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GENERAL EDITOR’S PREFACE

Both in Great Britain and in the United States, the idea that students may
wish—and may even be expected—to study the history of parts of the
world other than their own has steadily gained ground in the last decade.
In part this is a reflection of changing social and political concerns: we are
coming to realize that we live in one world, and believe we ought therefore
to know more about parts of it hitherto neglected, or comparatively neg-
lected, by historians bred in the western tradition of scientific history. In
part, too, it reflects changes in the available source-material. Whatever its
origin, though, the impulse 1s beginning to make its mark in schools and
colleges. They now need books about Latin America, Africa, or Asia on
the scale and at the level of those which in the past introduced their students
to European or English history. This is one of the considerations which
has shaped the design of this series, which will include such books, as well
as others on more familiar and traditional areas of study.

In addition, up-to-date scholarship in English and European history,
too, must be made available to each generation of students. Consequently,
this series is tripartite. Four volumes in it are devoted to modern European
history, in which the British Isles are treated as a part of European society
as a whole. A second group of four volumes is more specialized, being
confined to English history. The third, larger group contains introductory
volumes, covering fairly long periods, about areas and countries which are
only now beginning to be studied by others than specialists. Some of these
will be defined regionally—the projected volume on Latin America, for
example. Those on the United States and Russia, on the other hand, limit
themselves to a single legal entity as, in a rather different sense, does
another on the British Empire and Commonwealth. In each case, the books
in this stream are distinguished by being about a big and important topic
for which good, up-to-date introductory manuals are not yet easily
available.

The unity which binds these books together, although they will have
different levels of details and scope, is that they are all about the ‘modern
world’ referrerd to in the title of the series. This does not mean that the
chronological limitations of each book are the same. Conventionally,
histories of different countries line up all their runners at approximately
the same starting-gate and get them off together, whether in 1400, 1500,
1600, or any other dramatic, convenient, or merely ‘significant’” moment.
This series follows a different scheme. The latest era of world history is
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here defined not chronologically but thematically. It is the era in which
the fundamental institutions of modern European society first take shape
and then spread round the world.

Some institutions of European origin are now so widespread that we too
readily take them for granted—the sovereign national state, for example.
Yet even in Europe it is only a recent innovation and in many parts of the
world the national state did not appear until after 1945. Formally represen-
tative political systems (whether real or fictitious) are another of Europe’s
institutional exports to the world, and there are economic systems, too
(such as capitalism). So are European ideologies, such as Marxist com-
munism or Christianity. In all these instances (and many others could be
cited), we have examples of the process by which European gradually
became World civilization. Sometimes this has seeded new examples of
developed ‘Western’ societies; sometimes it has led to striking disruptions
of traditional and eventually to altogether new institutions and cultural
forms. The process, however it ends, defines an era by making a break
with the past, but does so at different times in different countries: defensible
dates could be about 1500 in west European history, about 1800 in the
case of Russia, and even later in the history of China. These mark epochs
in the history of different countries and regions in which can be discerned
the beginnings of processes which eventually tie them into the single world
in which we live.

Besides registering different historical rhythms, the books in The Short
Oxford History of the Modern World do not all have the same pattern.
Differences in their structure are required to bring out differences of
national and regional life. But each volume expresses a deliberate effort
to incorporate the research and thinking which has recently changed the
conventional shape of historical writing. The core of a good history must
be the provision of the essential information which is necessary to the
exercise of historical imagination and judgement. But ideas about what
information is essential have been changing recently, for example because
of a new emphasis on society and its structure at the expense of the tradi-
tional political narrative. Historians and their public—which includes
examiners—have begun to think that it may be more revealing to study,
say, the growth of cities in nineteenth-century England and its repercus-
sions, than, say, the party struggle. This is only one example of the recent
rediscovery of the old idea that history is more than past politics. Many
of the authors in this series are young scholars who, because of their own
research interests, are familiar with what is going on at the frontier of
current historical work. They and their colleagues will seek to absorb into
their accounts the research conclusions expressed in the flood of social,
cultural, demographic, and other recent monographs.

General books have long sought to reduce to manageable thinking such
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detailed scholarship, but the recent crumbling of the boundaries which
delimited and the landmarks which guided historical work has made this
all the more desirable. The conventional separation of English and Euro-
pean history is now an encumbrance to understanding some of the processes
in which this country was as much involved as any Continental state (indus-
trialization, for instance). Different views are now taken, too, of certain
traditionally important dates. 1917, for example, or 1941, can easily be
defended as more significant breaks in the continuity of European history
than 1914 or 1939. In some places, old guidelines seem almost to have
disappeared altogether as new evidence has been made available and
research has addressed itself to old evidence in new ways. Other changes
are demanded by changing perspectives. More fundamentally, the need
for new general accounts reflects a basic truism about history: that it is
theoretically boundless, a continuing debate, and that historians in each
generation re-map and re-divide its subject-matter in accordance with their
interests and the demands of their society.

This series tried to provide a new map. It is bound to be provisional,
that is of the nature of general history. But that is reconcilable with scholarly
standards and imaginative presentation. Only by combining those qualities
can it provide the authoritative guidance which each generation of readers
needs if it is to pick its way through the flood of specialized studies now
pouring from what has become one of our major cultural industries.

J.M.R.






PREFACE

Were I asked to write this book today, I should probably decline the
honour. It is a rash enterprise to attempt a ‘total history’ of nineteenth-cen-
tury Europe while being able to consult only a fraction of the literature.
Some aspects inevitably proved more interesting than others. Students at
King’s College, London, on whom I inflicted my first lectures inspired by
this brief, complained that I was obsessed by nationalism and had too much
to say about ‘little countries’ in eastern Europe. One afternoon, researching
the niceties of Swedish banking history, doubts of my own about the wisdom
of the project almost got the better of my patience. There is no pretence
here to originality: at best, the book is intended as a humane synthesis of
new and not-so-new writing on nineteenth-century Europe and aimed at
the student of the 1980s. I am indebted to the resources of the Bodleian
and British Libraries. Among those who gave me crucial advice I would
like to thank Jeremy Black, Tim Blanning, Peter Dickson, Robert Evans,
Anne Hardy, Derek McKay, Tony Nicholls, Andy Pitt, Mike Rosen,
Hamish Scott, Liam Smith, Nigel Smith, and Andrew Wathey. Philip Waller
read painstakingly through the first draft of the manuscript, and saved me
from too many errors in British history. John Roberts has been a model
editor, and repeatedly sent me back to the drawing-board to mend my
text. The typists who have tried to cope with my handwriting are too
numerous to mention, but in particular I am grateful to Gil Dixon and
Belinda Timlin. The unfailing scepticism of my students in both London
and Oxford has forced me to clarify my ideas, and to reject many of them,
but their enthusiasm has always come up with others to take their place.

R.N.G.
Merton College, Oxford
January 1986
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1

THE QUICKENING PACE

Demographic Revolution

In the Essay on the Principle of Population, first published in 1798 and
substantially revised in 1803, Thomas Robert Malthus, a Surrey curate and
Fellow of Jesus College, Cambridge, issued a gloomy forecast for the nine-
teenth century. Population, he argued, had a constant tendency to increase
geometrically, doubling in size every twenty-five years. But the resources
necessary to sustain that increase could be multiplied only arithmetically,
adding only a fixed amount every year. Individuals had therefore to impose
a ‘preventive check’ on the natural growth of the population by postponing
marriage until they were in a position to maintain a family, and to abstain
from sex in the meantime. If they did not, the population would be reduced
to the level that resources could maintain by means of ‘positive checks’ in
the shape of war, famine, disease, and the fourth Rider of the Apocalypse
who would always be with them, death.

As an analysis of conditions prevailing at the end of the eighteenth century,
Malthus’s study was remarkably shrewd. The population of Europe had been
growing rapidly since about 1750. But closer inspection shows that the rate
of growth was not the same in all countries, and the growth-rates before and
after 1800 often varied considerably. The population of Spain and Portugal
grew steadily between 1750 and 1800, and that of Ireland and Hungary
increased dramatically. But in all four cases the growth-rate declined after
1800. In the Scandinavian countries a moderate growth-rate before 1800
improved to a good growth-rate after 1800. The performance of France was
disappointing. The increase in her growth-rate was only marginal. Most
remarkable, however, was the achievement of England, Wales, and Scotland,
where the growth-rate doubled after 1800.

A population expiosion might seem logically to be the result of more
births, but from the end of the eighteenth century in western Europe the
birth-rate was in fact declining. Between 1790 and 1850 it fell in Germany
from 40 per thousand of the population to 36.1 per thousand, in Great
Britain from 35.4 per thousand to 32.6 per thousand and in France from
32.5 per thousand to the very low figure of 26.7 per thousand. What really
mattered was that the death-rate was falling, so that people were living
longer. In the same period the death-rate fell from 29 per thousand to 26.8
per thousand in Germany, from 23.1 per thousand to 22.4 per thousand in
Britain and from 27 to 23.8 per thousand in France. The conquest of major
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TABLE 1. The population of European countries, c.1750—-1851

Population (m.) Average Population Average
annual rate 1851 annual rate
1750 1801 of growth (%) of growth (%)
England & 6.140° 8.893 0.7 17.928 1.3
Wales
Scotland 1.265° 1.608 0.6 2.889 1.2
France 20.000° 27.349 0.5 35.783 0.6
Ireland 3.191¢ 4.753¢ 1.0 6.552 0.6
Hungary 3.000¢ 8.500" 3.0 13.192 0.7
Spain 9.160° 10.541° 0.5 15.455’ 0.4
Portugal 2.410° 2.932 0.6 3.844* 0.5
Denmark 0.798" 0.929 0.5 1.415 0.8
Norway 0.671° 0.883 0.6 1.490' 0.9
Sweden 1.781 2.347 0.6 3.471 0.8

1751, ®1755. € 1740. ¢ 1754. © 1768. 1769. & 1791. " 1789. ' 1797.
1 1857. * 1854. ' 1855.

epidemic diseases such as the plague and smallpox was an important con-
tribution, but vulnerability to disease had persisted as a result of poor health.
The main reason for the general improvement in health was a marked in-
crease in the food supply.

