling

already emerging in Russia as the Bolsheviks shut down alternative parties, the Soviet Union had purged—that is, at this time, expelled—tens of thousands

tablished their Cheka or secret police, and used military force to suppress the of its early members and shut down all other party organizations as a conclusion
Kronstadt fortress mutiny: “The forms of freedom in bourgeois organizations drawn from its supposedly privileged insights into historical necessity. By the
are nothing but a ‘false consciousness’ of an actual unfreedom. ... Only when rime Stalin consolidated his personal power, the term purge would also entail the
this is understood can our eatlier paradox be resolved: . .. the unconditional a waves of mass arrests, long sentences to the forced-labor camps of the gulag with

sorption of the total personality in the praxis of the movement, was the only mortality rates estimared at up to 25 percentannually, or execution in obscurity—

possible way of bringing about an authentic freedom.” Praxis meant discipline one reasoned estimate suggests that over seven hundred thousand did not re-

and subservience, buc ro policies that in the long run had to be objectively cor- turn. Historians have debated whether the impulse to purify the party and the

rect (although errors might be made from day to day). “The question of disc organizations of culture, administration, the military and economic life came
pline is then, on the one hand, an elementary practical problem for the party, an from Stalin’s own continual distrust of the revolutionary movement or responded

indispensable precondition for its effective functioning, ... The Communist to enthusiasms and impatience from the rank and file. In any case these convul-

Party must exist as an independent organization so that the proletariat may be sive waves of lives blighted or destroyed came to be seen as the characeeristic

able to see its own class consciousness given historical shape. . . . {The fact thatit phenomenon of the regime.'™

is a fighting party presupposes its possession of a correct theory, for otherwise The Soviet Party would create the Sovier Union in 1922 and would impose
the consequences of a false theory would soon destroy it.”’** Such reasoning and allied parties in Eastern Europe from 1945 until the end of the 1980s, although
commitment could justify the visceral hatred of “bourgeois” privilege, the vitu- there would be differing degrees of compliance. (Yugoslavia became a commu-
perative attacks on social democratic critics and rivals, the Nazi-Soviet pact 6f nist dictatorship, although it broke with the Soviet bloc in 1948.) Party struc-
1939, and the show trials and executions of the 19305 and the 1950s. Nonetheless, tures that demanded the same discipline would govern China, North Korea,
it is not enough to recite a record of intellectual and sometimes moral debase- Vietnam, and Cambodia for parts of the second half of the twentieth century
ment; the historian has to account for how the communist vocation could aj and seek to take power in many other states. Even where that possibility was re-
pear so compelling to so many adherents. They actributed their choices to the mote, as in Britain and the United States, Soviet party emissaries would often
disasters they felt capitalism was accumulating, whether the carnage of the First ask local members to engage in clandestine espionage on behalf of Moscow. Even
World War or the mass unemployment and misery before which bourgeoi the fascist parties, and the National Socialist Party, who ran a system just as

statesmen seemed so hopeless. For them communism alone offered a viable alter- cruel, did not make party membership as such so central a component of exacting

native to the fascist violence that no other parties effectively opposed, to the ¢ total commirment. And although by the outbreak of World War II, in 1939, the

lonial rule that the Western countries seemed determined to perpetuate, and,in tulers of Germany were running a chain of perhaps eight hundred concentration
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camps, most of them small labor dependencies of the notorious largc;.'Lnge wust be akin ro war, was in fact a form of war itself. War called forth the essen-

such as Dachauw, Sachsenhausen, Buchenwald, Belsen, and Mauthausen, they fille tials demanded by manhood: loyalty and comradeship, command and obedi-

them with close to a million opponents and not usually their own members nce, and courage. Soldiers sacrificed themselves for their nation and for their

There were two waves of the collective arrests and punishments we term “p "";gc llow comrades. Liberal politicians in World War I had stayed at home, im-
the liquidation of the Sturmabteilung (SA) leadership (and other potentialo
ponents) initiated on June 30, 1934, and the roundup, arrest, and execution

the army, civil service, and remaining democratic elements implicated in th

;une from danger, chatting away in their feckless parliaments while the youth
£ their societies were consumed in distant bactlefields. War, the Prussian gen-
ral Carl von Clausewitz had written, should be thought of as politics—as the

sassination atcempt of July 20, 194.4. Each wave was on the order of a thou ursuit of racional policy, by other means. Wasn't it true, though, to think of

executions were far fewer. This is not to suggest a gentle state: tens of thotisan slitics as war by other means? Insofar as there was a common content to the

passed through interrogation and detention, further tens of thousands of “han, rrines we think of as fascist (and here I am including National Socialism), it

icapped”—so-called life unworthy of life—were murdered in state hoépit y in this belief. Political life must be waged as a struggle, a search to dominare,

tens of thousands of German soldiers would be executed by their own army ot just legislare. It was adversarial and hard, it demanded obedience to a parry

ing the war, and, all told, millions of Jews, non-Jewish Poles, Roma and §i d leader just as military organizarion did, and often its leaders and cadres

onned quasi-military uniforms for party gatherings.
Several variants of this stance developed, diverse in key respects but elabo-

Russian prisoners of war, and captured Soviet party officials and others: we

liquidated in occupied Europe.*

For the Bolsheviks, class war remained a vivid docerine; but the term isw ared around this common belief. Fascists and Nazis often claimed to despise

referred to a rather impersonal process taking place through collectivizatio bstract ideas, but intellectuals competed to elaborare their doctrines, and some

agriculture from the late 19205 and of industrial production during the'1930 erious thinkers. Fascism originally claimed to be revolutionary and highly

- - - ¥} - - . - - -
When national groups resisted, as in Ukraine, then class war took on dime Honalist: from Mussolini’s organization of the Fascio di Combattimento in

¥ . s . . . S H ? H . - H N
sions of genocidal starvation, as in the early 19205 and again with even gre farch 1919, to Hitler’s call for a2 National Revolution, to French fascists” belief

force at the end of the decade and into the thirties. Warfare in the sense of hat they needed a revolution against bourgeois morality. Fascists and National

tary combat became central to the Soviet experience in the civil and Polish lists alike knew whar they were against: certainly the organized parties and

from 1918 to 1921 and after the German invasion of 1941; Marx and Engels ha -unions affiliated with Social Democracy, and the liberal democratic parties

been keen observers of the mid-nineteenth-century wars of national reconsti ierited from the nineteenth century. Toward organized political Carholicism

tion. But warfare as a dimension of human experience did not play a central i emained more open, disdainful in Germany but willing to compromise,
ological role in European Marxism-Leninism. This would change with thea

colonial struggles in Asia and Africa after 1945, as Communist leaders suck

ultimately courting the church in Italy with concessions on education and
age that abandoned the claims of the earlier liberal state.

Ho Chi Minh, Vo Nguyen Giap, and Mao Zedong affirmed that peasant stru

gles and guerrilla warfare were central to the historical process of work ism and communism cannot be appreciated just as fixed doctrines. They

emancipation. imed ro be revolutionary movements before they seized power. Generally che

However, another ideological constellation emerging from the First W sts considered Bolshevism as their most fundamental ideological adversary,

War did place the experience of combat front and center in personal and pollt' casxona[ly the rwo groups cooperated opportunistically, as during the cri-

cal life. Fascists affirmed not only that war was an experience importan he German Republic in the early 1930s. They both rejected che premises of

manhood (that belicf had long had advocates), burt that politics at its most:b: ical liberalism as developed since the late eighteenth century. Both claimed
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o leave bourgeois sentiment behind—the communists in favor of a new prole-
arian collectivism, the fascists on behalf of a contradictory mix of values rooted
n the ancestral soil but also in the modern claims of technological innovation.
Georges Sorel, the French theorist of revolutionary violence and a self-professed
espiser of the bourgeois humanism he traced to the Enlightenment, outlined a
egime of “syndicates,” or unions of producers cutting across capital and labor,
efore the Firse World War. Only political combat, not necessarily sanguinary,
ased on “myth” or grand abstracrions of Armageddon, could renew society.””®
orel would welcome Lenin in his postwar editions; the Iralian syndicalists
some of whom spent time organizing workers as “Wobblies” in the American
West before World War I) and antidemocratic Right would read Sorel. Bue this
ommon prewar source could invigorate political movements: constructing a
rate on their basis, as we shall see, required further ideas and more repressive
ecrees. Both fascism and Bolshevism would emphasize the single party, with its
mass youth organizations and suborned cultural associations, as the instrument
or seizing and exercising power. Once safely in power, however, their leaders
would discipline their parties so that they took on more and more personal au-
hority, even if they exercised it inconsistently. Both parties in power would seek
o shape civil sociery and actoally claim to remake “man.” They would alternate
eriods of “normal” authority and the proud achievement of “consensus” with
onvulsive efforts ro revivify their original dynamism, whether through party
urges in the Sovier Union or preparations for national expansion and war in
talyand Germany. Both systemns exalted the grand enterprise or project, some of
which were merely hollow theatricality (the March on Rome irself) and others
cally transformative—the clearing of malarial lands around Rome, the German
utobahns, or the industrializarion of the Donets Basin, Magnetogorsk, the
uge hydroelectric stations, and ultimately the rearmament programs in Ger-
nany and Russia.”” The “project” admirtedly was a fixation wider than the fas-
t and communist states—they shared it with many regimes before and after
nd cereainly in the 1930s, including the New Deal.

Fascist and communist movements emerged ar a common historical moment—

Collapse of the German military machine: An improvised trench filled with German d? .
the hard fighting of late July 1918 as French and Americans retook the Soissons region in th
ond Battle of the Marne. The French would lose 1.3 million, the Germans 1.8 million, in awa
made military discipline, mass suffering, injury, economic devastation, and death an unexp

between 1917 and 1923 political momentum arced in a trajectory from Left to
ight. The Bolshevik seizure of power reinforced a worldwide explosion of radi-
al-claims—whether by industrial workers and the left in Europe or fledgling

denouement of nineteenth-century European “civilizarion.” (Private Collection / Ken \Vclz
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anticolonial movements in Asia. Protests against a peace settlement that seeme devastate the union or party headquarters. The militias wene from trashing

to backtrack from Wilsonian rhetoric sent students and intellectuals into th union halls to invading city halls, compelling the cabiners in Rome—divided on
streets of Beijing on May 4, 1919. In India, workers were striking in Punjabi ¢ whether to exploir fascist violence against the Left or to actempr to reimpose law

ton mills and protesting the British refusal to relax wartime martial [aw. Radi- and order-—to suspend socialist town councils and appoint commissioners. By

calized labor unions struck throughout Western Europe. Self-declared commu 1921 Mussolini had created enough of a force to reorganize his movement as the

nists seized power briefly in Bavaria and in Hungary. But while the Bolshevik National Fascist Party and claim a place alongside the amorphous liberal groups
held on in Russia, the worldwide moment of the left passed. In the Unifé in the electoral coalition of 1921, winning chirty-five seats in the new Chamber
States there was a crackdown on radical publications and recent socialist immj of Deputies (the lower and decision-making house of the parliament ever since
1848). By the autumn of 1922 he seemed the indispensable partner for the more
conservative groupings of the loose coalition that still described itself as “lib-

eral,” and he was threatening to extend to the south of Iraly the same quasi-

grants. Communist uprisings in 1921 and 1923 Germany proved fiascos—th,
right came back, not only in authoritarian form in Hungary, Ialy, and Spain, b
as a reorganized bourgeois order in which industry and state authorities stabi
lized Western Europe, and the colonial powers reasserted their authoriry fror insurrectionary movement his licutenants had installed in the north.
the Middle East to South Asia.'*®

Mussolini’s small movement had no success in its original effort to win par:

Mussolini and his sympathizers exploited a final liberal coalition crisis by
preparations for a march on Rome by his black-shireed columns when the king
liamentary seats in the November 1919 elections. But extralegal action becam called him to be prime minister at the end of October 1922. For two years he
more promising way to win adherents in the turbulent political and labor condi governed supposedly as a legal prime minister, and held elections in April 1924
tions of postwar northern Iraly. Public-service strikes were frequent; work under a revised voring law that guaranteed his supporters almost two-thirds of
staged sit-down stoppages in the industries of Milan and Turin; socialists orga the Chamber. Bur the habits of revolutionary violence among his youthful

nized agriculcural laborers and imposed new labor contracts on resentful land wroops were not easily disciplined, and the younger radicals in his ranks feared he

owners, while militant Catholic priests encouraged small peasant proprietors might become just another party leader. Despite the coalition’s majority, the old

unionize. For the proprietors and lawyers and industrialists of northern Iraly, i parties and parliamentary deputies that had supported him threatened to desert
seemed that revolution was gathering momentum from the ground up. At thi - afrer close lieutenants were implicated in the kidnapping and beating ro death of
same time, returning veterans felt thar their recent military service was deva an opposition socialist leader, Giacomo Matteotti, who had denounced cam-
ued. The nationalist poet Gabriele D’Annunzio organized a group of nationalis - paign violence. As the liberal politicians and journalists chided him, while his
soldiers and seized the former Habsburg port of Fiume on the Adriatic, whi - young radical supporters urged a “second revolution,” Mussolini decided thar he
they feared would be awarded by the Allies to the new Yugoslav state. The gov ~ would have to choose between his party base and political defeat. In early 1925 he
ernment in Rome did not approve but feared the repercussions of ejecting him . imposed emergency legislation to control the press and arrest opposition leaders.
Mussolini and his early adherents could observe thae grassroots nationalistac - The twilight liberalism of 1922 to 1924 was ended.
tivism, resentment at Jocal labor militancy, and the weakness of Rome’s polici  Overthe next few years the regime leaders installed the institutions of a fascist
power in the provinces gave him an opportunity to implant fascism on the basi state: a political tribunal, extensive secret police spying and eventually arrest of
of local “squads” that would shatter the local unions and socialist party adminis the opposition, and a Grand Council of Fascism that combined Fascist Party
- officials and cabinet ministers in a supposed fusion of the srace with the single
 party. The new institutions reflected the contribution of Alfredo Rocco, who had

 come from the far-right Nationalist Party that had emphasized turn-of-the-century

trations. The emerging fascist movement thus won key support from rhe agrar
jan elites of the agriculturally rich Po Valley during 1920-1922, as their loc:
black-shirted “squads” drove into towns to beat up local labor organizers a
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scnt into forced residence in remote southern villages (confino). There were only
handful of execurions, largely imposed for assassination efforts. Most of the

functional legal theory, and would in the mid-1920s design the polmcai triby
and press for an unchallenged state.

What observers often identified as the distinctive contribution of the Fa olence—Dbeatings, some fatal, castor oil, the devastation of Socialist and trade-

. E)
state (aside from its alleged fusion with a single party) was the replacemen nion offices—took place in unofficial clashes on the road to power. Franco’s
parliamentary by functional or occupational representation. This ook pla ;

_ military dicratorship after seizing power, later the Argentine generals and Gen-
stages from the mid-1920s to the mid-thirties. Although socialist and C th

A1 Pinochet in Chile, would accumulate far more corpses, with arrests and ille-
trade unions were marginalized, there was a tradition of fascist unions: (ca al rorture and murder in the tens of thousands.
syndicates, as unions wete in French, too), who did occasionally stand up to e Bur those were presented as emergency interventions. Fascists claimed that
ployers. Their leaders had emerged from the prewar syndicalist movemen cir mission was not just to defeat communists, but to rule as the stewards for
had been active in organizing Iralian dockworkers, and had sometimes eve < entire historical epoch: the Nazis ralked of a thousand-year Reich. Fascism
grated to the American West as labor organizers, before recurning wich the would somehow fulfill man in a way the program of liberal individualism and
and becoming enthusiasts of Mussolini. A major strike of northern steehworke arty pluralism never could. Fascism, so Rocco agued, was rectifying the verrible
ng turn chat history had taken in 1789 when the French Revolution had en-

<hrined the rights of man and che citizen. But it did not claim to reject democ-

in the spring of 1925 proved their fast quasi-independent labor action under
Fascist regime. The strike was ended; the labor representatives were centrali
into a single official Fascist union federation whose official status was to b
ognized by the employers grouped in the Iralian Confederation of Industr
now reorganized themselves as the Fascist Confederation of Industry, When

racy in the name just of tradition and monarchy, as, for instance, such rightist
authoritarian groups as Action Frangaise did in France. It was not merely reac-
onary: it was designed to institure a new historical stage that Mussolini—
new Fascist labor federation appeared to claim too much influence, it was orrowing a term from his detracrors of the carly 1920s—made into a particular
again three years larer into various occupational groups. Meanwhile, represe

tives of the different industrial sectors and the service, medical, hospitality,

..m_é:rit: it aspired to be “totalirarian.” Fascist doctrine had evolved significantly
dhce Mussolini’s demand for revolutionary renewal in 1919: now fascism was
cultural, and other divisions of the economy were organized into official syn resented as a regime that reestablished a state that transcended individual or
cates to be grouped by the 19305 into a nerwork of corporations. en group interests. How does the fascist state differ from the liberal stare,
.__c')'cco asked rhetorically: “The fascist state is the state that realizes to the maxi-
eral institutions. Mussolini’s title remained “Head of Government” (prime m um the power and cohesion of the juridical organization of society. And soci-

ister), even though unofficially he became known as “Il Duce,” or the leader.

But in many ways the Fascist state represented continuity with the olde

ety according to the fascist concept, is not just a sum of individuals but an or-
king remained the head of state and finally exercised his prerogative to dismi nism that has its own life and ends thar transcend those of the individuals and
Mussolini as the wager on joining Hitler in the second war threatened disastr

invasion by the Allies in the summer of 1943. To enhance his own domestic P

its own spiritual and historical value. The state too ... is an organism distinct
om the citizens who compose it at any moment: it has its own life and its own
tion at the end of the 19205, Mussolini actually retreated from the secular claim nds superior to those of individuals and to which ends must be subordinated.”
of the Iralian liberal stare and signed the 1929 Lateran Pact with the Vaican, s Mussolini put it in his contribution to the authoritative Treccani Encyclope-
which restored Church control over marriage, installed crucifixes in schoolrom ia in 1932: “for the fascist everything is in the state and nothing human or spiri-
1 exists—even less so, can have value—outside the stare.”**” Men and women

ulfilled their potential, not as individuals with inalienable righs, but as mem-

and recognized the sovereign ministate of the Vatican. By che 1930s, Mussoli
could take pride in having achieved a certain “consensus” at home. Political

versaries went into exile or, if arrested at home, were punished largely by being ers of a nation and subjects of a state with obligations and duties, among
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which was military virtue. Politics was a form of war, but designed to prepa

M . . . . 3 M r - e cn .
for war: better a day as a lion than a year as a jackal. Mussolini thought period; The variant of fascism that came to power in Germany was different in key

. . s i ini ivin i
cally to posture as 2 man of peace, but the ideology was connected with milicar ¢spects. Hitler understood the sort of power Mussolini was striving for, and like

virtues. He resorted to force over the Dodecanese Islands with Greece, an him adopted the paramilitary uniform—the boots, the colored shirts—and the

1935-1936 provoked a war with Abyssinia, using air power and poison gas: I paramilitary organization. He learned from his unsuccessful “Beer Hall Puesch”

muscled in on Albania in 1937 and after casting his fot in with Hitler declar in 1923 that no matter how divided the Weimar Republic might be, if the army

war on France in 1940, occupying Nice stood behind the enforcement of the law, he could not seize power by force. Dur-

In practice the state was far from toralitarian in the sense of unremirtin ng the years of economic and political stabilization from 192 4 through 1929, his

.. . in i ic di i
control through terror that later crirics suggested was essential. The Church con movement seemed destined to wither away, but the economic difficulties of the

tinued as a sanctioned presence although the Party sought ro undermin rotestant countryside (and the demagogic campaign at the end of the 19205

youth organization, Catholic Action. The family was glorified and the Party e gainst a revised reparations plan) started raising his local voting totals even

couraged child bearing for the Duce, but the family was also a node of resistanc before the world depression struck in 1929 and 1930. Like Mussolini he railed

to state claims. Later apologists ridiculed the pretenses of the leader and his re gainst the system, pouring scorn on the divisions among parties that led to un-

gime, in effect presenting the experience as a form of opera buffa, distasteful buj wieldy policy compromises over welfare or foreign and milirary policy. Propor-

hardly to be taken seriously. Such a view, however, underestimates its novelty, it fonal representation meant that the postwar Italian Chamber and the Weimar

P, . . .
brutality on the path ro power, its determination to silence those who did no Republic’s Reichstag were afflicted with party fragments that found it hard to

agree. Like the glorious baroque edifices of Rome, fagade was crucial to fasc oalesce into stable majorities and oppositions. When the world depression be-

. . .. . . ' i en jori
politics—but like them, oo, there was an authenticity to ies grandiose style.'$ an to take its toll on employment after 1930 and no majority could be found to

"The Iralian model was influential and would be imitated. In 1923 the Spanis finance unemployment insurance, the president and chancellor had to resort

monarch installed General Miguel Primo de Rivera as a dicrator, calling h o constitutionally sanctioned decree provisions (under the fateful Article 48 of

« i om . : - . : i nstituti i er. iti m-
my Mussolini,” but this was in the tradition of nineteenth-century strongmen he Weimar Co on) for passing the budger. Under such conditions Co

there was no ideological ambition. In Argentina the milicary rook over in 1930 munists on the left and Hitler's National Socialists on the right (though thar

o . . . » » [43 »
. M 1 . . i c .
and its army strongman, General José Félix Uriburu, came close to asserting th crm hardly conveyed their radicalism) could rail against “the system.” They could

fascist claims of transcendent leadership and encouraging a nationalist and always denounce the reparations payments imposed after the Versailles Treaty,

161 and even the mirigation of obligations embodied in the Dawes Plan of 1924 and

thoritarian movement."” More durably, the Brazilian civilian political leade

Geedlio Vargas scized power in the same year in Brazil, created a “New State he Young Plan of 1930. They could claim that the postwar Eastern borders (and

. i e , . ) i : i i Prussia £ German
with authoritarian corporatist institutions, until ousted in 1945 as fascism seeme :_hc Polish Corridor that separated East from the rest of G y) had

to crumble the world over, but was then elected president in 1950, governed o be rectified. And differing fundamentally from the Italian Fascists (until

nationalist dicrator until 1954, when, faced with impending overthrow, he took hi 938), Nazis could excoriate the Jews as a ractal minority responsible for these

. . L , . . evils a i interests. A iad-
own life. Anténio de Oliveira Salazar became prime minister in the Portugues nd fundamentally hostile to German interests. Although some Nazi ad

s ) . . - - herent i i i
military dictatorship that had seized power from the republic in 1926 and insti terents and propagandists found enough to attack withour specific reference o

. . o . L i Germany’ i i i-Semiti i lement of the
tuted his “New State” from 1933 until 1968, administering a Catholic authoritari - y’s Jewish misfortune, anti-Semitism remained a core ¢ 0

, . . . . o Movement j i i ies’ discourse as well—i
corporatism, tenaciously holding Portugal’s colonies, and becoming a NATO al = just as it had infected much of the other parties” discours ell—it

was the political lingua franca of the right in Central and Eastern Europe. Jews
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supposedly controlled banks and journalism, infilerated the universicy and the Ll prisoners (not yet Jews as such) without formal trial. Storm troopers led a

ater, exploited the peasantry, and ultimately defiled the blood of the géntii ott of Jewish stores. Over the next months the government would announce

hoyc

women. they took to bed. control over the press, “reform” the civil service by removing Jews from govern-