Whereas before 1740 population increases had been regularly cut back by
massive subsistence crises which killed off the surplus by starvation and
disease, the increase in food supply after 1740 muffled the effects of Malthus’s
‘positive checks’ and permitted sustained population growth. It has been
suggested that the last great European famine took place in 1816-7, when
volcanic dust in the atmosphere caused by an eruption in Indonesia inflicted
a very cold summer and failure of the harvest. Countries bordering the North
Sea and the Baltic, such as Great Britain, Belgium, the Netherlands, Prussia,
and Scandinavia escaped with lower grain prices and lower mortality than south-
ern and western Germany, Switzerland, the Habsburg lands, the Balkans,
and Spain, where hunger and disease took a heavy toll. Later subsistence
crises, asin 1831-2 or 1846-7, were less severe or confined to regions that were
hampered by agricultural backwardness and isolated from supply routes, and
therefore relief, should their own harvest fail. In general this meant parts of
southern and eastern Europe such as Spain, which suffered a major sub-
sistence crisis in 1856-7, or Russia, which was struck by famine in 1891-2.
The death-rate in these countries remain over 30 per thousand and the pace
of population growth that had been signaliled in the later eighteenth century
was not sustained into the nineteenth.
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There were basically two ways in which the food supply could be stepped
up: the conquest and improvement of marginal land, bringing forest, moor-
land, and fen under cultivation; and the elimination of fallow land. It 1s clear
that what was deemed ‘wasteland’ in one respect might be economically
viable 1in another, such as the marshes of the Po delta which provided em-
ployment for fowlers and fishermen, or the oak forests of Serbia which
offered rough grazing for pigs. But whereas in eastern Europe, where the
population was not too dense, it was still possible to practise a primitive
field-grass husbandry—ploughing up new land, cropping it to exhaustion,
and then moving on—in western Europe the pressure of numbers meant that
the land had to be reclaimed once and for all and put to the most productive
use. The danger there was that agriculture was based on cereal production,
especially cash crops like wheat, which drained the soil of goodness and
subjected it what the English farmer Arthur Young called the ‘thraldom of
regular fallows’. As late as 1848 a quarter of arable land in Bohemia, the
most advanced part of the Austrian Monarchy, was under fallow. The way
out of the ‘infernal circle’ of cropping to exhaustion and leaving fallow was
to cultivate new crops, such as maize in southern France and the Danubian
Principalities, or potatoes on the North European Plain from Ireland to
White Russia. Potatoes had the advantage of producing three times as much
food per acre as grain. Another solution was to perfect the rotation of
crops. Artificial grasses like clover rotated with cereals eliminated fallow by
restoring nitrogen rapidly to the soil, while rotation with root-crops like
turnips both improved the soil and provided winter feed for animals. Whereas
the extensive farming of eastern Europe was widely given up to livestock, in
western Europe the tyranny of cereals meant that livestock was ignored, with
the exception of draught animals, sheep on the uplands of Spain and Italy,
and a few mangy beasts turned loose on the stubble after the harvest. Too
often cattle were regarded as rivals for food, and yet animals provided
manure which (before the importation of Peruvian guano after 1840) was
the only fertilizer which could enrich the soil and increase the yield of grain.
A balanced animal and arable husbandry was practised only in parts of the
British Isles, Denmark, Flanders, and the Swiss cantons, which were oriented
towards the market.

To increase the food supply was the main way to stave off a Malthusian
‘positive check’ so that the population could increase. Another way was
to increase the volume of employment outside agriculture. But this Was
conditional on two factors: that agricultural productivity was high enough
to feed a non-agricultural population; and that there was sufficient demand
for manufactured goods to support those engaged in making them. Much of
Europe was still confined to a subsistence economy, with local communities
not only growing and consuming their own food but making their own
clothes, shoes, and tools as well. However, the impact of a wider demand
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TABLE 2. Structure of the active population in Europe, c.1850 (%)

Agriculture, Manufacturing, Trade, Services,  Activity not
forestry, mining, banking, armed adequately
fishing building transport  forces described
Great Britain 1851 21.9 48.1 5.8 18.4 5.5
Belgium 1856 46.8 37.4 4.9 10.9 —
France 1856 51.7 26.9 6.8 14.6 —
Ireland 1851 48.4 25.1 5.0 10.9 10.6
Netherlands 1849  44.2 24.1 10.9 18.1 2.7
Denmark 1850 49.4 21.9 4.3 7.4 17.0
Austria 1857 52.3 17.6 1.6 10.0 18.5
Hungary 1857 56.1 10.1 1.7 13.3 18.9

Source: P. Bairoch, La Population active et sa structure (Brussels, 1968).

was beginning to make itself felt in 1800, whether it was the wartime demand
for iron cannon and timbered ships, the demand for cheap cotton textiles in
foreign markets, or the demand for beer and spirits at home. It was this
demand that fuelled the beginnings of the industrial revolution in Europe.
By about 1850 the proportion of the active population engaged in manu-
facturing, mining or building had reached 17 per cent in France, 37 per cent
in Belgium, and 48 per cent in Britain. On the other hand the map of
industrialized Europe was very patchy: the regions around Glasgow and
Belfast, the Midlands, North of England, northern France, and Belgium,
Alsace, Rhineland-Westphalia, Saxony, Silesia, and Bohemia, with Catalonia
and Lombardy the only possible contenders in Mediterranean Europe. They
were islands in an agricultural sea. Over half the active population was still
engaged in agriculture in France and Austria in 1850, with 62 per cent in
Italy and a much higher proportion in eastern Europe. The very low level of
agricultural productivity kept the vast majority of the population in these
countries locked into the countryside in order to ensure their subsistence.
The shallowness of rural demand was scarcely adequate to sustain industrial
production at the best of times; when the harvest failed, the results could be
disastrous. For the first two-thirds of the nineteenth century bad harvests
were the single most important cause of industrial depression. And when the
urban populations starved, revolution never seemed very far away.

The consequence of minimal industrialization was the congestion of the
countryside as a growing population fought for the same amount of land.
Plots were infinitely subdivided in many parts of France, northern Spain,
southern Germany, and Sweden. In Ireland the growth of the potato made
possible a greater fragmentation than would have been possible under grain,
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the availability of plots encouraged early marriage and the population sup-
ported by them doubled between 1781 and 1841 from four to eight millions.
In the early period of the industrial revolution it is true that most industry
was based not in the towns but in the countryside, and provided ancillary
occupations for rural inhabitants, which might enable them to make ends
meet. In the textile industry much spinning was for long done by peasant-
women at home with their spinning-wheels. When this became mechanized
the factory-spun yarn was ‘put out’ by merchants to peasant-weavers from
Lancashire to Silesia. From the Pyrenees to the Urals, the iron industry
prospered near forests which provided charcoal to smelt the ore and fast-
flowing rivers to work its tilt hammers. Coal-mining, brewing, and distilling
were usually undertaken on the estates of large landowners. Fishing provided
an additional resource for the peasantry of the Atlantic and Mediterranean
coastlines. But the subdivision of the land still left a growing mass of landless
labourers, who were fully employed only during the harvest season and
whose very mass pushed down the level of the wages they were paid. In
times of hardship they might form bands of brigands in order to terrorize
landowners. Even in England, where a system of parish relief existed after
1795, agricultural labourers rose in revolt across the southern counties in
1830.

In many cases the rural surplus, unable to survive in the countryside,
moved off to the towns in search of work. In addition charity, both lay and
ecclesiastical, was town-based. The early part of the nineteenth century was
one of rapid urbanization. A quarter of a million people moved into London
in the 1840s, so that its population reached one million by 1850, including
an Irish-born colony of 109,000. At that date Paris had over half a million
people, Vienna and Moscow nearly that. Whether the immigrants would find
employment was another matter. For the typical large European town in this
period was still not a mushrooming mill or mining town but a city dominated
by a princely court (numerous in Germany and Italy), the Church with its
cathedrals and convents, the army with 1ts garrisons, and the magistracy with
its train of legal officials and litigants. The second function of towns was
trade, and in 1800 the countries which had the largest proportion of the
population living in towns of over 100,000 inhabitants were England,
Denmark, the Netherlands, and Portugal, which had world-wide commercial
links based on London and Liverpool, Copenhagen, Amsterdam, and
Lisbon. It was only in 1850 that towns grew most rapidly in countries that
were developing new manufacturing industry, such as England, Scotland,
and Belgium. Even in the industrial towns, the structure of employment was
not congenial to the immigrant worker. Large-scale industry was to be found
in the suburbs or in single-industry towns away from the capital. The skilled
trades were dominated by craft guilds which imposed strict limitations on
entry in order to guarantee their market. Often there was little alternative to
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TABLE 3. Proportion of population living
in cities of over 100,000 inhabitants

c.1800  ¢.1850
England and Wales 9.7 22.6

Scotland — 16.9
Denmark 10.9 9.6
Netherlands 11.5 7.3
Portugal 9.5 7.2
Belgium — 6.8
Italy 4.4 6.0
France 2.8 4.6
Spain 1.4 4.4
Ireland 3.1 3.9
Prussia 1.8 3.1
Austria 2.6 2.8
Russia K 1.6

Source: A. F. Weber, The Growth of Cities
in the Nineteenth Century (1899; Cornell,
1963), pp., 144-5.

finding casual and irregular employment in street trades, sweated workshops,
domestic service, on the building sites, or waterfront, or as a last resort in
the army, crime, or prostitution. In the 1840s, a decade in which doctors and
social reformers for the first time took stock of the misery of these popu-
lations, the term ‘proletariat’ meant not so much industrial wage-workers as
this strange race, savage and apart. The conditions they lived in were atro-
cious: overcrowded lodging houses, cellars, and garrets, slums in the low-
lying insalubrious districts that were becoming their own. Disease in them
was rife and when cholera swept across Europe in 1832, it took an especially
heavy toll in the working-class ghettoes. Figures for Sweden in the period
1816-40 show that the death-rate was 22.3 per thousand among the rural
population, 34.4 per thousand among the urban population and 45.1 per
thousand in Stockholm. Towns everywhere were'death-traps in which growth
was maintained only by a constant supply of recruits from the countryside.
Cut off from the countryside, they would have wasted to nothing.

The one safety-valve for over-population was emigration. Clearly 1t did not
attain in this period the proportions it reached later in the century. Emigrants
from Europe averaged about 110,000 a year in 1821-50 as against 900,000 a
year in 1881-1915. The first burst of emigration dated from the aftermath of
the Napoleonic Wars, when agricultural depression and urban un-
employment made an alternative existence in North America or the colonies
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seem extremely attractive. In 1830 Edward Gibbon Wakefield, the son of a
land agent of St James’s, London, founded the National Colonization Society
which aimed to make land-grants available to middle-class settlers in Canada
and Australia, and to provide them with emigrant labour from the surplus
of English rural poor. But the main zones of emigration were those like
Ireland and South Germany where the parcellization of properties had re-
duced the peasantry to a marginal existence which made them extremely
vulnerable at times of agrarian crisis. In Europe the harvest of 1846-7 was
bad, and in Ireland the failure of the potato crop was catastrophic. Between
1847 and 1854 about 935,000 people emigrated from Germany and 1,629,000
from Ireland, travelling steerage from Rotterdam, Amsterdam, and
Liverpool.

The Expansion of the Market

Though rising agricultural and industrial production was necessary to avert
the ‘positive checks’ on the growth of population described by Malthus, a
growing population was also an element of the expanding market which was
a pre-condition of agricultural and industrial revolution. But given the
shallowness of the domestic market, and its vulnerability to harvest failure,
foreign markets played a leading role in the stimulation of economic growth.
This gave an immediate advantage to western European countries with a
seaboard, colonies, and fleets and confined those countries of eastern Europe
that were to all intents and purposes land-locked to a sluggish economic
development. In 1800 the import of spices and coffee from the East Indies,
the shipping of slaves from Africa to the West Indian plantations, and the
import of sugar and cotton from the West Indies for re-export to other
parts of Europe accounted for the prosperity of Glasgow, Liverpool, Bristol,
Nantes, Bordeaux, and Barcelona. In addition, Great Britain was fast
becoming the workshop of the world, exporting almost as much cotton cloth
as long-established woollen cloth, together with hardware, to Europe, the
United States, and beyond. i

The control of foreign markets for foodstuffs, raw materials, and exports
was a key to expansion. Great Britain, for example, depended on her former
colonies in America and on the Baltic for the importation of ‘naval stores’,
timber, tar, and hemp, without which her fighting fleet could not sail. The
Navigation Acts had been passed largely to protect such resources. These
lifelines could easily be severed in time of war. There were gains and losses
on each side. After 1795 Britain used her sea-power to cut off France and
her European allies from their colonies and export outlets and to confiscate
or destroy their shipping. But the triumph of Napoleon on the Continent
presented a severe threat to British trade. After his defeat of Prussia in 1806
and of Russia in 1807, and following the French seizure of power in Spain
and bullying of Portugal, Napoleon managed to force every state on the
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northern coasts of Europe, with the sole exception of Sweden, into a Con-
tinental Blockade to shut the British out of European markets. In the first
instance it was simple economic warfare, to throw the British economy into
chaos by depriving her of outlets for her surplus products and to make
the import of essential raws, foodstuffs, and semi-finished goods extremely
difficult and a drain on her resources, since she would have to pay in bullion.
In addition, it was part of a grand design whereby France would be able to
catch up and even overtake Great Britain as the leading European industrial
power. The Napoleonic land-empire was to be made into a zone protected
artificially against cheap British textiles and hardware, and France would be
compensated for the loss of her colonies by markets of replacement on the
European mainland, harnessed to her own economy by means of preferential
treaties and the monopoly of some markets, as in Italy.

There is no doubt that the Continental System had a profound effect not
only on the French economy but also on other economies in Europe. Pro-
tected against cheap British imports yet provided with the whole French
Empire as an internal market, the Continental textile industry flourished.
The Norman woollen towns which had suffered under the treaty with Britain
in 1786 now revived, as did the woollen industry at Aachen and Verviers in
Belgium, which was mechanized by an expatriate manufacturer of jennies
from Lancashire, William Cockerill. Cotton manufacture, importing the raw
material from the Levant, took off in Normandy, Alsace, in Flanders at
Roubaix and Ghent, and in Saxony. The silk industry expanded in Lyons,
drawing on the raw silk cultivation of Lombardy, and at Krefeld, on the left
bank of the Rhine, while linen did well at Elberfeld and Barmen on its right
bank, and in Silesia. Again in Belgium, at Li¢ge, the traditional iron industry
based on the charcoal-furnaces and water-power of the Ardennes was de-
veloped under the eye of William Cockerill into'a modern ironworks, with
puddling furnace and rolling-mill, to cast cannon and build machines. How-
ever, the British economy was not brought to its knees, largely because of
the supremacy of British sea-power, the essential concomitant of a trading
empire. The Orders-in-Council of the British government at the end of 1807
replied to Napoleon’s boycott by blockading the ports of France and her
allies, allowing them to trade with each other and with neutral countries only
if they did so via Britain. Steps were taken to ensure that the United States
never became part of Napoleon’s system, a development that might have
been disastrous. Above all Britain forced her way into other markets, notably
in Latin America, hitherto untapped, in order to get rid of surplus man-
ufactured goods. Force was one solution, as Buenos Aires was occupied
briefly in 1806 and Montevideo in 1807, but the critical development was
the Spanish War of Independence against Napoleon. After the partition of
Portugal by France and Spain 1807, Britain carried the Portuguese king into
exile in Brazil and seized the Portuguese fleet. When Spain went to war with
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Napoleon in 1808 Britain gave her support and sent an expeditionary force
in 1809. Britain was rewarded with markets in Latin America, and the shift
of French troops from northern Europe to the Iberian peninsula meant that
henceforth the boycott of British trade could only be ineffectively enforced.
If the Napoleonic Empire was a common market, it was of the ‘one-way’
variety, subordinated to the economic interests of France. Nevertheless, the
period after 1815 represented a step backwards, for the fragmentation of
Europe into little states led to the multiplication of customs barriers along
state boundaries and tolls on important rivers such as those at the mouth of
the Rhine imposed by the Dutch. Imposed by war-ravaged states burdened
by debt in order to raise revenue, these barriers severely restricted trade
between European states. As far as wider trading relations were concerned,
the aftermath of the Napoleonic Wars was similarly disastrous. The dis-
mantling of the system of blockade and counter-blockade which had provided
an artificial protective tariff for Continental Europe now exposed it again to
the competition of cheap British textiles. The textile industry suffered (not-
ably the linen manufacture of Flanders and Silesia which could not withstand

the competition of cheap cotton goods) and governments were pressed to
protect native industries by the establishment of import duties. On the agri-

cultural front, the end of the war led to the flooding of the European grain
market with Russian grain, which was cultivated on a growing scale by serf
labour in the black-earth provinces above Odessa. Since 1750 prices had been
rising but this period came brutally to an end with a depression lasting from
1818 to 1830. In Prussia, hitherto a leading exporter of grain to countries
like Britain, the Junkers tried to weather the depression by switching to other
enterprises, such as sugar-beet, distilling, or sheep-farming for the wool
market, but they were racked by debt. In Great Britain the landowning
aristocracy sought to protect itself by having the government pass protective
‘Corn Laws’ which kept out cheap foreign grain for the benefit of home
producers.

Such defensive measures were understandable. But they restricted markets
even further and could only hamper economic growth. In response, lobbies
appeared which favoured the dismantlement of all obstacles in restraint of
free trade. They drew their basic principles from Adam Smith, who had
argued that each country should invest its capital in what it produced most
efficiently, so that its products would have the maximum exchangeable value.
The corollary of this was that a ‘vent for surplus’ must exist, that surplus
produce must be exchanged in foreign markets without official let or hind-
rance. As a result the volume of the export market would stimulate greater
productive powers at home in the form of an increased division of labour,
and wealth would multiply. Spokesmen for the manufacturing interest like
David Ricardo, whose Principles of Political Economy and Taxation was
published in 1817, proposed that the Corn Laws should be abolished and
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cheap foreign grain accepted if agrarian countries in turn accepted British
manufactures. Cheap bread would permit manufacturers to lower wages,
increase profits, and attract more capital investment, while the lower costs
of production would enable them to undercut all other rivals in the world
market for ironware and textiles. For their part the Prussian Junkers, faced
by Corn Laws in Britain, the Netherlands (which included Belgium between
1815 and 1830), and elsewhere, were prepared to accept foreign manufactured
goods if manufacturing nations would accept their grain, wool, and timber.
Some progress was made towards the establishment of free trade by 1830,
but not without squeals of protest from the protectionists. In Great Britain
the government of Lord Liverpool converted the blank prohibition of the
Corn Laws in 1828 into a sliding scale whereby duties fell as the price of
grain at home rose. However it was influenced more by the need to safeguard
food supplies in years of scarcity than by Ricardo’s advocacy of maximum
industrialization. Curiously enough, the first parts of Europe really to profit
from free trade were the Danubian Principalities. Entirely subordinate to the
Ottoman Empire until 1829, they could send their wheat, timber, and live-
stock only to Constantinople, where the price was artificially low. But a
Russian victory over the Turks in that year opened wide markets in the west
to the Principalities; prices rose and production was stimulated. Prussia was
likewise anxious to find outlets, and was the driving force behind the abolition
of high tariffs between states or groups of states in Germany and the founda-
tion of a Zollverein, or customs union. The south German states (Bavaria,
Wiirttemberg, Hesse-Darmstadt) joined the Prussian system by 1831, and
gained considerably from the ability to export their foodstuffs and raw mat-
erials to North Germany. But the main attraction of Prussia’s customs union
was the foreign outlets it was able to nggotiate for German products. In
1831, for example, Prussia concluded a Rhine Navigation Act with the
Netherlands, freeing that waterway of all tolls. This attracted the central German
states, including Saxony with 1ts growing cotton industry, into the Zollverein,
which was fully constituted in 1834. Subsequently, the Zollverein negotiated
commercial treaties with the Netherlands (1839), Britain (1841), and Belgium
(1844). But while this satisfied the Junker landowners and exporters such as
Rudolf Camphausen, who founded a steamship company at Cologne in 1844,
and David Hansemann, who promoted the Cologne to Antwerp railway, it
did nothing to placate the industrialists of the Rhineland. In return for
trading outlets these manufacturers had to suffer competition from Dutch
refined sugar, British textiles, and Belgian cast-iron, rails, and rolling stock
produced by John Cockerill at the vast ironworks at Seraing, near Liege. The
protectionist manufacturers of Germany found an influential mouthpiece in
Friedrich List, former professor of political economy at Tiibingen. His Nat-
ional System of Political Economy (1841) pointed out that Smith’s vision of
an universal economy, in which each country would produce what it was
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best suited for, was only a camouflage. It meant that all countries would be
subjected to the industrial hegemony of Great Britain, in return for which
France, Spain, and Portugal would provide Britain with wines and Germany
deliver ‘toys for children, wooden clocks [and] philological writings’.! But
this made sense only in a Utopian world of universal peace. In order to catch
up, other nations must protect their infant industries by artificial means, as
Britain had herself done at an earlier period by mercantilism. Trade was
subordinate to politics. Free trade without equality of industrial development
was imperialism.

British manufacturers continued the campaign for free trade, conceding
cheap grain imports as the price for wider export markets. The Anti-Corn
Law League was set up in 1838 by Richard Cobden and John Bright to
expound their views. This ‘Manchester school’ of political economy refuted
old Malthusian arguments that massive industrialization would only produce
a glut and fall in profits, and denounced the Corn Laws as a rampart of
aristocratic privilege. The triumph of the Conservative party against a Whig-
Radical alliance in the elections of 1841 seemed to safeguard the Corn Laws,
but the Prime Minister, Robert Peel, managed to get the Commons to agree
to their repeal in 1846, albeit at the sacrifice of his own career. It was noted
that the Corn Laws had done nothing to maintain prices in the period of
glut that followed the Napoleonic Wars. In 1845 famine struck in Ireland
and only the import of vast quantities of foreign grain could limit the extent
of the disaster. Without the protection of the Corn Laws, landowners would
need to improve their estates, switch to mixed husbandry or cattle-farming,
and look to the growing demands of urban markets.

Free trade only became an issue as improving communications, the vehicle
of import and export, broke up the honeycomb pattern of local economies
and unified them into a wider market. The central problem in the early
nineteenth century was how bulk goods could be transported. Roads could
not handle them. Private initiative in the form of turnpike trusts had been
active in England in the eighteenth century, but governments were interested
in roads only for strategic reasons—to carry armies—whether the military
roads built in Scotland by British engineers or the roads built by Napoleon
from Paris to the counter-revolutionary Vendée, to the Rhineland, across
the Alps, and down to Illyria on the Adriatic coast.