After two years of parliamentary paralysis and elections in 1930, July 19 ment employment and teaching positions, press the political parties to dissolve
and November 1932, which saw the Nazi parliamentary delegation rise to aIm__ chemselves—the SPD executive went into exile—replace elected state legisla-
40 percent of the Reichstag (and brought them to coalitions in some kcy“stat'
governments), the political system of the Weimar Republic fell apart. Rival cha
cellor candidates torpedoed each other and called in army generals to claim ¢

the country might become indefensible. The paramilitary party militias fough

ures with appointed commissioners, and announce the so-called fusion of party
<nd state. This achieved, Hitler, like Mussolini in the late 19205, actually tended
to subordinate Party autonomy. The hopes of Nazi radicals to push through a
s..c'cond revolution based on the SA—an aspiration the professional army viewed
in weekend ciry brawls, suggesting that civil war might threaten at home: Th |
coterie around the aging president Field Marshall von Hindenburg suggeste;
that only Hitler’s appointment might provide stability and that in power h
would be controlled by traditional conservative circles from the economy 'a

with contempt and alarm—was cut short on June 30, 1934, when the SA leader-
ship a few Nazi dissidents, and several earlier political leaders were summarily
cecuted. The army returned the favor in August when Federal president Hin-
cnbulg died and Hitler won army approval to combine the offices of head of
the military. They underestimarted his skill and dynamic populism. Hitler moy state and head of government with the titles Fibrer and Reichskanzler, an accu-
far quicker than Mussolini had, although he benefited from the fascist mode] mulation of powers that Mussolini never achieved. Soldiers henceforth were to
Appointed as chancellor of a right-wing coalition on January 30, 1933, he d

solved the Reichstag and called new elections, which would yield the Nati

swear an oath of personal loyalty to Adolf Hitler***

The process of consolidating hitherto unheard-of power against a back-
Socialists 43 percent (but not a majority) of the votes after a month of charg
political events. The party used the successful arson attack against the Reichsta
building in lare February {blamed on the Communists by the Nazis, then attrib
uted to a Nazi provocation by the left outside Germany, but probably the work o
a Dutch anarchist) as a pretext to arrest the Communist deputies and cI )

ground of racial demagogy punctuated by violence and the abrogarion of civil
liberties apparently made the regime mote and more popular. Hitler walked out
f the stalled disarmament talks in Geneva in late 1933 and held a plebiscite to
approve his decision and overall course, and won the first of his staggering votes
f approval—of over go percent. Unemployment dropped and businessmen in-
down on the press. What Hitler sought was a constirution-amending majonty o ested again, knowing that they faced no real opposition from the official German
two-thirds of the parliament for a grant of decree power, tempered only by th abor Front. In 1935 the Saarland voted to rejoin Germany after fifteen years
proviso that the Reichstag would in theory remain free to reassert its role. F fenforced separation; in che same year Hitler abrogated the military clauses
mally the Weimar Constitution remained in place; but this new Enabling A
served in effect as a charter for expanding domination. Having removed the Coi
munist delegation, he came to an agreement with the Catholic Center and th

Vatican, In return for a Concordat with Berlin, guarantecing the Church’s re

f the Versailles Treaty, announced the resumption of conscription and a German
ir force, and in March 1936 moved troops into the demilitarized zones border-
g and west of the Rhine River, all moves that destroyed the clauses of the 1919
cace treaty designed to provide Germany's neighbors with milicary security. In
gious presence, the Center Party abstained on the decisive vote, leaving only tl §38 he could triumphantly annex his native Austria after its precarious repub-
¢, as we shall see, had eliminated its own democratic institutions. By legislation
nnounced at the Nuremberg rally in 1935, Jews had been defined as a separate

roup within the Reich—subjects still of a German state that humiliated and

Social Democrats in opposition and securing the needed two-thirds majority.-
In the same crowded weeks the regime set up its first two concentration
camps outside Munich and Berlin—Dachau and Oranienburg—to hold poli
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harassed them, but not citizens of the German Reich. Persecurion wa 1nt
fied in 1938 wirh the pogroms and confiscations of Reich Crystal Night, as}“
policies radicalized in general. After annexing Austria, then convincing
British and French governments to browbeat Czechoslovakia o,
German-populated Sudetenland rim, awarded at the Munich conferenc
tober 1938, thereafter annexing the western Czech lands of Bohemia and
via in March 1939, and finally securing the neutrality of the Sovier Unio
August, Hitler invaded Poland on September 1, 1939. By this time even N
Chamberlain’s government decided that he must be opposed and togethe ..
France responded with a declaration of war. Not, however, before lelc
ominously announced at the beginning of 1939 chat if war came, it would be
fault of the Jews and must lead to their descruction. Brirain and France, how
had no effective concept for mounting an offensive against the Germansin
ern or Western Europe and instead met disastrous defeat when German for
struck in Scandinavia, the Low Countries, and France by mid-1940.

Hitler’s government was recognizably fascist wich its uniformed Part
posedly fused with state offices, the paramilitary paraphernalia, the even
ruchless and rapid silencing of any legal opposition, the abolition of formall

dependent labor organizations—although, as in Italy, the government.un
occasionally tried to stand up against employers. Organizationally it was a co
fusing regime; Hitler did not like clear lines of authoriry, and different organi;
tions competed for his favor. The long-standing cabiner ministries contin
and pursued the activities of the German bureaucracy. However, police functic
that normally were tucked into the state governments were soon accumulat

with confusing overlapping jurisdiction into the Prussian secret political pol
tacorship and adulation; Adolf Hitler thronged by admirers ar a 1938 rally. As this moment,
hen the Narional Socialise leader was probably at the zenith of his charismatic popularity, Ger-
1§ were enjoying a rearmament boom, had remilitarized the Rhineland, had annexed Austria,
were about ro wrest the Suderenland from Czechoslovakia. Adulation went with absoluce

(Geheime Staatspolizei, or Gestapo) headed by Hermann Goering in his
ity as head of the Prussian government, then folded into the Federal Se
Main Ofhce (Reichssicherheitshauptamt), which became the commanding ag&n
for the new Security Services, or SS, that came under the command of Heinric
Himmler, seconded by Reinhard Heydrich. In turn the SS would eventually d

wer: tens of thousands of those who expressed their opposition were already in brutal concentra-
1 camps; German Jews were being systematically degraded and expropriated. (Private Collec-
i/ Peter Newark Milirary Pictures/ The Bridgeman Axc Library)

solve into three divisions—the secret police, the military units that fough
the field during the war, and the unics thac ran greater Germany’s concent
tion camps and the new extermination centers sited in formerly Polish territo
(Chetmno, the first, constructed in late 1941, then Betzec, Treblinka, Sobibdr
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Majdanek, and Auschwitz, enlarged from an IG Farben labor camp by an exter-

mination facility at adjacent Birkenau). Several million Soviet prisoners of war,

opponents from the European resistance movements, Roma and Sinti, homo- -

sexuals, and millions of Jews who were systematically rounded up from Western
Europe, the Mediterranean lands, occupied Poland, and Hungary, would be ex-
propriated, abused, and murdered.

Hitler removed the long-term career diplomat Konstantin von Neurath as
foreign minister to replace him with a compliant Nazi, Joachim von Ribbentrop,
in 1938, and the once clicist agency effectively enlisted in the service of Nazi ob-
jectives, whether preparing to liquidate the stares of Central Europe or later to
facilitate the deportation of Jews. Hitler removed che top army officers under the
pretext of a trumped-up homosexual scandal, installed a far more compliant
commander in chief, and made himself the effective minister of defense. In 1936
he overruled the economics minister, Hjalmar Schacht, who insisted on the fi-
nancial limits to rearmament, and appointed a Four Year Plan office to rearm
the country within four years. Hermann Goering became commissioner for the
Four Year Plan, adding it to his functions as minister for the new Luftwaffe. As
part of the armament effort, he established a special agency called simply Orga-
nization Todt after its director, Fritz Todt, which took on increasingly more
power in the war and, after Todt died in a plane crash, was taken over by the am-
bitious architect Albert Speer, who effectively became economic tsar afier 1942.
‘The war also meant the growth of a huge directorare for the six to eight million
foreign workers, either recruited or forcibly moved ro work in German factories.
And throughout, the Ministry of Public Enlightenment, or propaganda, headed
by Joseph Goebbels, extended its influence over the organization of the media
and the world of art and music.

Of course, these offices headed by ambitious men who had no compunctions
about the conscription of millions of foreigners and the despoliation and even-
tual murder of Jews, were bound to clash. Goebbels and Goering, and later
Goering, Goebbels, Party head Martin Bormann, and Speer, eyed each other’s
authority warily. Hitler tried to avoid coming down definitively on one side or
another; he left few unambiguous directives; he knew that the zealous satraps
would anricipate his general intentions. Ultimate power was compatible with
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World War I1. The principal death camps appear in italics.

quasi-anarchic administrative practice. This paradox has led some historians to
judge him as a “weak dictaror”; but the rerm doesn’t do justice to what was stake,
'The dicratorship could be unsystematic; it allowed vast amounts of personal in-
fluence ro accumulate under officials and it also allowed interstices where intel-
lectual and religious and artistic life could continue somewhat undisturbed
unless opponents felt compelled to make a public fuss. Given, for instance, the
long-standing German cultural achievements in the musical sphere, control of
musical programs and commentary was naturally a potentially important arena
for pacronage and generating ideology; but after a while the government essentially
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A last stand for fascism: Anti-aircraft tracer shells illuminating the night sky above Algiers during
aGerman air raid in the winter of 1943. Algeria as a possession of Vichy France had fallen to Anglo-
American and Free French troops in the first major Allied landing against the Axis in November
1942; German and Iralian troops remained in waning control of Libya and Tunisia to the east until
the spring of 1943. (National Archives, photo no. 111-SC-182285)

gave up higher ambitions and focused on providing “entertainment” music. Goeb-
bels condemned jazz as “Nigger Music,” but underground bars continued to
play it and semi-alienated youth danced to swing,'**

The paradox of strong overriding goals and administrative sloppiness was not
confined to Germany or to fascist dictatorships. The American New Deal re-
vealed a similar rivalry of powerful figures ensconced in different and often
rival agencies: some created early on as the National Recovery Administration
(NRA), the Works Progress Administration (WPA), the Public Works Admin-
istration (PWA), and so on, known collectively as “Alphabet Soup.” Faced with
powerfully defended policy alternatives, Franklin Roosevelt, like Hitler, preferred
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to put off clear decisions in favor of trying to compromise administrative deci-
sion. The point is that the Great Depression and then the world war (including
the rearmament efforts that led up it), which presented large and powerful states
with immense new challenges, met with ad hoc policy responses. Franklin Roo-
sevelt, the outstanding democratic world leader of this challenging era, usually
buoyant and generous in spirit, and Adolf Hitler, with his warped agenda of
conquest and elimination, were motivated by totally different spirits, but their
administrative responses to difficult government agendas had some similarities.

German state officials and those in the private sector seeking influence had
to become Nazi Party members, as in Italy they had to join the Fascist Party. Buc
alongside the various state agencies were those of the Nazi Party—its powerful
Secretariat and its regional administrative officers of Gauleiter. In both Ger-
many and Italy the Party waxed and waned in influence. The fusion of party and
state was a slogan for both regimes, but Mussolini and Hitler soon sought to
deprive the respective parties of real influence and make them instead into effec-
tive transmission belts of the authority they established. Neither leader was pre-
pared to tolerate a “second revolution” that would have displaced the army for
the party militia. Still, there were many parallel offices, and when Germany got
deeper into a war whose demands it had not totally calculated, the government
relied more on the Party Gauleiter and officials to organize welfare and civil de-
fense functions. As Secretary of the Party Bormann thus became an influential
figure. Preparation for war and wartime itself only increased the welter of
organizations.

Although the Nazis learned from the Iralians, and deep into the war Hitler
retained a certain respect for Mussolini as a sort of ideological godfather, signifi-
cant differences, too, separated the two fascisms—and not only the central anti-
Jewish fixation in the German regime. In contrast to Iralian fascist ideology,
which exalted the state’s absolute authority and an implacable legal order, Hitler’s
lawyers stressed the personal arbitrary power of the Fithrer as the expression of
the Volksgemeinschaft or national, even racial, community and attributed to so-
called Fiihrer decrees, even casual ones, supreme legal authority. Let us call it a
theory of legal “vitalism,” an effort to attribute the most arbitrary authority to a
living leader who personified the will of the national community, not to be fixed

within the boundaries of any independent legal framework.
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The most notable German thinker whose ideas helped prepare for such a
theory (although he never would have formally elaborated it) was Carl Schmitt,
mentioned eaclier in discussion of the nature of sovereign decision. Schmitt
(alas) was a powerful legal mind. He had made his reputation in the controver-
sies over the nature of law, parliamentarism, and democracy early in the Weimar
Republic, arguing among other points that what constituted the realm of poli-
tics, including democratic politics, was the existential opposition of an enemy.
Schmirt was sophisticated, persuasive, steeped in the classics and in the tradition
of the fierce Catholic authoritarians of the nineteenth century—Joseph de Mais-
tre, Louis de Bonald, and Juan Donoso Cortés, who believed thar the revolution
of 1789 was fallen mankind’s recapirulation of Satan’s rebellion against God. He
was hopeful of being taken up by the Nazis as their official thinker, but ultimately
was too intellectually arrogant to make headway in their crude infighting, The
political unit he believed fundamental was not the state, which so many German
conservatives and Italian fascists emphasized, but the political community—
once the polis, now the nation—that coalesced in opposition to its adversaries.

Politics thus was about us versus them, friends versus foes. True democracy was .
not the same as the endless discussion that parliamentary liberalism praised, but
the regime that followed from the fundamental identity of a people. In fact, he

argued, parliaments no longer served even as arenas for free and rational discus-
sion, as earlier British liberalism had postulated, but only for the representation
of concrete interests already derermined before discussion began.'** Weimar con-
stitutionalism was a defective mixture of liberal and democratic elements, 2 diag-
nosis he believed was confirmed by the paralysis of the Weimar parliament in the
early 19308, when he called for a democratic dicrator.

Such views of course set Schmitt against the liberal theorists who believed
that the essence of law had to lie in its general applicabilicy, its underlying ratio-
nality and values. But Schmitr also rejected the German school of legal positiv-
ism, which said that the power to impose a law replaced any discussion of inher-
ent normative legitimacy. He implied furcher that those ideas of international
law based on universal values and treaties were uropian. As it was becoming clear
under Allied bombs that the Third Reich was doomed and his ideas would be
discredited, he turned to argue in his astringent way that international law was a
doctrine Europeans had devised to keep themselves from quarreling as they
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appropriated the territories of the non-European world. This sort of interna-
tional doctrine, he claimed, was realistic; it presumed a geopolitics of large but
finite territorial empires and thus justified Nazi Grossraumpolitik. At the same
time, however, it likewise ruled out America’s Wilsonian claims of supposedly
universal values as well as the former British commitment to marker liberalism,
both claims to global ambitions that he fele were far more nakedly imperialist in

. . i3
scope than Germany's claims in Europe.'”

It was dismaying but hardly remarkable that fascism seemed to have a privileged
insight into the future as the Great Depression became longer and more devas-
tating, and as the framework of the Versailles Treaty was abandoned piece by
piece. Above all in Central and East Central Europe, where the French and
the British no longer seemed set on helping the smaller countries, themselves
sometimes obsessed wich nationalist issues, to remain independent of their
large authorirarian neighbors.166 Austria, the German-speaking remnant of the
Habsburg empire (leaving aside the Germans of the Bohemian Sudetenland),
was ideologically divided between the Socialists, largely entrenched in Vienna
and industrial upper Austria, and the deeply Catholic and conservative rural
population organized by the Christian-Social Party. By the end of the 19205, a
quasi-fascist “Fatherland Front” emerged as a polirtical contender, and contend-
ing party militias clashed in the streets. In response to the Fatherland Front, the
older Christian Socials sought to retain hegemony on the right by transforming
the parliament into a fascist-like chamber of corporations. The Socialists feared
that the Austrian Right was prepared to liquidate the remnants of liberalism
and unadvisedly began their own revolt in February 1934, only to be forcibly
suppressed and jailed if they did not scurry into exile in Prague. For the next
four years, the Christian Socials sought to run an authoritarian state that Mus-
solini could patronize. Impatient Austrian Nazi admirers of Hitler attempted to
seize power in a coup in July 1934 and assassinated the chancellor. They failed in
their effort—in part because Mussolini made it clear that he was not ready to
countenance an enlarged Germany on his Alpine border. Over the next four
years, however, semi-independent and semifascist Austria lost his protection. In
1936, angered by the West’s opposition to his invasion of Ethiopia, the Italian
dictator decided to become a German partner in the so-called Axis, a move that
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let Hitler gradually put more and more pressure on Vienna until outright an-
nexation or Anschluss in March 1938.

Meanwhile, the Polish military transformed their republic into a military
regime step by step; dictators took power in the Baltic States. Hungary, which
had been governed as an authoritarian state but with continuing parliament and
some degree of open debate since the counterrevolution of 1919, vacillated be-
tween the fans of England or France, who hoped to keep a semi-open govern-
ment of discussion (so long as the establishment was not seriously threatened)
and the outright admirers of Hitler’s Germany. The king of Greece placed dictato-
rial power in the hands of General Ioannis Metaxas in 1936, Czechoslovakia re-
mained a parliamentary regime under the venerated Toma$ Masaryk, bur after his
deach the internal stresses made its crises difficult, and the three million Germans
in the Sudeten mountain rimland increasingly fell under the demagogic leadership
of a pro-Nazi politician who presented their conditions as supposedly intolerable.
By 1938 Hitler was determined to destroy the Czech republic, and the crisis he and
the Sudeten Germans inflamed persuaded the English Tories, as mentioned above,
that the only solution was to cede the geographic region to Germany.

The Spanish Republic that had been instituted on the wave of antimonarchi-
cal municipal elections of 1931 became increasingly polarized. Its conservative
forces who governed from 1934 to 1936 sought to roll back the measures for secu-
larizing education and regional autonomy that the left had enacted from 1931
to 1933. An ill-conceived socialist uprising (a strategic miscalculation parallel
to the 1934 uprising in Vienna a half year carlicr) broughe right-wing suppres-
sion, which in turn prompted the organization of a Popular Front, which now
included Communist alongside Socialist and lefe-liberal parliamentary candi-
dates, in both France and Spain. Blessed by Moscow, bue against a backdrop of
growing street clashes, the Popular Front won elections in Spain and then France
(and in Chile in 1938) on a broad platform of opposition to fascism and advocacy
of pro-fabor reforms. Spain in particular descended into a period of conflict and
whart seemed to conservarives and Church authorities to be intolerable violence,
and a military uprising, coordinated for July 1936, managed to seize the garrisons
in about half the country. The resulting full-scale civil war became the emblem-
atic ideological clash of the decade, drawing in Soviet-supporred International
Brigades and major Iralian and German military aid on the Republican and
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insurgent Nartionalist sides, respectively. After two and a half years of fighting,
the authoritarian coalition of monarchists, military, and fascists, organized by
General Franco's Falange, prevailed. Tens of thousands of the left went into exile;
and even more faced prison and firing squads. To be sure, democracy was main-
tained in Britain, France, Scandinavia, and the Low Countries. But increasingly
it looked as if the vital political forces of the epoch were those that spoke for
disciplined collectives, that praised or practiced war, and that had no compunc-
tion about locking up or even murdering dissenters.

The fact that on the other side of the globe Japanese armed forces had delivered
the first major blow to the League-supervised order of collective security in Sep-
tember 1931 made the rise of nationalist authoritarianism all the more menacing.
For the Japanese military, their bases on the Liaodong Peninsula in Guangdong
Province seemed the key to controlling Manchuria, which in turn seemed essen-
tial to safeguard their Korean colony and keep Soviet Russia at bay and China
deferential. All the more urgency, they reasoned, for their local army units o
expand their beachhead on the Manchurian mainland, especially with Chiang’s
growing assertion. of control in the north of historic China. Careful planning
led to a staged bomb attack on the South Manchurian Railway the Japanese ad-
ministered and a decisive response: the military occupation of southern Man-
churia. The Manchurian “incident,” quickly endorsed by the minister of war in
Tokyo, was equally an attack on the forces of moderation in Japan, and the cabi-
net accepted the fait accompli. Those parties and leaders who had been willing o
build a cooperative international order in the rwenties, including moderate min-
isters drawn from the military, lost influence and occasionally their lives to im-
patient milirary radicals. Over the course of 1932, a cowed Tokyo cabinet decided
to reorganize Manchuria as the supposedly sovereign state of Manchukuo and
install the last Manchu emperor, Pu Yi, as its “puppet” sovereign. League con-
demnation led Tokyo to withdraw from the organization in March 1933, about
nine months before Berlin followed suit, allegedly over dissatisfaction with
Franco-British refusal at the League’s Disarmament Conference to reduce their
armed forces to parity with the German military.

Whether Japan in the 1930s became a fascist regime or not has been repear-
edly debated. Perhaps it was not, in a formal canonic sense, if the criteria require
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a fascist parey char will cake over and transform a stare, but its rulers gradually
imposed a very coercive militarized regime that glorified emperor and state and
conquest. At home in Japan, military influence tightened over the government:
the brief interlude where parliamentary politics remained active, known as
Taishd Democracy (named after the reign of the Taishs emperor from 1912 to
1926) withered with the onset of the world depression. Younger officers, drawn
from rural areas that were suffering agricultural poverty, and hard-line expan-
sionists criticized decadent bourgeois liberalism and the lively urban culture and
political debare of the twenties, much as did the Nazis in Germany. The nation-
alists aspired ro a “Showa restoration,” where power and property would be
taken from the politicians and corrupt capitalists and would supposedly be re-
stored to the new young Shéwa emperor, Hirohito. Attempred coups d’état by
radical nationalist officers (known by their dates: s-15 in 1932, and 2-26 in 1936),
marked by the assassination of politicians, pushed divided cabiners ever further
toward nationalist and authoritarian policies. Even though putschists (and the
inspirational ideologue Kira Ikki} were executed, moderates were cowed into si-
lence or imprisoned. The main political parties were dissolved while the rulers
organized a supportive national movement, if not a formal party; the Imperial
Rule Assistance Association trained youth in the military vircues (which came
to include merciless treatment of enemies), elevated the state Shintd national
religion that glorified the emperor, and claimed an Asian racial superiority. The
new governments seemed divided by the 19305 between those suave nationalists,
preeminently Prince Konoe Fumimaro, who felt it prudent to expand into Asia
gradually so as not to arouse the British and Americans, and those military lead-
ers who were convinced that a larger war with the Westerners and with the re-
surgent Chinese Republic was just a matter of time. Among the latrer, General
Ishiwara Kanji, instrumental in planning the Manchurian incident, envisioned
wider and wider warfare, while T6j6 Hideki would emerge as a political leader
and serve as the premier who would preside over Japan’s fateful enlargement of
East Asian hostilities against Britain and the United States in December 19.41.1%7

Thar step, however, culminated the self-fulfilling logic of continued aggres-
sion to safeguard the expansion already undertaken: war necessitated by war.
Concerned with Chiang’s efforts to modernize a Chinese republic that drew on
some similar national convictions, the Japanese launched an invasion of the
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Flawed bravade? Chiang Kai-shek addressing a rally in Hankou in 1938. The generalissimo, heir to
Sun Yat-sen’s nacionalist parry, the Guomindang (GMD), used radio, the decisive medium for po-
litical leadess of the 19305, an era of mass politics. China’s authoritarian Nationalist government
tried to wage a desperate war against the full-scale Japanese invasion chat had escalated che year
before. (Getty Images)

hisroric Chinese provinces in 1937. By 1940, deeply engaged in China, Tokyo an-
nounced adhesion to the Rome-Berlin Axis and later to the German-Italian
Pact of Steel, and awaited the outcome of the war in Europe to resolve whether,
as some military planners wished, to march north from Manchuria against cthe
Soviet Union or, as the ultimately prevailing strategy envisioned, to strike south
at the European colonial dominions of Southeast Asia. Moscow’s free hand ob-
tained by its Nonaggression Pact with Hitler, as well as the evident strength of
Sovier armed forces demonstrated by some major border skirmishes wich Japan,
and the weakness of the resource-rich Dutch and French colonial possessions
(whose governmenrs had been decisively defcated in Europe in spring 1940),
made the “southern way” all the more beckoning. American insistence that

257 ]




CHARLES S. MAIER

Japan pull back, not only from the bases pried from the French in Vietnam bue
from China itself, seemed to compel a2 fundamental choice between humiliation
or readiness for wider war. The face that the Dutch East Indies promised the oil
required by its milirary once the United States effectively embargoed American
exports to Japan made the option of widening the war again seem compelling,
Unfortunately for Tokyo, expansion south entailed preemptive strikes against
British and American bases—once again war necessitated by war. From the van-
tage of the early 19405, China presented Japanese leaders with a dilemma similar
to that which the Soviet Union posed for Hitler, even though China lacked Rus-
sia’s tremendous offensive capacity. Still, it was a vast society whose domination
the Japanese believed the prerequisite for continental leadership, but whose resil-
ience drew them into far more costly efforts than foreseen and ultimately drew
in an overseas adversary with far greater resources than their own.