Waterways were far more significant for the carriage of bulk, the cost of
which on navigable river or canal was between a half and a quarter of the
cost by road. The deepening of rivers, cutting of canals, and building of
deep-water harbours extended the range of sea-borne commerce without
difficulty into the low-lying countryside of Britain, northern France, Belgium,
and the Netherlands. Under the auspices of Prussia much was done to

U F. List, National System of Political Economy (tr. Philadelphia, 1865), 207.
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improve navigation along the Rhine. But just as the roads of eastern Europe
were uniformly bad, so the Danube remained intractable for both natural
and political reasons, and faced the wrong way. In Russia, similarly, many
rivers turned towards land-locked seas, and raw materials and fuel might be
situated hundreds of miles apart. Prussia was not much better off, for the
Vistula, Oder, Elbe, and Rhine flowed from south to north, while after the
acquisition of the Rhineland in 1815 the country was oriented politically
east-west. Grain, timber, and wool were exported to Great Britain from
Danzig or Konigsberg, and woollen and cotton yarns imported at Hamburg
or up the Rhine, but there was no direct communication in Prussia between
the agricultural east and the industrial centre of Rhineland-Westphalia.

A revolution in transport was made possible by steam. On the waterways
steamboats plied across the Channel after 1821, on the Rhine after 1824, and
on the Danube between Vienna and Pest after 1831, but they were viable
only on such short hauls. Fuel was heavy and expensive, and over long
distances steam was no faster than sail. It was the sailing-ships, not the
paddle-boats, which brought back silk from Bengal or tea from China, when
it was opened up as a result of the Opium Wars in 1842. The major impact
of steam was made through the classic achievement of nineteenth-century
transport: the railways. In the first quarter of the century, railways were
already transporting coal from the pithead to the nearest canal, or port,
whether in Northumberland, South Wales, or the coal basin of Saint-Etienne.
As such, they were only an adjunct of the waterway system. It was the
perfection of the steam engine by George Stephenson in 1825 that converted
the railway into a means of transporting heavy goods which would replace
both road and canal. By 1835 it was being adopted in Belgium and Germany;
the railway linking Antwerp, Liege, and Cologne was finished by 1844, and
the connections across Germany from Cassel in the west to Leipzig and
Warsaw in the east were completed by 1850. Much more than the Zollverein,
the railway made Germany into an economic unit. In addition, the railway
transformed the course of the industrial revolution in Europe. The first
industrial revolution, that of textiles, had been dependent on consumer de-
mand for stimulus, and had been financed on a shoe-string. The second, that
of coal and iron, was provoked uniquely by the railway mania of the 1840s,
and demanded real capital investment.

Capitalist Practices: Agriculture

Backwardness may have been the characteristic of agriculture in many parts
of Europe in 1800, looked at from the economic point of view. But in a social
sense agriculture was at the service of the peasant community, and the
communal and collective patterns that were imposed on agriculture, though
they might not be the most efficient in terms of production, were often in the
best interests of that community. The woodland and waste that lay beyond



Capitalist Practices.: Agriculture 15

the cultivated land was common land, which provided timber for fuel and
building, and rough pasture for cattle, sheep, and goats. On the arable land
a system of three-field rotation prevailed, the third lying fallow. In the bocage
regions of Europe, from Brittany and Westphalia to Bavaria and parts of
the Hungarian Plain, where i1solated farmsteads were dotted among little
fields surrounded by hedges, the peasants could farm their plots with relative
independence. But in the open field of the North European Plain, from
northern France and Germany to Denmark, southern Sweden, Poland, and
Russia, the ownership by one peasant of strips in many different fields re-
quired the collective regulation of ploughing, sowing, and harvesting. This
was especially so in Poland and Russia where the strips were periodically
redistributed by the peasant commune among the households according to
their needs and to ensure that no family obtained a monopoly of the best
land. After the harvest the peasants enjoyed the collective right to glean and
to graze livestock on the stubble. The simple technology in these villages kept
social stratification to a minimum. Use was made of the light araire or sokha,
instead of the heavy plough. It did not cut very deep, but on the other hand
it was ideal for thin, sandy soils. It was cheap, and could be drawn by a nag
instead of several pairs of oxen. The heavy plough and the ox-teams .only
served to differentiate between the rich peasants who owned them and the
landless labourers who were employed as ploughmen.

The peasant community was concerned essentially with subsistence
agriculture. For this reason the rapid rise in agricultural prices between 1750
and 1815 which favoured a capitalist and market-oriented approach to
agriculture threatened the traditional peasant community. In some cases
capitalist farming could still operate within its constraints. For instance,
seigneurs exploited their privileges to drive their flocks and herds on to the
common land. The response of poor peasants in France was to demand the
equal division of the common land, something that was conceded by the
Revolutionary government of 1793, should a third of the village community
request it. In Spain the peasants profited from the anarchy of the War of
Independence to occupy communal and uncultivated lands. In 1813 and 1820
liberal regimes in Spain authorized the distribution of half these lands to
veterans of the war and destitute families, and the sale of the other half on the
open market, but these measures were annulled by the absolute monarchy.

In general, however, capitalist farming methods involved the destruction
of communal and collective traditions. The pre-condition of progress was
seen by both agrarians and agronomes to be enclosure. The enclosure of
common land permitted the systematic exploitation of timber or its im-
provement as arable land to meet the rising demand for grain. The enclosure
of open-field permitted the consolidation of strips, the adoption of new crop
courses with grasses and roots to eliminate the fallow, the breeding of pedi-
gree stock, fenced off from inferior species, and the abolition of the peas-
ants’ tiresome rights of access for gleaning and pasture. Enclosure made
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viable the introduction of new agricultural machinery and created a more
numerous agricultural proletariat to work it. From the end of the eighteenth
century the enclosure movement spread from England to the Netherlands and
Denmark, to France, and to north-west Germany with the improvement of
Liineburg heath in Hanover after 1802, to Prussia under an ordinance of
1821, and to the Baltic provinces, where the landowning class was German.
From there the movement spread southwards to south-west Germany, the
Alpine regions, and Italy, although the bulk of the enclosure of common
land in Spain did not take place until after 1855.

Enclosure meant the assertion of private property rights against communal
custom, and invariably told against the rural poor. In Cologne Karl Marx,
writing for the Rheinische Zeitung in 1842, noted that peasants who until
now had been guaranteed traditional rights to gather dead wood in the forests
were now being prosecuted for theft, while landlords who had an interest in
selling timber to building contractors and ship-yards in a rising market had
their claims supported in the Rhineland parliament. The defence of common
rights in woodland and waste against usurpation by landowners and specu-
lators often led to violence. It came to a head in the turbulent years 1848-9
when peasants in South Germany, the Alpine region, including south-cast
France, and Sicily took up arms in defence of their customary rights and
invaded common land which had been appropriated.

‘The division of the open fields’, ran a Prussian saying, ‘makes a nobleman
out of the big peasant and a beggar out of the cotter.’2 A second effect of
enclosure was to accentuate sharply social stratification in the countryside.
Those who gained were the landlords, whether the entrepreneurial lords of
the manor east of the Elbe who undertook the direct exploitation of their
estates, or the rentiers of western Europe who let out enclosed land to large
tenant-farmers at twice the rent that could be had for open-field. Those
who lost out were the small tenants or cottagers who might receive some
compensation for the loss of a strip in a consolidated field but nothing for
the loss of customary rights on the common land. The army of landless
labourers grew thicker, but remained for the most part in the countryside
because reclamation and intensive farming required much labour, and
because the low level of industrialization in many countries meant that they
had nowhere else to go.

Social stratification was pronounced in the countryside of Europe even
before the enclosure movement. There was a hierarchy among the peasants
themselves, with ‘large’ peasants who owned plough-teams and hired addi-
to support a family and were obliged to hire out their own labour, and
‘middle’ peasants who owned or rented just enough land to meet the sub-
sistence needs of the peasant-family and could make do with the labour of

> Quoted by Jerome Blum, The End of the Old Order in Rural Europe (Princeton, 1978), 270.
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the family to cultivate the land. But although peasants farmed all the land in
1800, they often owned less than half of it. The rest was in the hands of the
Church and nobility, protected against sale by entail or mortmain, or owned
by urban corporations, or bourgeois landowners. During the French Re-
volution most Church lands and some noble properties were sold off. But
the only peasants who benefited were those who were already substantial
tenants or owners, for the aim of the Revolutionary government was not to
help the poor but to reduce the burden of government debt; land was sold to
the highest bidder. Those who did best were bourgeois land-buyers, though
they did not so much eclipse the landed nobility as combine with them in a
single ientier class, part noble and part bourgeois. The sale of Church lands
was undertaken by the Napoleonic regimes in Italy, yet there again the buyers
were not peasants but existing landowners, speculators, army contractors,
merchants, and the administrators, magistrates, and lawyers who supported
the rule of the French. No rural society was more stratified than that of
Spain, especially in the south, where one of the results of the Reconquista
had been the grant of vast estates to the Church, military orders, and nobility.
Whole tracts of these latifundia lay uncultivated and derelict, while the mass
of the peasants, without land of their own, had no choice but to labour on
those parts of the estates that were tilled. In 1797 landowners formed 8.0 per
cent of the rural population in southern Spain, while 17.7 per cent were
tenants and 74.3 per cent were landless labourers. Some attempt was made
to dissolve the religious orders and sell off their properties by both the
Napoleonic regime in 1808-9, and the liberals in 1812-13 and 1820, but the
brisk trade in Church lands and breaking of noble entails had to await the
triumph of the Progressive party in 1836-7. Even then, no threat was posed
to the larger nobles, whose estates were viable, and the purchase of available
property by the newly-rich bourgeoisie only served to strengthen latifundism,
the system of large estates.