As of the mid-1930s, trends were already sufficiently ominous to make eicher
defeat at the hands of fascism or resistance alongside the communists the terrible
choice for many intellectuals. American democracy seemed too remote, uncon-
cerned with the wider world, and was itself suffering from mass unemployment.
Fortunately the mass of Western public opinion resisted such apocalyptic think-
ing, clinging perhaps too long to hopes of muddling through, indulging in what
the poet W. H. Auden would call the hopes of a “low, dishonest decade,” but com-
mitted understandably enough to states that resisted the rotal politicization of
private life and sometimes even dared to experiment with progressive social leg-
islation. The Sovier Union claimed to be on the opposing side of the specerum
from fascism but developed a control of society that was fully as pervasive and
repressive, and was probably the most thoroughly penetrating of all the dictator-
ships. The novelist André Gide, a left sympathizer, went to Russia in 1936 and
wrote that nowhere else in the wotld was thought and liberty more controlled—
not even in Nazi Germany. George Orwell came to understand the Stalinist
pervasive concern for rurhless control of the left in the Spanish Civil War.'*®
Nonetheless, Western communists and their supporters could still argue (as
would Jean-Paul Sartre after the war) that the Soviet Union embodied the hopes
and aspirations of the world proletariat and had to be supported. The Soviet
Union was also a declared dictatorship (which supposedly, according to its 1936
constitution, was a perfect democracy).
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World War IT in Asie: Japanese tanks, still light and primitive, advancing rapidly as Japan invades
southward from its Manchurizn colony into China proper during 1937 and 1938, World War II
began in Asia; by the rime it started in Europe, Japan controlled a broad coastal serip of China,
while the Chinese Nationalists sertled down in Chongging in the upper Yangzi Valley and the
Communist forces in their scronghold in northwest Yan'an. The popularions trapped between the
ewo armies increasingly suffered famine, inflation, and disease. (® SZ Photo/ The Bridgeman Art
Library)
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Even more completely than in Iraly and Germany, the agencies of the Rus-
sian stare were subjected to the party acting frankly as a dictarorship of (or at
least on behalf of) the proletariat. Until the reforms of Mikhail Gorbachev in
the 1980s, the Russian leader served as first secretary of the Communist Party of
the Soviet Union (CPSU). As was the case in Iraly and Germany, the dictator
himself accumulated tremendous personal authority, but Stalin would never
have dared to delegate party leadership to another comrade, whereas Mussolini
and Hitler both did. The German and Italian state apparatuses retained some
autonomy and tradition; after the civil war and the 1920s, when the Party still
recruited older officials willing to serve the Bolshevik regime, this was harder in
Russia. Party officials would serve alongside commanding officers in the army
during World War II, sometimes resented and subject to execution if captured.
The potential rivals to the First Secretary were also party positions—for a while
in the 19205 the leadership of the Communist International, which rivaled the

People’s Commissariat for Foreign Affairs, and increasingly the leadership of the -

successive political police agencies. The presidency of the Soviet Union was more
of a ceremonial position. No state parliamentary organ as such remained; in
theory the constituent assembly and Duma had belonged to a bourgeois state
that had been displaced. The Party Congress, the smaller Central Commirree,
and the ruling Politburo remained the legislative organs. The Party Congress,
supposedly the supreme organ although really designed to acclaim the decisions
of Politburo and Central Committee, was chosen by election among Party mem-
bers. It seems paradoxical, but communist states always devoted great attention
to noncompetitive elections; for they served not to choose among alternative
personalities or policies, but to mobilize and reinvigorate the faithful,
Historians used to separate the Leninist period (1917-1923) and the subse-
quent years of changing rival “triumvirates” (1924-1929) from the arbitrary and
terroristic rule under Stalin, who managed to secure his own undivided control
by 1930-1931. But although Sralin’s mind was filled with dark conspiracies and
the apparatus of state terror did reach unprecedented heighes in the mid- to late
19305, the authoritarian potential of the state manifested itself early on. None-
theless, the early period of the regime existed under conditions of civil war and

the hostility of Britain, France, and the United States. Sympathetic observers:
could interpret Lenin’s regime as the state of “exception” that the theorist Catl
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Schmict had defined as the crucible of sovereigney. By the time Lenin died, after
prolonged disabling by a stroke, the “white” or counterrevolutionary armies, sup-
ported by the Western states, had been defeated, and the government had backed
away from the ruinous economic collectivism they imposed under conditions of
civil war and had introduced the New Economic Policy or NEP {(a partial resto-
ration of market conditions and foreign investment). Briefly through the late
19208, Moscow and Petrograd were home to experimental theater and fucurist
art, which attracted Western intellectuals, all the more so as the world economic
crisis tightened its hold on the capitalist world as che chirties began.

But such an equilibrium, which might have left the Soviet Union, like Mexico,
to stabilize its broad upheaval under a “big tent” one-party regime that held on
to positions of power but without operating a police dictatorship, did not come
to pass. There were historical, personal, and societal reasons. The rivalry be-
queathed by a disabled Lenin meant that venomous rivalries developed above
all beeween Trotsky and Stalin. Trotsky was of Jewish background, traveled, a
theorist of revolution. Stalin was indigenous, a gifted in-fighter with intellectual
ambitions, who saw his comrades as rivals and potential conspirators. From the
end of the 19205 he accumulated power that transcended even the institutional
supremacy that leadership of the party (and thereby also the state) should have
bestowed. He was feared and adored. All the totalitarian leaders exercised a
strong component of personalist rule—Hitler and Mussolini felt it necessary to
communicate directly; Stalin less so—he was remote but watchful like some
vigilanc parriarchal deiry.

There were differences rooted in institutions as well. Of all the authoritarian
states—not counting the Chinese Republican regime—Russia had had the shore
est experience with representative institutions. Italy had had a parliamentary gov-
ernment since 1860 and Germany since 1870. The Russian Duma had sat only
from 1905 until 1917 and its suffrage had been increasingly constricted. Local
self-government had been vigorous in Germany and northern Iraly. In addition,
the Sovier Union inhericed a social structure that frustrated the Bolsheviks from
the outset—a massive peasantry that they regarded as a hostile and backward
force. As one of their programmatic slogans during the interim republic from
March to November 1917, the Bolsheviks had promised peasants the right to
take over the land they cultivated as their own property. But individualized
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landholdings were not the ultimate form of property they envisaged, nor di pace with the quancitative indices has been debated; certainly the agriculrural

small peasant holdings promise to be very productive. The economic task, as they sector did not advance—it remained a vastly underproductive and probably hos-
saw it, was to raise the productivity of the agrarian sector and move the labo tile, if silenced, sector of the country. The standard of living was far lower than in
power released to cities for industrial development. Peasant proprietors, mofé Central Europe. But even more, the regime embarked on a vast upheaval of its
over, would always confront the Bolsheviks as a massive and sullen opposition own supporters—a purge of the large Communist Party (several million strong),
Some Bolsheviks, preeminently Nikolai Bukharin, advocated at least a lon dismissing thousands, sending tens or hundreds of thousands to prison camps
period of letting the peasants sell their output on a private market and retai, under appalling conditions, and culminating in show trials, where the old com-
their holdings. Preoccupied with securing his domestic supremacy, Stalin turne rades of Stalin, and about half of his general staff, would be forced into degrad-
on any gradualist policies at the end of the twenties. After attacking the interna ing and absurd confessions, and shot, or sentenced to long terms of forced labor.
tionalist Left in 1928, he turned on the so-called rightist leadership and declare And yet this regime and this dictator, who so misread Hitler’s intentions in 1941,
that no cooperation was possible with Social Democrats in Europe, a policy tha was able to mobilize unfathomable national loyalties—rto Russia if not to Com-
had disastrous consequences for German democracy. And whether as a corollar munism—rto withstand the massive German attack and survive vast losses of
or out of doctrinal conviction, Stalin also reversed the economic compromises o territory, to incur huge sacrifices of military and civilian lives, and defeat the
the earlier 19205 and introduced a policy of collectivization in the countryside German military apparatus. Without Soviet efforts the Nazis might well have
Peasant holdings were merged into collective farms that were to retain control of ruled the European continent far longer than they did. Unless they used atomic
tractors and implements. For over a year, the Communists wrought a devastat weapons on Germany after 1943, Britain and the United States would have re-
ing revolution in the countryside before they had to ease up. In Ukraine in par mained offshore antagonists for decades and democracy might have flickered
ticular there was harsh opposition, and Stalin effectively blockaded the province even more precatiously than it did. The inhabitants of Eastern Europe had to pay
for 1931-1932, using mass famine as a means to smash its inhabitants’ resis- their own heavy price for that victory over the decades from 1945 into the 1980s,
tance.'® In the same period he embarked on the first Five Year Plan, which na but by the late 1930s there were no good choices.
tionalized industry and shut down the private economy, even as the government Estimates of Soviet victims vary—-from about seven hundred thousand ofh-
embarked on vast industrialization projects in the Donets Basin (Donbass cially recorded as executed or deported to labor camps, which saw mortalicy
Workers were essentially conscripted in harsh conditions to build steel mills and: rates of up to one-third of their inmates each year, to millions who perished as
hydroelectric installations. Youch were recruited as young communists to work: entire peoples were deprived of food or sent into forced migrations. Only the
on the Moscow metro, and at the most coercive end of the spectrum of labo catastrophic German invasion and the war, with its additional ewenty million or
mobilization, political prisoners would be sent to the Arctic for construction of

the White Sea Canal. :
Soviet industrial growth advanced rapidly during the first Five-Year Plan.o

more casualties, may have abated the war Stalin conducted at home. Historians
have debated whether he was responding to parcy enchusiasts who wanted some
vast upheaval or whether he engineered the purges. It may not matter. After the
1932-1937 during the gray era when the capitalist economies were mired in th _ war, as Boris Pasternak recorded in the conclusion of his novel Doctor Zhivago,
Great Depression. It remained robust during the second Five Year Plan, designe some hoped for a more normal life amid the devastation that had to be repaired,
to run from 1937 until 1942, at a time the Soviets moved many industrial plants and for a few years it appeared as the worst of the terror was over. But by 1947
back from western Russia, where they were vulnerable to German attack, to che and 1948, the same mechanism of denunciation and show trial descended on
Urals. Economic planning by the end of the 19308 came to appeal to many on th the countries of Eastern Europe, where the Russians had helped install com-

non-Communist left in the West. Whether the quality of Soviet output kep - munist governments. When Marshall Tito of Yugoslavia—certainly as “pure” a
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Marxist-Leninist as the Soviet leader—decided not to accept Cominform “dis-
cipline,” that is, not to align himself with the new international communist
bureau that the Soviet Union organized in 1947 to replace the Communist In-
ternational it had dissolved during the war, he was denounced by the Soviers as a
traitor. Titoism became as evil as Trotskyism, a deviation in league with Ameri-
can capitalism just as Trotsky had supposedly connived with German fascism.
By 1952 Sralin’s residual anti-Semitism seemed to be building up vo a purge di-
rected at the three million Jewish inhabitants of the Sovier Union, who had re-
mained beyond the reach of Nazi killing squads; and he may have been planning
to deport them all to a Soviet Jewish homeland. His Jewish physicians, it was
alleged, had plotted to poison him. Only the dictator’s death, supposedly by
natural causes, averted this impending purge and possible forced resettlement.
Gradually his successors—fearing each other, but combining to liquidate the
head of the secret service, whom they all feared most—unwound the worst of
the excesses, though hardly the party-state. Nikita Khrushchey’s “Secrer Speech”
at the Twentieth Party Congress of the CPSU in 1956 finally dared o suggest
that the great leader had yielded to paranoid fantasy and some woeful policy
choices. Khrushchev, himself canght up like his fellow survivors as an accom-
plice in the ruthless policies of the 1930s, intended at least in part to exculpate
the party char would continue to rule. Still, it was the first real tremor in a series of
shocks that over the next thirty-five years would gradually reveal how flawed the
regime had become.