In eastern Europe, where serfdom still existed in 1800, the peasants did
not even have full ownership of their own allotments. Serfs did not own their
plots of land but rather occupied them and worked them in return for dues
paid to the lord in money, or kind, or unpaid labour service performed on
his estate. Where the territory had been colonized relatively late, where labour
was scarce and markets distant, landlords tended to exploit their estates
directly, exacting labour services, called Robot in German-speaking countries
and barshchina in Russia, from their peasants. Prussia, Poland, the Austrian
provinces of Bohemia, Moravia, and Galicia, much of Hungary, and Tran-
sylvania, the Danubian Principalities, and southern Russia, fell into this
category. On the other other, where the population was denser and local
markets stimulated peasants to produce a surplus, landlords preferred to let
out their estates and live on the rents, commuting labour services into the
payment of seigneurial dues. This was the normal pre-Revolutionary pattern
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in France, western and central Germany, and the Alpine region including
parts of Austria. Either system was oppressive, but the serf was not free to
sell up and move on; he was not in a market situation. For the other face of
serfdom was coercion by non-economic means. The serf was subjected to a
hereditary personal servitude which denied him the right to inherit or dispose
of land, of money, marry, leave the manor, or take up other employment
without the lord’s consent. The serf was beyond the reach of the ordinary
courts of law and all disputes on the manor were settled in the seigneurial
court, which was staffed by the lord’s men.In France, personal servitude was
to be found only in the eastern provinces and the serfs there were emancipated
in 1789. But the abolition of dues and services that derived from occupation
of an allotment was conditional on the landlord being compensated by the
peasant. In the event peasant revolt and the abolition of seigneurial justice
made it impossible to impose such compensation, and all traces of feudal
dues were eliminated by the Jacobins in 1793. The destruction of feudal dues
and seigneurial justice was carried out beyond the borders of France by the
Revolutionary and Napoleonic armies, from Savoy in 1792 to the left bank
of the Rhine and Switzerland in 1798, the Kingdom of Naples in 1806, and
Westphalia in 1807, Spain in 1808, and the Hanseatic states in 1811. The
campaign was largely political, to break the back of those aristocracies which
opposed French rule and to impose the equal subjection of all citizens to the
French state. The abolition of feudalism to strengthen the modern state was
also attempted by Prussia after her defeat at the hands of France in 1806.
But there were also economic reasons for the abolition of serfdom. In par-
ticular, until 1818, rising farm prices encouraged landlords both to increase
the proportion of their estates under direct exploitation and to do away with
what was considered an inefficient form of rural labour. These goals could
be achieved by the abolition of serfdom. |

The Prussian case is instructive. Hereditary servitude was abolished in
1807, during a liberal ascendancy, although seigneurial jurisdiction and police
powers remained intact. In 1811 labour services and dues were abolished, but
peasants had to indemnify their lords for this loss by surrendering between a
third and a half of their allotments. If they were in debt or had insufficient
land to support their families, they were now obliged to sell their labour to
the lord as the only possible employer. By 1815 the Junker aristocracy was
back in the saddle and concessions became even more restricted. Those
eligible to redeem labour services and dues were limited in 1816 to large
peasants who owned a plough-team. This meant that the mass of poor
serfs had to continue to perform labour services or, in the case of Silesian
serf-weavers, to pay dues. In many cases they were better off abandoning
their plots, burdened with obligations as they were, and hiring themselves
out as free wage-labourers. However, what tended to happen was that the
lord did not pay wages but allowed the labourer a small shack, garden, and
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some pay in kind. In return he would continue to work on the lord’s estate,
on a short contract, and vulnerable to eviction at short notice. For with the
abolition of serfdom went the abolition of Bauernschutz, the obligation of
the lord to protect his serfs.

As a result of emancipation Prussian landlords increased their holdings of
agricultural land by about six per cent, and the number of landless labourers
or Insten, as the new race of cottagers was called, increased. In the Baltic
provinces, which were within the Russian Empire but dominated by German
landlords, the serfs were emancipated even more cynically in 1816-19,
without any land at all. In Sweden, where serfdom did not exist, enterprising
landlords nevertheless responded to rising markets by taking direct control
of their estates and replacing the small tenant-farmers and crofters who
worked them by landless labourers called statare. As in Prussia, these were
provided with housing, a little payment in kind, and hired on short contracts,
which enabled the landlords to adjust the size of their labour-force to suit
demand.

It was not however the view of all East European landlords that serfdom
was an unviable proposition, and the trend to emancipation was not uniform.
In some areas the possibilities of the market actually resulted in an in-
tensification of forced labour. In the Ottoman Empire Turkish fief-holders
either exacted a tribute of one-tenth of the peasant’s produce if they were
absentee, or required forced labour services if they or their stewards ran the
estates, as in Bulgaria. In Serbia the payment of dues to Turkish overlords
came to an end as a result of insurrections against Turkish rule in 1804 and
1815, and no hereditary Serbian landlord class was set up in their place. In
the Danubian Principalities, which fell under their suzerainty, the Turks
tolerated the exaction of labour services by the native boyar aristocracy. But
the defeat of the Turks by Russia in 1829 resulted in a redefinition of labour
services in the Danubian Principalities under the Organic Regulation of 1831.
Though carried out under the auspices of a conquering Russian general it
was dictated by boyars avid to take advantage of the new markets in Europe
that had opened to them. By various insidious means, the amount of labour
service due fixed at twelve days a year was indefinitely extended, so that
Marx reported one boyar to have exclaimed, ‘the twelve corvée days of the
Organic Regulation amount to 365 days in the year!’3

While the screw was tightening on the serfs in the Danubian Principalities
there was no sign that it was being relaxed over the Carpathians in the
Austrian Monarchy. In Bohemia and Moravia 156 days a year of unpaid
labour were demanded of peasants with a full holding, and the situation was
even worse in Galicia. In the Monarchy emancipation did in fact have a clear
political sense: it could be used in order to undermine the Polish gentry of

3 Marx, Capital i (Penguin, 1982), p. 348.
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Galicia and the Magyar gentry of Hungary who were asserting themselves
against Vienna. When the Polish gentry rose in revolt in Galicia in 1846, the
serfs did not follow them, for their enemy was the serfowner, not the
Emperor. The Monarchy did not at once learn its lesson, and little was done
to relieve the plight of the peasantry. As a result there were peasant strikes
in both Slav and German provinces in 1847, demanding the abolition of
servile obligations without compensation to landlords, and in the spring of
1848 the serfs were up in arms. The Hungarian Diet at Pressburg, dominated
by the Magyar gentry, voted the emancipation of the serfs on 14 March in
order to keep them on their side. In the Austrian part of the Monarchy,
emancipation was ratified by the Constituent Assembly on 7 September. The
problem of the indemnification or otherwise of landlords remained as a
thorny problem, and one that was not truly resolved until the land settlements
of 1851-4, after the revolutionary turbulence had died down. As so often
happened in these cases, the degree to which the landlords were compensated
by the peasantry for the loss of dues and services depended above all on the
light in which the government viewed those landlords. In the German part
of the Monarchy, peasants were required to pay some redemption; in Galicia
and Hungary, where the gentry had risen against the Crown, no com-
pensation by peasants was demanded.

Capitalist Practices: Industry

In 1800 the European economy was for the most part local and cellular.
Artisans sold the products they made and knew their customers. Trades were
under the control of craft guilds which claimed a monopoly to exercise that
trade in a given town or district. This was partly to maintain standards
in the craft but more especially to maintain prices and profits by limiting
competition. The guilds could tailor supply to suit demand, restrict the
number of apprentices and journeymen who might be taken on by each
master, and bar outsiders from practising the trade. In Germany, which had
about a million craft-masters in 1800, there were Freimeister and Dorfmeister
who were authorized by the state authorities to practice outside the guilds,
notably in the villages. On the great noble estates of central and eastern
Europe, noblemen were occasionally granted privileges to exploit mines and
iron deposits, to manufacture woollen cloth, or distil spirits, for the military
needs of the state. But it was the guilds rather than the ‘manufactories’ that
were the norm.

This restrictive and monopolistic system was subjected to powerful dis-
ruptive forces. New trade routes from the Americas to the East Indies and
China, together with the expanding population at home, created wide new
markets for commodities like textiles which the craft-guilds were ill-equipped
to supply. The expanding population and the emancipation of the serfs
pushed migrants towards the small towns and cities in search of employment,
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whether inside or outside the guilds. Of course the guild system had been
partly eroded already. It had long been dismantled in Great Britain and its
last vestiges, the apprenticeship clauses of the 1563 Artificers’ Act, were
repealed in 1814. In France the guilds had been abolished for a short time in
1776, then swept away at the Revolution. The Napoleonic armies abolished
them in annexed territories such as the Rhineland and the Kingdom of
Westphalia, and ensured that they were weakened in satellite states like
Bavaria. Prussia, busy reforming itself after its defeat by France, abolished
the guilds in 1810-11. The ambition of the French was both to increase the
power of the state at the expense of local communities and institutions, and
to facilitate the mobilization of labour and sale of goods within the new
Common Market. After 1830 the guilds managed to recover much control
over their trades in German states such as Bavaria (1834), Wiirttemberg
(1838), and Saxony (1840). The pressure to open up trades to all-comers was
increasing and masters were gradually forced to take on more apprentices and
artisans. But whereas previously the journeyman might expect to complete his
years of tramping and become a master, husband, and citizen by the age of
thirty, now the upward path was blocked. There grew up a pariah class of
wage-earning journeymen, often only seasonally employed, condemned to
poverty if they married, at odds with the craft-masters and with the guild
system 1tself.

A positive response to the revolution in market conditions came not from
guilds but from the entrepreneur. The entrepreneur was first and foremost a
merchant with knowledge of markets. He was able to import from and export
to distant places. He was sensitive to changes in fashion and fluctuations in
demand from one year to the next. He was ready to switch his resources to
cope with the eventualities of war or peace, free trade or protection. The
entrepreneur was not conservative, like the guild-master. Instead of seeking
to restrict competition to keep prices he accepted the challenge of competition
among sellers and sought to maximize sales by minimizing costs. Under the
new system there was a separation between production and marketing. The
entrepreneur bought up stocks of raw or half-finished materials, put them
out to artisans who made them into the finished product, and then collected
the finished product for sale.

The entrepreneurs were the shock troops of early European indus-
trialization. They were new men. Very often they had started off as merchants,
but as cloth-merchants or even small tradesmen rather than the elegant
colonial merchants who had grown rich on the colonial trade in slaves and
sugar. Many were called in those turbulent times but few were chosen. The
rate of failure was great but some did well, and in textile towns like Rouen
or Verviers there arose in time an aristocracy of manufacturers. Further east,
in Saxony, Bohemia, Silesia, and Russia, it was the noble estate-owners who
became the entrepreneursj There were cases at Linz in Upper Austria or at
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Ivanovo, east of Moscow, of serfs running the enterprises of their noble
overlords. Successful ones might buy their liberty and then lease back the
enterprise on their own account.

The industrial revolution implied a revolution in technology. In the textile
industry spinning, done hitherto on a distaff or spinning-wheel, was trans-
formed by the invention in England of the jenny (1765), water-frame (1769),
and the aptly-named cross between them, the mule (1779). These machines
could make more, and better quality, yarn than the hand-spinner, and could
be harnessed to water-power or steam, although before 1800 the main func-
tion of steam-engines was to pump mines dry. Mechanized spinning made
its impact in Lancashire and Scotland in the 1780s, in France just before the
Revolution, in the Rhineland and Saxony in the 1790s. In 1801 Lievin
Bauwens, a Flemish merchant who had made a fortune supplying the French
armies and farming their taxes, managed to smuggle a mule and steam-engine
out of England and set up the first Belgian cotton mill at Ghent.

Though entreprencurs like Bauwens had a taste for technical innovation,
the technology of the early industrial revolution remained fairly simple.
Paradoxically, the multifold increase in machine-spun yarn called into
existence armies of weavers who were still using hand-looms, which reached a
peak of 250,000 in Great Britian in the mid-1820s. The power-loom, though
invented in 1787, was bedevilled by technical problems, and it was not until
1826 that power-looms began to displace hand-loom weavers in the British
cotton industry. It did not affect the cotton industry in Belgium and Alsace
until after 1830, in Switzerland until after 1840, in French Flanders until
1850, and in Normandy until 1860. In Bavaria the invasion of the power-loom
was a major grievance in 1848. Moreover, the woollen industry remained a
long way behind the cotton industry in this respect, for the power-loom did
not mechanize the weaving of wool in Great Britain until the late 1830s, or
in France and Belgium until the 1840s.