Political Pathology

As Western polirical analysts and commentators confronted the human wreck-
age produced by the German and Soviet regimes, they sought ro make intellec-
tual sense of these orgies of civic destruction. Marxist theorists and historians
soughr ro separate the two: the Germans and Italians operated terrorist and
thuggish regimes that had basically left the capitalist order intact, whereas the
Russians were creating socialism, and if they had committed excesses, this was
because they had taken power in a backward country. According to the “vulgar”
theories propagated by the Third International {that is, those Marxists who
had rallied to the Soviet regime), fascism was just the most brural strategy for

| 264 }

LEVIATHAN 2.0

“monopoly capital” to retain power. Dissident Marxists suggested with more
subtlery thar fascists were politically autonomous: as “Bonapartist” regimes they
arose when the different secrors of the bourgeoisie were paralyzed by rivalries.”
Still, fascists and Nazis were allegedly spurious revolutionaries because they left
intact the basis of capitalist society. Later students of the fascist economy at war
suggested that in face the regime so limited the choices of entrepreneurs by con-
erolling their investment possibilities that it represented a grave incursion into
capitalism. Marxist critics in che 1930s and 1940s such as Franz Neumann and
Herbert Marcuse sought to claim char the Third Reich was not in fact a state—
that it was just the expression of the strongest naked interests inside Germany,
whether industry, party bosses, or the military, and that the balance of power
might evolve. This was not just a Marxist analysis. For a while Franklin Roose-
velt and the New Deal shared such a view: at the end of the 19305 the administra-
tion argued cthar fascism amounted to unrestrained private monopoly power."”*
It was true that fascists rarely sought to nationalize industries unless to bail
them out or develop new production. Nazi leaders did praise industrial capital-
ism, engineering, and innovation, although they were demeaning abour finance,
which they thought exploitative and often dominated by Jewish interests. Bue
their regime was not just a puppet in the hands of monopoly capitalists. They
certainly ran a state.

It also flouts ordinary language to insist that a German regime that quickly
abolished parties, acquired dictatorial power, imposed legal restrictions against
Jews not seen since the pre-Napoleonic era, locked its adversaries up in brutal
facilities without trial, or often guillotined them after trial, was not revolution-
ary. Beyond the authorities who established hundreds of labor and concentration
camps, many Germans thought in fact that they were reachieving a happy soci-
ety of full employment, a warm communal feeling of the Folksgemeinschaft or
ethnic community, marked, for instance, by the Christmas collection for the
poor (the Winterbilfe) or the sharing of an occasional simple stew (Eintopf) or
workers’ cruises and other well-organized leisure activities (Kraff durch Frende and
the Italian dopelavors) to demonstrate interclass solidarity. It was not the least
achievement of the party ro get ordinary Germans to look away from the brutal-
ity of the regime, the humiliation and then the disappearance of the opposition
parties and then of the Jews. Germany was awakening, casting off the supposed
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shackles of Versailles; one legislative restriction or another was placed on its will-
ing or cautiously grumbling citizens, but did not the United States also impose
racial segregation and make it clear that resorts and parks were reserved for
whites? Kristallnacht—the organized burning and destruction of synagogues
across Germany on November 9, 1938—caused some disquiet; it was clearly out
right arson and violence visible in cities and towns throughout their civilized

country. By then anti-Semitism had become a national ideological tenet: the Jew
y. DYy g

was enemy to the German, and any isolated dissent to this policy might be dan-

gerous. With rare exceptions, even Christian pastors acquiesced. The regime had

gone on first to humiliate and despoil and force into emigracion as many Ger-

man Jews as possible, then to seize the remainder of the Jews in all the lands they
swept into, to transport them to the extermination factories constructed in oc-
cupied Poland, and murder them, sometimes after exploiting their labor, some-

times without any effort to do so. If for a while German policy makers did not

think beyond purting the western Polish Jews into ghettos where they could
manipulate mass malnutrition and let nature rake its course, with the conquests
of 1941 they decided they must act more proactively, first by mass machine-

gunning, then by extermination camps.

This seemed different from the Soviet experience to many intellectuals, Cer-
tainly there was residual anti-Semitism in Russia and Poland, but the Russians

condernned anti-Semitism as a bourgeois nationalist ideology. Even at its worst
they had Jewish old communists; and many of the communist leaders of Poland

and Hungary and Czechoslovakia who found asylum in Moscow or elsewhere ':

were identified as Jews by the countrymen who hated their role in clamping
down communism in 1946-1947. Nazism had this central preoccupation with
an almost atavistic ideology-—which in fact had long been central to rightist

forces, hostile to capitalism and socialism and liberalism, throughout Central
and Eastern Europe. Communism as an ideology was also “internationalist”—it-

aspired to proletarian or Marxist revolutions throughout the world as conditions

became ripe, but war on nationalist grounds it condemned. Nazism—and per
haps Italian fascism——was so tied up with the celebration of martial virtue that it
wanted war for fulfillment, whereas there was no equivalent Soviet eschatology:
(Which did not prevent Sealin from building a massive air force and a fine tank
corps.)
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Leviathan's perversion: Bales of hair from female prisoners numbered for shipment to Germany,

found by the Soviets at the liberation of the Auschwirz-Birkenau concentration camp, January 27,
1945. Hair was shorn from prisoners, sometimes at arrival; sometimes, as at Treblinka, before gas-
sing; sometimes from corpses, to be used for cloth, rope, mattress stuffing, insulation for boots, and
more. (United Scares Holocaust Memorial Museum, caurtesy of National Archives and Records
Administration, College Park / Belarusian State Archive of Documentary Film and Photography /
Dokumentationsarchiv des Ocsterreichischen Widerstandes)

Bur was ideology what counted? Perhaps intellectuals on the left might be ex-
cused for not understanding that the famine in the Ukraine, with its millions of

victims, derived from Moscow’s decision to cut off imports of food. The Italian

and other consuls were not deceived, but their reports were buried in the Foreign
Offices."" Certainly political thinkers would give particular concern to differ-
ences of dogma between the ideologies, just as once church leaders sniffed for
heresy in disputes over the real presence in the Eucharist or the similitude versus
equality of God and son. Still, the realization grew with the Stalinist years, and
then with the opening of the Cold War, that what the regimes shared in practice
united them as significantly as the ideological enmity divided them. Both fascism
and communism were based on the claim of a single party to capture and then
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exercise power {more completely even in a postrevolutionary Russia than in Ger-
many and Iraly, where bureaucratic agencies remained relatively immune); their
adherents shared the tendency to adulate the single leader, to attribure legal statug.
to his pronouncements, and even to anticipate whar further uniformity he rmgh
wish to impose even before he had articulated ic himself'”

Of course, not only totalitarian states demonstrated the intolerance of op
position and the idea thar it must be suppressed and silenced by censorship and.
punishment. There were and would be plenty of ordinary tyrannies and evel
murderous despotisms. Idi Amin ran a homicidal regime in Uganda in the 19705
Reza Shah Pahlavi governed with a zealous political police; the Argentine m111
tary would murder many thousands of students and potential opponents. Wha
distinguished the totalitarian state was its reliance supposedly on a collectiv
instrument of transformation. The party-state supposedly enterrained grandios
projects—in physical infrastructure, reeducation, and refashioning the nationa
an echnic unit {in Germany), as the heir of empire (as in Italy), or as the home
land of a historical process of inevitable change (as in the Soviet Union). Not
only did the state claim that power vis-i-vis supposed individual righes (which it
claimed to be really protected), but it did so by elevating the political police int
a key component of rule. The Russians founded the Cheka early in the revolu
tion as “sword and shield” of the revolution. It morphed into increasingly perva
sive intelligence and police agencies continually reoxganized into commissariats.
and ministries—the GPU, folded into the NKVD during the 1930s, dividéd,
into the MVD and KGB in the 1950s—huge enterprises that ran the vast “gula
archipelago” in Russia or the concentration camps in Germany with their hun
dreds of forced-labor subsidiaries, all established before the extermination cen:
ters were constructed on conquered Polish territory. Still, there was a difference.
in those selected. The German state tended to define known enemies—those
who dissented, who spoke out or leafleted their opposition, and ulrimarely all who
were Jewish. The “ordinary” cicizen who kept his opinions to himself was relativel
safe until wartime came. In the Sovier Union arrest often seemed arbitrary and.
random. As later in Mao’s China and Pol Pot’s Cambodia, the Sovier Unio
invented categories of guilt: prosperity as a peasant, family background and
connections, political moderation, so that the spectators who escaped the sus
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pect categories might be spurred into riruals of denunciation, complicity, and
identification with the regime. Gazing at these nightmarish landscapes of terror,
what an early postwar French writer called “I'univers concentrationnaire,” the
concentrarion-camp universe, the historian of the state must ask: Were chey the
perverted culmination of centuries-long claims of state sovereignry, or instead
the dark cloaca of privare brutality where ideas of public rationality, so long a sup-
posed property of the modern state, never penetrated—or perhaps a coexistence
of law and total arbitrariness that the German critic Ernst Fraenkel memorably
termed the “dual state”?'™

Public awareness in the West of what twentieth-century dictatorship en-
tailed culminated in the Cold War before the death of Stalin. By the 1950s, ana-
Iysts who emphasized the similarities between Nazism and Communism seemed
more incisive than those who still tried to redeem the “idea” of Soviet socialism
by emphasizing the theoretical differences. The defenders insisted char ulei-
mately state socialism {the name I prefer to mere socialism) would transform it
self and that the liberal scates that were colonial powers had to take responsibil-
ity for the equally grievous sins of colonialism and racism. When pressed, they
also contended thart ultimately only the Soviet Union had enabled the defeat of
Hitler’s Germany. Those who argued by body count and not ideas argued that in
fact the twentieth century had created a new paradigm of politics and the state—
that of the totalitarian party-state with tremendous ambition and the willing-
ness to sacrifice millions of individuals to its cause.

Some of the analysts excelled in describing the subjective experience of the
dedicared Communist—easier to convey to Anglo-American or continental Eu-
ropean readers because so many premises of the ideclogy seemed to spring from
a common Enlighrenment liberalism. Of the writers who sought to analyze the
institutional experience, Hannah Arendt remains the most challenging and
original, For all the particular comparisons or imputed origins the reader can
quarrel with, Arende understood the centrality of the imperialist experience to
the ideologies of dehumanization, and likewise the importance of anti-Semitism
to Central European doctrines. She identified the role of party and terror and
attempted to analyze the totalitarian society as one of isolated aromization that
destroyed solidarities outside the state. She probably credited the regimes with
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too much efficacy in reducing men and women to isolated beings—social net-
works remained to challenge all these regimes, which did not so much shatter
and destroy associative life as penetrated it and subverred ie.'”

The label zotalitarian has left a set of controversies. Were the states really so
total? They did not succeed in changing human nature; after the decades of the
harshest repression softened, Russians still craved the church; the Chinese still
treasured family. A non-Jew could retain his irony and skepticism in Hitler’s
Germany if he didn't insist on publicly sporting it. When liberated from the
harsh practices of dictatorship, people seemed anxious to dismantle the experi-
ences; the number of neo-Nazis, outright fascists, and those willing to plunge
Russia or China back into untrammeled violence was small. And yet the term—
difficult and problematic as it was, and certainly when applied to the farigued
late socialist regimes of the 1970s and 1980s—was an effort to capture a basic
state experience, that of the hyper state, or, to use the term that followed from

Schmitt’s decisionism, the exceptional state. The totalitarian stare—related to -

the wartime state and the revolurionary state, both of which were usually deemed
finite in time—was the most extreme application of an instrumentality remobi-
lized in the 1860s and 1870s to take advantage of new communications to build
cohesive national communities or overseas empires. It represented the desire to
have a powerful transformative agenda—to do positive projects with govern-
ment and not just quietly administer. But it also sprang from the pervasive con-
viction that government and social change had to be mobilized in a world of en-

emies who wanted you frustrated if not killed. Again, politics was war, had no

choice but to be war.
The world wars—and then the long-term struggles in the colonial world,
either to retain colonies or to shake off colonial powers—made these projects of

magnifying power even more plausible. For wartime states took on many charac-
teristics that in peacetime would be thought verging on tyranny: the comman- .

deering of young men for dangerous labor, the imposing of restrictions on en-
trepreneurs so they produced what was needed for the national struggle, the

fanning of public and patriotic loyalties, the persecution of dissent from policy,

and even in liberal societies, a new recourse to mass detention. Wartime states
were dismantled when the justifications disappeared—but they were part of the
ewentieth century; for they made liberals and democrats believe too that states
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could legitimarely claim an exalted power of decision. All this had been prefig-
ured in earlier situations: the French revolutionaries’ wars against the monarchs
of 1793—1803 or their own enemies within the country; the Paraguayan total
war of 1864~1870; the berserk kingdom of the Taipings; von Trotha’s campaign
against the Herero; the Turkish massacres of Greeks and Armenians. The reper-
tories of military commitment lay at hand, so it was hardly surprising they could
be seized on when wars were in abeyance. Were the states of exceprion, then, no
more than wartime staces erected on a permanent basis? Was their treatment of
opposition as racially different, as colonies within their borders, no different
from their treatment of colonial subjects?

In fact, they were more absolute. Colonial massacres and colonial genocide
followed whar local settlers and soldiers believed was resistance. They were an
effort to rule a subjugated people by terror. Some of the labor practices in the
colonies rested on a willingness to impose inhumane discipline; they bore some
similarity to what Nazi Germany would impose on the “slave laborers” recruited
or dragooned from other countries. But the hyper-regimes at home rested on the
idea that this sort of mastery, absolute hegemony, suspension of the liberal rules,
glorification of decisions and devaluartion of discussion, accorded with the way
men and women should live throughout their lives. They extended to one’s own
nation the notion of differentiated humanity that race and war made “natural”
when confronting others. They demonstrated that the practices that arose in
“natural” situations—confronting people of color, confronting invaders—were
not just grounded in racial difference or the exceptionalism of wartime antago-
nism, but a lurking project of purification within."”® With these projects history
reached a state claim that was exceptional. Perhaps resorting to the metaphor of
our title, it was no longer 2.0, but somewhere between 2.1 and 2.9. Qur postscript
will suggest what might constitute Leviathan 3.0, But first we must recall char
not every tWCntiCth'CCﬂtury stacte was a state OFCXCCPtiOH.

Although the conduct of the Second World War itself demonstrated that all
major belligerents must become states of exception for the duration, the out-
come of the war suggested more hopefully that the earlier states of exception
might in retrospect come to seem exceptional states. Communist rule would be
advanced by Sovier armies; colonial struggles would be intensified; burt the war
also revealed possibilities for democratic renewal. Franklin Roosevelt enunciated

271 ]



CHARLES §, MAIER LEVIATHAN 2.0

war aims, inscribed in the Four Freedoms and the Atlantic Charter proclaime .and Eastern Europe would become less harsh but still aspire to undisputed con-

after his August 1941 shipboard meeting with Winston Chuzchill, which looke'd_: rol into the 1980s. By the 1960s, however, the dominant regime in Europe, North
toward the restoration of democracy, human rights, and even a minimum o - America, and Japan was the “welfare state”—not fundamentally different from
material well-being, The Resistance forces inside the occupied countries issué. ‘the extension of the European liberal or even conservative regime of the late
charters that echoed similar aspirations for political and economic democrac'_' nineteenth and early twentieth centuries but with more extensive social insur-

Resistance groups also called for a regeneration of their nations as communities. ance and often ownership of key infrastructural enterprises. Its antecedents

of emancipation in a language rarely heard since the days of Mazzini. Two of the could be traced to church and town provisions for taking charge of orphans and

major European leaders, who without the war would have seemed merely archai - the old. In the nineteenth century, occupational safery measures were added as
nationalists, provided precisely the inspiration needed to stand up o Germany. well as legislation designed to prevent the worst abuses of the early factories and

Churchill as prime minister from 1940 to 1943, and Charles de Gaulle, resis o establish minimal ages for those entering them. The growth of industrial

tance leader in British exile until France was liberated. Their respective defian towns made misery more visible than it was in rural households. It also made
stances ensured that they found each other hard to bear, but together they (and ocialist schemes for collective insurance more plausible and to Europe’s conser-
Christian Democratic conservatives on the continent such as Konrad Adcnau_ _vatives more threatening, hence often prompred new welfarist responses. Bis-
and Alcide De Gasperi) suggested that a decent postwar conservatism migh marck is credited with legislating state provisions for old age and infirmity. Civil
also reemerge. Neither Churchill nor de Gaulle was prepared to contemplate th servants developed self-insurance schemes. Some states, such as the Prussian, had

renunciation of empire; nonetheless their anticolonial adversaries insisted tha - amore active role; others left assistance to families and churches and occupational

their countries were ready to fight for independence, and the European icadé@"sﬁ ‘benevolent associarions. Afrer the American Civil War and the First World War,

had to yield—if only after prolonged conflicts in British Malaya and Kenya, and _the legacy of social needs of disabled veterans and widowed wives compelled na-

bitter wars for the French in Viernam and Algeria. To be sure, pro-Soviet Com tional responses. By the new century, Europe’s reformist Left had tried to set its

munist leaders soughe to instrumentalize the Resistance struggles on behalf o wn stamp on these schemes, as in the British Liberals’ program of 1906-1914,
their postwar influence and to discredit opponents. (So did monarchist author the policies developed by the Swedish social democratic coalitions of the 1930s,
tarians, although with less success.) “People’s Democracy” became Moscow ~and the narional responses that were a centerpiece of the American New Deal.
slogan for compliant postwar regimes. Nonetheless, new possibilities for politi- .. From these patchworks it was an easy transition to envisage states that took a
cal cooperation and discourse beckoned, to be achieved in Western Europe, in -comprehensive role in ensuring minimal standards of income and insurance
cluding West Germany and Italy, and even Japan within a few years, and:in - against rhe social risks of unemployment, old age, and (outside the United States at
Eastern Europe only after another half century. least) disease. This agenda marked the report commissioned by the British minister
Kingsley Martin from the social reformer William Beveridge during World War II,

- which outlined a notion of “cradle to grave” support that would overcome poverty

A Glance Ahead: From the States of Exception

to the Renormalized State .and provide access to education and health. Out of these experiences would come

: he welfare state—the accepted mix of private economic ownership and social
The fascist party-state ended with the war it had unsuccessfully launched.: It guarantees that tended ro mark the policies once peace returned to Europe in 1945.
authoritarian milirarist kin continued in Spain and Portugal, and it would rea As it developed, the welfare state tended o converge with other remedies for

sert itself in Latin America and parts of Asia and Africa and the Middle East conemic distress and perhaps economic inequality thar the Great Depression of

and briefly in Greece during later decades. The Communist party-state in Russi _the 19305 had made acute. It would supervise social compacts between labor
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unions and representatives of industry—an initiative that had taken shape dur government planners and technocrats developed to supervise the Tralian eco-

ing World War I, had been made compulsory by fascist and occupation regime nomic “miracle” of the 1950s and 1960s.””’
in World War 11, and was now to be encouraged as a normal political activit:y The welfare state and mixed economies seemed to provide political consen-
Ideas of national planning had become popular on the left in the 19305 and wer sus for a generation, and then from the 1970s were the object of criticism and
instituted for wartime industries as a matter of course by the Brivish, Americaris deregulation. That forms the subject of another history. Perhaps the most com-
and Germans. After the war, the French instituted an agency for indicative plan prehensive single index for the role of the renormalized state was the proportion
ning headed by Jean Monnet. It did not own the constituent firms but coul of national spending {national income or, viewed from the production side, gross
provide strategic incentives of capital for modernization. The state, so the dem_d domestic product) that went through government hands, for investment in in-
cratic and social democratic left urged in Western Europe, should run key indu_é_ frastructure, military expenses, and transfer payments or entitlement programs.
tries: certainly the banks of issue, probably the railroads (the French Popula It has been estimated that the French Ancien Régime of the late eighteenth cen-
Front had nationalized their rail network), and perhaps the mines. The Labou rury was spending perhaps up to 25 percenc of national income on its armed
Party had inserted a commitment to public ownership of what became known‘at. forces, its roads and canals, the expenses of the Court, and the interest to bond-
the commanding heights of the economy as Point IV of their Parcy Program i holders. Welfare was left largely to Church institutions. Buc nineteenth-century
1918; and when they came to power in 1945 they nationalized the steel industr . government in Western Europe was largely cheap government. As World War I
the rail system, road transport, and the coal mines, and by 1948 they established th approached, Brirain and Germany may have had public expenditures of about 12
National Health Service. : to 18 percent divided among armaments, infrastructure and education, and na-
All these measures after the Second World War tended ro be associated witl tional debt service. The First World War drove up state expenses drastically—up
the democratic and social democratic Left. Trade Unions and leftist parties, afte to perhaps 40 percent in France (although much was covered by foreign loans),
all, had gained a decisive voice in politics by their moral and wartime contribu perhaps 45 to so percent in Britain and Germany. This vast expansion of state
tion to the defeat of fascism. Conservative opponents were often in eclipse be claims could be covered only partially by taxation; most was taken in the form of
cause of their role in collaborationist regimes. But conservatives often generate: oans, some directly from citizens, but mostly from the central bank—what
or inherited similar policies, and had often had a paternalist ideology of socia “today we call quantitative expansion—which raised prices and transferred pur-
protection. The leading French welfare initiative for family allowances had grow chasing power through inflation. State claims dropped off after the war, al-
out of Catholic and employer concepts for regional or occuparional caisses. Th . though never to the levels seen earlier, because many delayed claims of rending to
German Christian Democrats differentiated themselves from the National § disabled soldiers and soldiers’ families remained. The Great Depression forced
cialists but championed concepts of ordo-liberalism, which stipulated cmb_c' “expansion of unemployment assistance, so that the Western states of the late
ding competitive industries and business in a broader social order that provided 19308 were probably spending a quarter of their national ourpur; with rearma-
for extensive welfare provisions and an overall milieu of a very structured an ment starting drastically in Germany in 1936, in Japan perhaps earlier, in France
highly organized social market economy, not so different from what postwa and Britain by 1938, and in the United States by 1940, the shares went up again.
' By the middle of the Second World War, the United States was probably spend-

ing 45 percent, the Russians and Germans well over so percent, and of those

Japan was developing. The Iralian Christian Democrats inherited a massive stat
holding company—the Institute for Industrial Reconstruction, or IRI—which
the fascists had created as they bailed out and took over massive shares of Iralia sums, the largest share was going ro military and war-related expenses. Again,

coal, steel, and chemical firms and the Italian petroleum industry. A new elite f the state share retreated after the end of the war, although Britain spent large
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sums on fighting colonial wars. The United States helped finance the French
struggles, but by the late 19605 and 1970s, the expansion of social programs, we
fare states, and university systems was increasing the ratios for a third time, up|
so percent, and slightly more in West Germany, the Necherlands, and Scandin
via, but now prevailingly for social welfare and transfer expenses, as military bud-
gets had fallen ro below s percent of most countries’ budgets. Some retrenchment
in the 1980s has led to profiles of normal state expenditure at perhaps the 40 to’
percent level, The United States, wich smaller public sectors, spends probab y
about a third of its national income at all levels of government. The renormalized:
welfare state thus remains an active constituent of citizens’ lives.