Industry in the early nineteenth century was labour-intensive rather than
capital-intensive. More important than technological change was therefore
the ability of the entreprencurs to mobilize large quantities of labour, to
confront mass demand with mass production. The first development was
that independent artisans, who had hitherto owned their own tools and sold
their own products to customers, now became dependent on the entrepreneur
who controlled supplies and outlets. Sometimes they continued to own their
own tools or looms; in other cases they were obliged to rent from the entre-
preneur, who added profits earned from trading looms to his other gains.
Artisans were reduced to piece-work for the capitalist, and came into conflict
with him over the rates due to them. In Lyons, the silk weavers had become
accustomed to a traditional price for their finished cloth, which was enforced
under the First Empire but subsequently ignored by the silk merchants. In
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November 1831 they staged a strike against their employers and took control
of the city for over a week.

In industries where labour added relatively little value to each product,
entrepreneurs required unskilled rather than skilled labour. Ever sensitive to
the commands of the market, they had to be able to take on labour and lay
it off, at the shortest notice, as the market dictated. Frequently entrepreneurs
relied on middlemen who subcontracted work in boom periods, finding the
necessary labour for the job. Because neither wanted to waste capital on
building, rent, heat, or lighting, they put out work to a labour-force which
worked at home, or rather in the cellars, garrets, and suburban slums of the
large towns. Naturally there were some trades which required a high level
of skill that were organized in trade or friendly societies, could enforce
apprenticeship, and ensure a good price for their labour. The millwrights
and shipwrights of London, the typographers of Berlin, even the dockers of
Marseilles who constituted a closed, almost hereditary caste, came into this
category. The industrial revolution also threw up new kinds of skilled
workers, such as the engineer. But in many other trades there grew up a
tension between the skilled craftsmen making quality goods for the luxury
end of the market, and the unskilled workers brought in by entrepreneurs
and speculators to cater for the mass market. In the years after 1800 the
demand for boots and shoes encouraged London contractors to undercut
militant London shoemakers by employing cheap, unorganized labour in
and around Northampton. In 1811-12 the stockingers of Leicestershire sma-
shed the machines on which unskilled labour was making an inferior hose
on broad frames, for later cutting up and stitching. The official response to
‘Luddism’ was to make frame-breaking a capital felony. In the Rhineland
town of Solingen the skilled cutters reacted in a similar way to intimidate the
cheap labour that was being employed to flood the market with low-grade
scissors. Bespoke tailors suffered from the expansion of the ready-made
clothing industry. In Paris in the 1840s large-scale drapers employed on
average ten times as many workers as master-tailors, setting them to work
at home for a totally new form of outlet, the department store.

The significance of domestic labour, or outwork, apart from the saving in
overheads, was that it permitted the employment of female labour, married
and infirm as well as young and healthy, which might not otherwise come
on to the labour market. Among the Paris clothing workers in the 1840s, 60
per cent were female. They may well have been suited to trades involving the
needle, but women provided the bulk of the labour force in the European
textile industry as a whole, and as much in factories as at home. In the
Rhone valley the silk industry, from the raising of silkworms to the drawing,
throwing, and weaving of thread, was undertaken by peasant-girls. When
silk-throwing was mechanized at Lyons, vast mills were set up where girls
from the surrounding countryside boarded and worked fourteen or sixteen
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hours a day. At Saint-Quentin in Picardy, the women worked in the spinning
mills, the men were the hand-loom weavers. In Great Britain in 1844, women
provided 56 per cent of the labour in cotton mills, and 70 per cent of that
in woollen, linen, and flax mills. The reasons are not hard to discover.
Mechanization had first destroyed the traditionally female occupation of
hand-spinning, leaving women available for the mills. Then both mech-
anization and steam-power had simplified the production process and min-
imized the physical effort required. Lastly, female labour was cheaper (or
rather was paid at half the wage), and was considered by employers to be
more docile.

Cheap labour for the domestic and factory industry was drawn from the
slum poor or migrants from the countryside into the towns. Much of it
however was still rural labour which was locked-up in the countryside. Indeed
it was the side-earnings that peasants were able to gain from industrial
work that enabled them to remain in rural districts, which were becoming
increasingly congested and impoverished. Some peasants had no alternative
to remaining in the countryside, either because the towns offered too little
industrial employment or because they were still tied to the land as serfs.
Serfdom and industrialization were far from incompatible, as illustrated by
the case of the serf-weavers of Silesia.

Lastly, mechanization created its own supplies of labour. The power-loom,
by destroying the livelihood of the hand-loom weavers, gave rise to a surplus
population that was available for factory work. The removal in 1824 of
protective duties which exposed the Irish textile industry to a flood of cheap
cotton imports from Britain released a labour force from Ulster and Con-
naught for the textile mills of Manchester and Glasgow. In Belgium, the
destruction of the rural linen industry of west Flanders after 1830 by the
mechanized cotton industries of Ghent and Lancashire liberated vast num-
bers of Flemish peasants for the textile mills of Ghent, Lille, Roubaix, and
Tourcoing, or for the expanding coal industry of the Sambre-Meuse valley,
at Mons, Charleroi, and Li€ge. In Silesia, the serf-weavers were driven into
ever more frightful poverty by the influx of cheap textiles from northern
Europe. They had no alternative but to rise in revolt. For Marx the explosion
of June 1844 was the first concrete example of the existence of a new pheno-
menon: the class-conscious proletariat.

The Problem of Capital

The early industrial revolution in Europe was based on textiles, and the
capital needs of the textile industry were not very great. In 1792 a forty-
spindle jenny cost £6, less than a hand-loom at £7.10s., although in the 1820s
a thousand-spindle mule that could be harnessed to water- or steam-power
might cost over £1,000. Workshops were expensive to build or rent, but the
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enormous multi-storey textile mills at Manchester or Roubaix were not typi-
cal. Yet the frequent destruction of mills by fire and bankruptcy of firms
in an environment of white-hot competition made the textile industry an
unattractive proposition to investors. For their part, entrepreneurs had no
wish to be enslaved to banks. With the one exception of Swiss merchant-
bankers who channelled some funds into the cotton industry of Alsace, the
divorce between industry and the capital market in the early nineteenth
century was complete.

The key to entrepreneurship was the family. The initial capital was usually
saved within the family, and the family was the organizing nucleus of the
firm. Resources could be multiplied by strategic marriages, with the result
that the mill-owning families of textile conurbations like Lille-Roubaix-
Tourcoing were all interrelated, bearing double-barrelled names such as
Motte-Bredart, Bossut-Grimonprez and Motte-Bossut. Outside the family
circle, another way of finding capital was from members of the same church
or sect. Nonconformists were prominent among successful business families
in England. In Germany, one sample suggests that 74 per cent of
entrepreneurs in this period were Protestant, 16 per cent Catholic, and 7 per
cent Jewish. The argument that Protestants made good businessmen because
they had to prove their election by labouring to the greater glory of God on
earth cannot provide all the answers, for the mill-owners of Lille, Roubaix,
and Tourcoing were vigorously Catholic. Many of these mill-owners were
immigrants from Belgian Flanders into much less Catholic France, so an-
other explanation might be that entrepreneurs were outsiders who had to
work together in order to survive. This would account for the leading role
among Russian entrepreneurs of the Old Believers, a sect which had resisted
reform in the Orthodox Church in the 1660s and was subsequently penalized
and persecuted. Gathered into tight-knit communities around Moscow and
along the Volga, it was they who imported yarn and equipment through
Bremen for the Russian textile industry.

After the initial outlay, the new industries financed themselves from profits
which, because so little capital had been accumulated in those industries,
might run at fifteen or twenty per cent a year. The new entrepreneurs were
frugal and parsimonious and diligently reinvested their profits instead of
consuming them idly, like the privileged classes. But the extraction of profits
from industry required entrepreneurs to perfect a number of business prac-
tices. The length of the working day was extended as much as possible, so
that after earning their own subsistence, the workers spent the rest of the
time creating a clear profit for the entrepreneur. Social reformers were not
particularly concerned with what went on in domestic industry, where parents
were assumed to retain some control, but when legislation in Great Britain
(1833) and France (1841) limited the number of hours a day that children
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could work in factories, entrepreneurs had an additional incentive to in-
troduce new machines. Within the confines of a set working day mech-
anization made it possible to produce more goods in the same time, and
leave the capitalist with the same profit. The shadow of self-finance, in the
early period of industrialization, was the exploitation of labour.

The problem was that although plenty of capital was being accumulated
from the land, from colonial trade, or from financial speculation, too much
was being consumed, conspicuously or otherwise. Not enough was invested —
13.8 per cent of the gross national product in Great Britain between 1811
and 1850, 10.6 per cent of that of France. Moreover, when capital was
reinvested, the system of priorities was the inverse of what would have
stimulated rapid industrial expansion. In Britain it is true that London coal-
merchants invested in Northumberland and Durham collieries, and Bristol
iron-merchants invested in the South Wales iron industry. But much greater
quantities of capital were absorbed by urban development, canal-building
which became a mania in 1788-96 and the enclosure movement, which
reached a peak in 1802-15. Of the capital invested in Prussia between 1816
and 1831, 69 per cent went into agriculture, 21 per cent into building, 7 per
cent into transport, and a mere 3 per cent into industry. The banks played
their part in this for in many countries they would only lend money on the
security of real estate, that is, offer mortgages. Even in Lombardy, which
was undergoing something of a commercial revolution, commercial houses
had to keep half their capital in land or houses in order to finance their trade.

Land was the first home of investment in the early nineteenth century.
Governments which were deeply in debt as a result of war, notably in
Revolutionary France, Napoleonic Italy, and Restoration Spain, sold off
large quantities of Church land and even Crown lands in order to raise funds.
Trade was greatly disrupted as a result of Napoleon’s Continental Blockade
and the British Orders-in-Council. After France’s loss of her colonial empire
the merchants of Nantes and Bordeaux sank their capital in the arable land
and vineyards of the hinterland. Until 1818 land values and rents rose with
agricultural prices, especially where the land was enclosed, making it a wise
investment. Falling grain prices after 1818 dealt a particularly severe blow
to the Prussian Junkers, whose estates were virtually inalienable under Prus-
sian law. However since 1794 the Landschaften or local assemblies of land-
owners were authorized to issue mortgage debentures on the security of
indebted properties. These debentures were extremely popular with the in-
vesting public and helped to shore up a hard-pressed squirearchy, but it did
nothing to help capital-starved sectors of industry like the linen manufactures
of Silesia.

A second magnet for funds was government bonds. The Revolutionary-
Napoleonic period was an expensive time for governments. Austria was
engaged in a twenty-year war with French aggression. The British govern-
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ment paid out £50m. between 1805 and 1816 to subsidize other countries’
soldiers to fight its battles and another £80m. between 1808 and 1816 to
finance Wellington’s army alone. France, exhausted by war, was obliged after
1815 to support an army of occupation and to pay an indemnity of 700m.
francs to the Allies. Spanish governments were faced not only by Napoleon’s
invasion but also by wars of independence in the Latin-American colonies
and by counter-revolutionary struggles after 1833. Government revenues
were too inelastic and totally inadequate to finance expenditure on this scale.
Following the collapse of trade with the Americas, Spanish customs revenues
fell by 60 per cent between the 1790s and 1830s, and treasury income as a
whole by a third. In Prussia, indirect revenues were limited by the Zollverein
and direct revenues limited by the government’s aversion to calling the Diet
and the refusal of the landed classes to shoulder a great proportion of taxes.
The only answer was for governments to borrow, and that on the security of
taxes they might never raise. The British national debt at current prices stood
at £244m. in 1790, £443m. in 1800 and £838m. in 1821. The Austrian national
debt in gulden rose from 372m. in 1790 to 658m. in 1800 and 1,011m. in
1821. It was only about one-tenth of the British national debt in 1815, but
then Austrian revenues were only one-tenth of British revenues. Even a small
country like Denmark faced financial problems. Between 1800 and 1814 1ts
national debt in rix dollars rose from 28m. to 126m.

Government loans were raised through the haute banque, those private
merchant-bankers who had amassed capital from international trade and
had moved into finance primarily to oil the wheels of that trade by dis-
counting bills of exchange and providing short-term loans. The world
of international finance was small and interconnected. It included families
like Hope of Amsterdam, or Baring of London, and Jewish families like
Rothschild of Frankfurt, or Hambro of Copenhagen, who were able to place
government loans in a network of financial centres. They mobilized the
capital of a rich clientele and created a new class of fund-holders who drew
a large part of their unearned income from the interest on government
bonds. Nathan Rothschild, one of five sons of Meyer Amschel Rothschild of
Frankfurt, who settled in London in 1804, was able to raise specie on the
European money-markets—including Paris—in order to pay British troops
in Spain. James Rothschild, his brother, arrived in Paris in 1811 and helped
finance the restoration of the Bourbon monarchy. Alexander Baring man-
aged the loan required by the new French Government to pay its indemnity
to the Allies. A third Rothschild brother, Solomon, arrived in Vienna in 1820
and sent a fourth, Charles, to Naples in 1821 to raise funds for the sup-
pression of the Neapolitan revolt and the restoration of the Bourbons of
Naples. By managing the affairs of influential princes, Jewish families like
the Rothschilds achieved security and recognition. An Austrian decree of
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1822 conferred the title of baron on all the brothers and their legitimate
descendants.

It took the railway age in the 1840s to transform the European money-
markets and begin a flow of capital towards industry. Railways required an
investment in fixed capital—bridges, tunnels, rails, and locomotives—which
far surpassed the bales of cotton and few looms necessary to launch a textile
enterprise. The family firm was too puny and capital had to be drawn from
a whole new stratum of middle-class investors through the joint-stock com-
pany. But it caught the imagination of that public, especially in Britain, and -
seemed, unlike other industries, to be a safe investment. The breakthrough
did not take place at once. For some time Leeds out-classed London in
the busy sale of railway securities. In Belgium early railway-building was
undertaken by the government, and much of the capital between 1836 and
1840 was raised by the Rothschilds on the London money-market. British
capital played an important part in funding the French railway companies:
the Chemin de Fer du Nord, formed in 1845, was headed by a Rothschild
and included eight English directors, two of them Barings. In Prussia the
private Cologne bank of Oppenheim sold shares on behalf of the Cologne-
Aachen railway in the later 1830s, but capital was lacking and the Prussian
railways were built essentially by the State, not least for military purposes.
One major consequence of railway-building was the demand for coal and
iron. But it was only in Belgium that before 1850 there emerged joint-stock
banks like the Société Générale and Banque de Belgique, which capitalized
the mining and metallurgical industry of the Meuse valley. The link between
banking and heavy industry had yet to be forged.

Crisis in the Elite

The beginnings of capital accumulation in the early nineteenth century were
of vital importance in an economic sense. Socially, however, status was
commanded by the owners of land; men engaged in trade remained somewhat
isolated. This was particularly true in eastern Europe where the small bour-
geoisie that existed was regarded as a parasitic growth on manorial society.
The merchants of Moscow, although graced by membership of privileged
guilds, felt the need to extol their peasant origins. They were ‘nothing but
trading muzhiks, the highest stratum of the thrifty Russia muzhiks’® and
expressed this through their patriarchal families, Asiatic dress, and devotion
to the Orthodox faith. In Poland and Hungary the trading population was
essentially Jewish, not least because Jews were barred from holding land.
They coloured small-town life and serviced the rural economy by exporting
grain and cattle, lending money, and retailing wines and spirits. In Serbia
the towns were dominated by Turkish garrisons, and the artisans and traders

4 Cited by Thomas C. Owen, Capitalism and Politics in Russia: A Social History of the
Moscow Merchants, 1855-1905 (Cambridge, 1981), 9. Muzhik means peasant.
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imitated Turkish costumes and customs. In Transylvania the towns were
populated by ‘Saxon’ burghers, German-speaking immigrants who were
sandwiched between the Magyar gentry and the Romanian-speaking
peasantry. Elsewhere in the Ottoman Empire, the merchants were not Turks
but Greeks, scattered in a diaspora around the Aegean and Black Seas, and
Armenians who plied their trade as far as St Petersburg.

In western Europe the pre-Revolutionary system of estates distinguished
between nobility, clergy, and commoners. Nobles who indulged in trade were
considered to have forfeited status and after the Revolutionary era trade still
suffered from low prestige. There were exceptions to this rule. The mercantile
patriciates of Amsterdam or Lisbon, Hamburg or Liverpool, Geneva or
Milan, who invested in urban property or land outside the town, acquired
municipal office, ran chambers of commerce, patronized churches, and gave
richly to charity, were second to none in distinction and were often nobles in
their own right. But the poet Carlo Cattaneo described Milan as ‘a city where
many of the traders themselves have hardly any respect for a trader except
in so far as he is not a trader’.5 Cities like Madrid, Rome, and Paris, French
provincial centres such as Rennes, Dijon, and Grenoble, and the capitals of
the numerous German states were dominated not by the merchants but by
the courts, the Churches, the garrisons of the military, the law-courts of the
magistrates, and a long train of officials and professional men. Surveying
Angouléme at the Restoration, Balzac described the commercial suburb of
I’Houmeau which ‘envied the higher town where the government, the bishop’s
palace, justice and the aristocracy were perched. Nobility and Power above,
Commerce and Money below’.5

In German towns the business classes were isolated not only from courtly
and aristocratic circles but also from the Gebildeten, the university-educated
officials, clergy, professors, and jurists who prided themselves on their
guardianship of Bildung, or disinterested culture. In the Rhineland town of
Barmen the business community was itself split into two, and the merchant
oligarchy with its sense of civic responsibility looked askance at the pushy
new entrepreneurs who sought only private profit. It was only in industrial
towns of some importance, such as Roubaix or Mulhouse, Birmingham or
Leeds, that in the 1840s there began to emerge from the competing ruck of
entrepreneurs an industrial patronat of some distinction which held local
office and was able to parade a certain respectability.

The bourgeoisie of the early nineteenth century was less a bourgeoisie of
affairs than a bourgeoisie of office. One way of making money respectable
was to turn it into landed estate; another way was to acquire a university
education and establish a career as a lawyer or public servant. Universities

5 Cited by K. R. Greenfield, Economics and Liberalism in the Risorgimento (Baltimore, 1965),

130.
6 Honoré de Balzac, Les lliusions perdues in La Comédie Humaine (Paris, 1977), v. 151.
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like Oxford and Cambridge remained select and expensive. At Cambridge
between 1800 and 1849 families of landowners and clergy provided 63 per
cent of undergraduates, professional families 21 per cent, and businessmen
only 6 per cent. In Germany, on the other hand, the university population
doubled between 1817 and 1831, and in 1832 at the University of Halle only
5 per cent of students were sons of landowners, 19 per cent were sons of
clergy, and 20 per cent were sons of high officials and professional men. On
the other hand 13 per cent were sons of businessmen and 41 per cent were sons
of Mittelstand groups: lower officials, artisans, and farmers. The cheapness of
German university education was one factor; the passion for office another.

English society, unlike Germany society, remained aristocratic rather than
bureaucratic in the early nineteenth century. Oxford and Cambridge were
chartered universities which admitted only Anglicans and saw their main
task as the preparation of ordinands for the established Church. Barristers
and doctors were recruited by apprenticeship through the Inns of Court and
London teaching hospitals. It was not until 1825 that Benthamite reformers
founded University College London, the first college of the University of
London, which itself was incorporated in 1836. Cheap, open to Dissenters
and empowered to grant medical degrees, the new university broke the mono-
poly of the hereditary establishment. The German experience was quite dif-
ferent. Universities were set up and closely controlled by state governments
in order to train their bureaucracies. Moreover jurists and the Protestant
clergy as well as administrators were salaried officials. Russia closely followed
the example of Germany. Its bureaucracy expanded from 38,000 officials in
1800 to 113,900 in 1856. Former military men who were usually noble were
replaced by career bureaucrats who were usually non-noble, and whereas in
the 1800s only 14 per cent of high officials in Russia had received a university
education, by the 1840s the figure was 80 per cent.

In France, the faculties of law, medicine, letters, and theology which had
been organized by the Catholic Church before the Revolution now came
under the control of the state. The state theology faculties were effectively
boycotted by the Catholic hierarchy, which was allowed by Napoleon to
train priests in its own seminaries. Parallel with the faculties was a system of
grandes écoles, headed by the Ecole Polytechnique which was set up in 1794.
The task of these schools was to train military engineers for fortifications,
artillery, and the equipment of the fleet, and civil engineers for the building
of roads, and bridges, and the exploitation of mines. This élite of engineers
was highly accomplished in mathematics and dedicated to the service of
the state. Its members did not go into the world of industry. For trained
engineers, industry had to await the foundation of the Ecole Centrale des
Manufactures in 1829.

The training of technocrats in schools that were entirely separate from the
traditional faculties was taken up readily in Germany. Its first Technische
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Hochschule was founded at Karlsruhe in 1825. Others followed at Munich
in 1825, Nuremberg in 1829, Dresden in 1828, Stuttgart in 1829, Cassel in
1830, Hanover in 1831, Augsburg in 1833, Brunswick in 1835. In addition
Justus von Liebig, who had worked in Paris at the Ecole Polytechnique, set
up a chemistry laboratory in the University of Giessen in the 1830s, the
first modern centre of chemical research. England lagged behind informal
instruction. Its pale imitation of Giessen was the Royal College of Chemistry
which opened in London in 1845 under the patronage of the Prince Consort.

The great expansion of higher education in the early nineteenth century
was not without risk, especially in the more backward countries. There it
was not just social prejudice that deterred anyone with an education from
entering trade; the low level of economic development meant that such op-
portunities simply did not exist. One alternative was a career in the Church. In
Germany the calling of pastor was still a respectable option for a middle-class
student, while in England nearly two-thirds of Church livings were in the gift
of the aristocracy and gentry in 1831, and provided maintenance for their
younger sons. In France, on the other hand, the middle classes scorned the
priesthood after the Revolution, and the Church became an escape-route for
peasants with a little Latin. This only served to increase the pressure of the
educated classes on office and the liberal professions. In Spain, where the
passion for office was particularly rife, aspirants for office were given the
collective name of pretendientes. They swelled the junior ranks of the ill-paid
military and were given to launching periodic revolutions in the provinces as
the best way to create jobs. In Prussia it was fairly easy to pass the first state
examination to become a probationary jurist, but because the higher posts
were occupied the lower ranks became clogged by untenured trainees who
were unable to obtain promotion. All over Europe the liberal professions
became overcrowded with barristers without cases and doctors without cli-
ents. In the French medical profession there was a move in the 1840s to end
this overcrowding at a stroke by abolishing the lower grade of the profession,
the health officers, but it came to nothing. Tension increased in the uni-
versities where students saw their prospects of a career dwindle.