But the welfare state in its North American, Western European, and British:
dominion model was only one of three prevalent types. As of the 19505 and 1966" ,
the “socialist world,” which passed almost all the national product (local gardén
crops or handicrafts sometimes excepted) through state hands, furnished an/al:
ternative and apparently still viable model. State socialism relied less on terr
although dissidents were hardly tolerated. The socialist state became increasingly
bureaucratized, and the economic energies they possessed went largely into mi
tary innovation. The Soviet Union had to spend perhaps twice the share of public
expenditure (perhaps 40 percent of the budget and up to 20 percent of GDP),
compared to the United States, to remain a feared nuclear-armed adversary..Tf
crisis of this system is also a subsequent story. So-called Third World states, which
pursued a developmental model, followed different strategies. India rerained at.
tracted by the model of state socialism {even as it continued to admire village sé_
sufficiency as praised by its early architect of resistance, Gandhi.) Other stac
borrowed models inconsistently, but in most of them until che 1970s, srare-owned
pilot industrial sectors remained attractive, as they did for petroleum in Mexic
Brazil, and the Middle East. Japan, on the other hand, followed two decades later
by other East Asian states, wagered on immense work effort being harnessed to
rechnologically advanced consumer products, including automobiles and:late
electronics, Family networks remained important as connective tissue among the
most elaborate alliances of banks and manufacturers.

As for political appararus, the chird state model, growing alongside the West
ern renormalized welfare state and the seemingly stable single-party states of the
socialist world, remained that of military rule. Government by milicary office
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.~ would remain a frequent recourse throughout Asia, Africa, and Latin America.

Soldier-rulers were a prevalent form of regime since antiquity, with or without
empire—justified always on the notion thar emergency conditions required in-
rervention. As we have seen, armies were often the logical winners of a revolu-
tionary process if civilians could not arrive at unity. When civilian leaders were
corrupt or paralyzed, then military leaders, perceiving themselves as the best and
most dedicated core of the community, had to step in. Military organizations
were by essence nondemocratic, structured for obedience, sometimes subject
ro civilian control, but often considering themselves more devoted to state and
nacion than the corrupt civilians they booted out (or locked up and occasionally
hanged). Sometimes the generals or colonels returned power to civilians, but hav-
ing once seized power, their renewed intervention usually threatened. The cre-
ation of the Pakistani state by partition in 1947 would collect the northwestern
military castes of the Raj and give them their own domain from tribal highlands
to teeming coastal and Indus River cities for repeated interventions.

Mustafa Kemal Aratiirk had provided one of the most convincing models of
such rule—creating a secular and modernizing republic in the 19205 and 1930s.
And although after his death the Turkish army relinquished control, it inter-
vened at several points into the 1960s when it feared the principles of his secular
nationalist state (and their role in it) were precarious. Eastern Europe had seen
the military take control of Poland, Greece, Romania, and the Baltic States in
the 1930s. The Thai monarch threw in his lot with military saviors in 1932, and
the Thai army remained a frequent presence in that country’s governance there-
after. General Franco ruled Spain for almost forty years after his coup and civil
war victory in the late 1930s. Independent Egypt fell under military control in
1952, perhaps to emerge from it in the current day.

The Argentine military cultivated its own stare within a state, proud of its
large territory, blessed by Catholic bishops, angry at the ultra-Europeanist cos-
mopolitanism of the capital. General Uriburu seized power in 1930; and the
military’s stalwart authoritarians remained distrustful even of their own gifted
demagogue, Juan Perdn, who knew how to solicie mass loyalties on behalf of their
continued influence. After Perén no longer seemed to serve them, they would in-
tervene more brutally than ever in the 1970s. Hardly lagging, the Brazilian mili-
tary took power in the late 1960s, the Uruguayan military would impose its own
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terror against urban guerrillas, and the Chilean military would oust Salvador
Allende in 1973. The Indonesian military moved preemptively against a feared
Communist uprising in the mid-1960s and probably massacred several hundred
thousand suspected opponents. Washington’s perception of US narional interest
during the Cold War ensured American tolerance and perhaps encouragement
of these authoritarian initiatives.

Generals remained attractive candidates for civilian posts in the United
Stares, and three major commanders of the Second World War played key roles
in the postwar period—Dwight Eisenhower, the European commander, served
as an eminently civilian president in the 19505, and General George C. Marshall,
wartime chief of staff, as an eminently civilian secretary of defense and of state.

The third, General Douglas MacArthur, on the other hand, raised the first major

challenge to civilian supremacy by his public dissenting policies concerning the
Korean War but was decisively removed by President Truman. In che late twen-
tieth century military governments emerged in two milieus. In the postcolonial
stares they were significant in Nigeria, Indonesia, and Pakistan, and, as noted,
seized power when a radical left seemed to threaten (Indonesia). They were not
absent in Europe (Spain, Greece), but seemed slated for extinction there. Mili-
tary regimes could be taken as relatively benign interventions when normal
states had lost control and communities descended into civil war and cycles of
revenge that could not be stanched. The “dircy wars” of the 1970s produced
levels of internal brutality that rivaled more formal fascist regimes. And some-
times military tyrants revealed paranoid tendencies that outran even their ideo-
logically motivated harshness (as, for instance, in Iraq, Uganda, Libya, and Sierra
Leone).””®

Still, it would be historically wrong to end with such deformations of state-
hood. By the 1990s states were becoming more responsive to claims of justice and
human rights. Just as globalization had helped to bring revolution eighty years
carlier, it also brought benchmarks of progress that could not be gainsaid by the
1990s. The idea of bringing tyrants to an international bar of justice advanced, as
did the sense that stares must examine their dark and repressive episodes through
so-called truth commissions. So, too, did the convicrion that to be modern was
not to march in mass formations but to travel, discuss, and allow international
scrutiny and to develop new structures for policy making across borders. Finally,
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the fact that there were some leaders of truly heroic willingness to work for rec-
onciliation, such as Nelson Mandela, meant hope and deserved celebration. Yet
it also indicated that states were again in flux: statchood seemed almost univer-
sal by the end of the twentiech century, but states also claimed less exclusive power
as regional associations were established, and nongovernmental actors took on
functions of transnational governance. Still, there can be no endpoint for sum-
ming up; the long century of modern statechood merges into the continuing re-
cord of an ancient and persevering institurion, sometimes oppressive, sometimes

emancipatory, continually contested and transformed.

Toward Leviathan 3.07

In the 1980s and 1990s the Eastern European Communist regimes, Souch Africa’s
Apartheid state, and the military dictatorships in Latin America transformed
themselves into recognizable democracies. Economic strains, restrained leader-
ship, and mass protest all played a role in these remarkable nonviolent transi-
tions. The Soviet Union at least starced down that pach. This great wave of liber-
alization forms part of a subsequent history. It was nurtured by prosperity and
by the dawning realization of how much private fulfillment had been postponed
or diverted by the public demands of the years from 1914 through the 1950s.
Perhaps it was connected to the progressive advent of intimate communication
technologies that replaced the mass publics of the cinema and the radio ha-
rangue from the 1930s and 1940s: first by the family audiences for television in
the 1950s and 1960s, then by the transistor and integrated circuit and software
innovations that would sweep young people and their music through the era of
the Walkman, to cell phones and the Internet. By the 1980s, European and Ameri-
can elections registered a general reaction against, not just abusive and patho-
logical states, but state authority in general. Conservatives argued that the state
was inimical to liberty no matter how democratic. And it appeared as if one
might be able to outsource its functions, devolve them on what would be called
the sphere of civil society.

Was there to be a Leviathan 3.0, which might in fact not be Leviathan in any
recognizable sense but a form of functional association, as envisaged by many
thinkers in the nineteenth and twentieth century? Many analysts in the 1970s
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and 1980s, myself included, had believed thar che direct state-supervised negotia-

tions among interest groups such as unions and employers—what was called

corporatism or neo-corporatism—was slated to play a large role in public regula-
tion. Bue such a role, so theorists of corporatism believed, would allegedly serve
to replace the free market more than the state. They were as surprised by the re-
vival of the liberal market as a form of economic regulation under Reagan and

Thatcher (and then continued under parties of the left) as by the collapse of state :

socialism, which was in fact a related phenomenon.
Since the 1990s, the idea of governance has shimmered as the possible alter-
native to the state. It suggests a different outcome from what corporatism was

intended to achieve. Governance as a texm aims to sublimare politics, not eco-

nomics. And rather than arriving ar public outcomes through negotiations

among class or interest-group representatives, governance has tended to imply :

that consensus can be found among disinterested experts, that is, experts who
are advocates not for their own interests, but for the public welfare of humanity
{or sometimes animals). Governance implied that regulation would emerge from
the recommendations of NGOs and communities of knowledge. This process
was not democracy per se. Schmitt had a point: democracy rested on a perceived
community—a group of people who claimed an identity (perhaps territorial,
perhaps ethnic, linguistic, or religious). But Schmitt implied that such an iden-
tity could exist only when a boundary separated friend from foe, us from them,
whether they were within a territory or outside. By the late twentieth century,
however, contemporary politics often encountered peoples with a sense of self-
identification and a sense of loyaley to more than one territory, communiries
we term diasporas. Nonetheless Schmitt would certainly have recognized the
heightened security measures we all live with today as testimony to the underly-
ing realism of his views. Democracies, he would have argued, needed the state

because their citizens had to be preoccupied by the danger that all outsidersand

not just eerrorists represented. Perhaps (as I, for one, hope) there are less security-
oriented reasons-of-state and reasons for states.

We started this history of the modern state at the Little Bighorn in the 1870s
with peoples who preserved a plastic sense of territory, of land that was theirs
but with an ill-defined border; and we end by evoking communities that might
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be post-territorial. “Citizens beyond borders?” But how could one organize gov-
ernment for such transnational communities? Perhaps democracy mighe be dis-
mantled into human rights plus experts. Information on the web, private providers
such as the media or Google, might play a larger public role. Still the contempo-
rary world had institutions that collectively covered the globe, held elections,
maintained armies, entered alliances, and attempted to control trade or condi-
tions of work, The term governance, which had become so popular by the end of
the twentieth century and continued to fascinate social scientists and founda-
tions, testified to the hope for government without “stareness”—as if policy mak-
ing might no longer require aggregating preferences and finally wagering on one
choice or another, but could rake place by consensus and the force of rational dis-
cussion. Disaggregate state offices, such as courts and regulators, and enmesh them
into “global government nerworks,” argued a leading advocate, and the result
would be actually to enhance state power. Foundations, university elites, social
scientists, men and women of goodwill loved che idea of governance—which sug-
gested transparent and selfjustifying administration without stateness and with-
out tears.”” Governance was the uropia of the Masters of Public Policy.

No historian can envisage the fucure, or futures. Contending nations and
empires—now with the addition of the Asian powers among others—may yet
reassert old patterns of rivalry chat reinforce state structures. Regional associa-
tions such as the European Union may play a larger role. States currently seem to
have a bad reputation, Whether tyrants or compulsive bureaucrats, their manag-
ers see the need to classify, count, and control. Buc as Hobbes and Hannah Arendt
had stressed in their different ways, being stateless was often a worse fate: States
protected vulnerable individuals and communities. They provided the legal cara-
pace for the soft-bodied creatures of humanity, lying exposed to the cruel and
rapacious or even just the profit-seeking or zealous. Power and violence do not
disappear when states are feeble; rather they are exercised without the restraint of
law. Teens pressed into trafficking may fear the law but are ultimately victims of
state absence, not presence. Being stateless in Gaza or, even worse, in Darfur in
the first decade of the ewenty-first century was not an enviable condition.

Between the mid-ninereenth and mid-twentiech centuries, states had re-
created themselves in many ways: They had foughr for territorial cohesion; en-
listed the middle classes, consolidated territory, subjugated “nomadic” or tribal
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peoples, and turned on each other in unparalleled wars. They had experimented
with revolutionary parties whose members were intoxicated by visions of trans-
formation through violence and had virtually worshipped the most brutal of
leaders. And finally they had sought normalcy and a precarious equilibrium with
the ever more powerful forces of the economy. Of course, states were the inher-
ited creations of individuals, communities, and parties infused by ideas, inter-
ests, and perhaps even instincts. They acted through policies and instrumentali-
ties that they could not fully control. We can work to diminish their constraints
or their tutelage. But the needs and ambitions that created them will remain
in some hands or others, and certain questions will not disappear—not only
Hobbes’s question: What is life like without the state? But also Aristotle’s ques-
tion: Do we control the state by the one, the many, or the few? Or the question
posed by the American founders: How do we run it for the welfare of us all?

These issues abide.
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