As a result there grew up an intellectual proletariat that could not afford
professional training or found the road ahead barred. It took to the world
of letters, doing private tutoring, translations, annotations, reviews, or ar-
ticles as a way of continuing an intellectual activity and earning a meagre
living. Journalism was not a career in an established sense but the resort of
people who had failed in other careers. The political consequences were
very significant. In England, perhaps, where Parliament was an unmatched
political forum and politicians were largely bred in the Inns of Court, the
political journalist was modest. In Germany or Austria, where the blue pencil
of the censor was impossible to avoid, politics was conducted in newspapers
through literary allusions. But in France journalists were the party-politicians
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par excellence and journalism became a quick track to office. Adolphe Thiers,
a Marseilles lawyer who founded the National newspaper in 1829, carved
out a ministerial career for himself under the July Monarchy. In 1848, the
‘revolution of the intellectuals’, the provisional government in France was
composed of the editorial boards of the National and Réforme newspapers.

Political power in the early nineteenth century was still in the hands of the
European nobilities. High office and command were a privilege of noble
estates or Stinde. But nobilities certainly had to demonstrate their resilience
in this period, because privileges were being shaken down, birth was being
challenged by merit, and landed property was never secure.

The size and wealth of nobilities differed greatly from one European coun-
try to another. Much depended on the nature of the law of succession. In
Prussia, or Spain before 1836, perpetual entails prevented the break-up of
large estates. In theory this guaranteed the maintenance of the nobility, but
in practice these estates, insulated from the market, tended to lose their value
and lie uncultivated. On the other hand the absence of entail, combined with
the abolition in Revolutionary and Napoleonic Europe of the privilege of
the first-born in favour of the equal inheritance of all heirs, resulted in the
fragmentation of estates. This was certainly the danger in France, or in Spain
after 1836. Where the noble title passed to all heirs there multiplied vast,
impoverished, rural nobilities. In the 1820s four per cent of the Magyar
population were nobles. The majority of these were extremely poor, and
variously called the ‘sandalled’ nobility because they could afford no boots,
or the ‘seven plum-tree’ nobility because they owned no land. Indeed, apart
from having exemption from taxation and the obligation to perform public
works, they were virtually indistinguishable from the peasantry and often
just as ignorant. The situation was probably even worse in Poland, where
300,000 people or seven per cent of the population claimed membership of
szlachta or nobility in 1810. Of these, those who could claim the labour
services of a single serf family could count themselves lucky; others took to
begging, brigandage, the Church, or fighting in the armies of Europe. The
best compromise existed in Great Britain. There it was primogeniture rather
than equal inheritance that prevailed. Under the strict settlement the estates
of the nobility could not be broken up for three generations, to guard against
spendthrifts. But in practice they were renegotiated every generation to pro-
vide adequate maintenance for widows, dowries for daughters, and capital
for younger sons who went into the Church, army or the City of London.

The privileges held by nobles usually included tax exemptions, the right to
sit in estates of nobles, and the exercise of seigneurial justice. The British
peerage had long given up manorial courts but instead dominated (with the
gentry) the country magistracy. They had no tax exemptions but they wielded
massive influence in the House of Lords, even if the more numerous Scottish
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and Irish peers had to be content with sending only representatives. Feu-
dalism had been eradicated in Great Britain; in Russia it had never existed.
The dvoryanstvo or Russian nobility had no charter of privileges until 1785.
This gave them the right to elect provincial and district assemblies, but these
rarely met and were quite powerless. In France noble privileges were all
swept away in 1789 and hereditary nobility itself was abolished in 1790.
Napoleon resurrected the nobility when he founded the Empire, but without
the tax exemptions. At the Restoration in 1814 a Chamber of Peers was
established, to seat both the Bourbon and imperial nobilities, and though no
more hereditary peers were created after 1831, in 1840 only 37 of the 311
peers in the Chamber had no title of nobility. In Prussia the noble Stand was
abolished in 1808. But a status-group founded on birth was replaced by
professional status-groups such as the officer corps, or the Prussian civil
service, the Beamtenstand, the privileges of which were enshrined in the
General Legal Code of 1794,

It 1s clear that by the early nineteenth century the nobilities of Europe had
weathered important changes. The ancient feudal nobility, which held land
in return for military service performed during the Middle Ages, was no
more than a myth. Nobility was granted in return for service, in order to
consolidate political support, and the lineage of most nobles was measured
in decades or generations rather than centuries. In Russia the equation of
nobility and service was quite explicit: after 1722 nobility was only acquired
by service in the army or bureaucracy. Until 1845 commoners were ennobled
on reaching the eighth rank in the Table of Ranks; after 1845 they had to
reach the fifth rank and in 1856 the fourth rank before nobility was conferred.
Even in ancien régime France the nobility was basically one of service, ac-
quired by promotion in the army, magistracy, or administration. Napoleon
took the matter to extremes. Less than a quarter of the imperial nobles were
in fact Bourbon nobles who had rallied to his cause; 59 per cent of his nobles
were sabre-rattling soldiers and another 22 per cent high civil servants. The
Restoration changed relatively little. The Chamber of Peers in 1840 was
packed with marshals, generals, admirals, ambassadors, state councillors,
prefects, magistrates, and academics, 44 per cent of whom held current posts
and the rest of whom had served previous regimes. Great Britain, with its
minimal bureacracy and splendid isolation, might be considered an exception
to this rule, but even there the character of the peerage was changing. In the
eighteenth century peerages had been given above all to great landlords, but
between 1801 and 1830, partly because of the Napoleonic Wars, half the new
peers created were in reward for military, official, or diplomatic servcies, and
most of these continued to pursue their careers. John Scott, the son of a
Newcastle coal-factor who rose to become Chancellor of England (1801-27)
as Lord Eldon, was not an isolated success story. Naturally, the older no-
bilities tried to set themselves apart from the newer blood. Marquisates were
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almost unknown in England before Pitt’s time but were then sought after to
achieve superiority over common-or-garden earls, and twenty-three could be
counted in 1837. In Prussia, the Landadel which derived its social influence
from its estates looked down on the Dienstadel which had been ennobled as
a result of service. Similarly in Russia the old nobles who had built up vast
estates, married into the best families, and provided the close advisers of the
Tsar, set themselves apart from the nobles whose families had worked their
way up through the Table of Ranks and possessed few serfs or none at all.
Even so the real influence lay with the servants of the Crown, not with the
rural nobility and gentry, however eminent they may be.
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NAPOLEONIC EUROPE

France: Revolution from Above

On 18 brumaire Year VIII of the Revolutionary calendar (9 November 1799)
Napoleon Bonaparte, a young general in the armies of the French Republic,
seized power by coup détat, laid the foundations of a military dictatorship
and gave a word to the language of political mythology—brumaire. The
Directory he overthrew was an oligarchy of republican officials which was
suffering defeat abroad and lacked wide support in the country. Not only
émigrés and armed counter-revolutionaries but a large proportion of the
social élite regretted the abolition of the monarchy in 1792. On two occasions,
in 1795 and 1797, royalist majorities in parliament were prevented only by
military coups, and on the first it had been Bonaparte’s ‘whiff of grapeshot’
that helped to secure the Republic. The oligarchy which ruled the Republic
was also threatened by Jacobins in parliament, the clubs, administration, and
army. They wanted to introduce the democratic Constitution of 1793, which
had remained on paper because of the Terror, and to make popular sov-
ereignty a reality. The coup d’etat of 18 brumaire was an insurance against
both Jacobin revolution and royalist restoration.

Napoleon was not just another despot, enlightened or otherwise. He was
not an arbitrary ruler in the strict sense, for he issued constitutions. He
claimed legitimacy not only by the grace of God, like the Bourbon kings,
but also, like the revolutionary governments, by the will of the people. But
he had no time for the endless deliberations of constituent assemblies and
submitted ready-made constitutions directly to the people for ratification by
plebiscite. The Constitution of the Year VIII (February 1800) provided for
three consuls, with a First Consul, elected for ten years, having power to
override the other two. It was approved by 3,011,007 votes to 1,562, but the
army was not polled because of its Jacobinism, there were massive ab-
stentions in the royalist west, south, and annexed Belgium, and there is
evidence that the other figures were ‘cooked’ by the Ministry of the Interior.
In response to more royalist and Jacobin plots a second constitution was
devised in May 1802 and ratified by a similar majority. Napoleon now
became Consul for life, with almost dictatorial powers. But his position was
still not secure. War broke out with England in 1803, which encouraged
royalist conspiracy, and in 1804 Napoleon felt obliged to have the Duc
d’Enghien, a young émigré and prince of the blood, shot, and to poll the
people once more on the foundation of a hereditary Empire. This was the
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last time before 1815 that the mass of French citizens were consulted by
plebiscite. On 2 December 1804 Napoleon crowned himself Emperor in Notre
Dame Cathedral, in the presence of Pope Pius VII.

The French Revolution had swept away the corporate privileges of orders,
provinces, and corporations that stood between the king and his individual
subjects and circumscribed his power. The privileges of the nobility—tax
exemptions and the right to sit as an order in the estates, seigneurial dues
and jurisdictions, primogeniture, and hereditary nobility—were abolished in
1790-1. Equality meant the equal subjection of every citizen to the state-
power which was clarified by Napoleon in the Civil Code that he issued in
1804. He was far more powerful than a monarch of the ancien régime. On
the other hand some of his subjects were more equal than others. The word
of employers was always preferred to that of workers in labour disputes.
Under the Civil Code a woman who married lost control of her property to
her husband, was deemed incapable of making contracts and could not sue
her husband for divorce on grounds for which he could sue her. The Con-
cordat between Paris and Rome, concluded in 1801 and published in 1802,
recognized Catholicism as the religion of ‘the great majority’ of French
people, if not all of them. Napoleon was cynical about the re-establishment
of the Catholic Church. ‘In religion’, he said, ‘I do not see the mystery of the
Incarnation but the mystery of the social order’. Moreover the Catholic
Church was not the powerful landowning corporation it had been before the
Revolution. Its land had been confiscated and sold and Napoleon decided
that those who had bought confiscated Church lands were to be secure
in their possession. In return bishops and curés would receive government
stipends.

Apart from equality before the law, indeed, the Napoleonic regime made
few concessions to equality. The consecration of the sale of Church property
was integral to Napoleon’s desire to consolidate a ruling class based on
landownership which was both noble and non-noble, a single propertied class
of ‘notables’. Of course wealth was being made rapidly in other ways in the
Napoleonic period. Tax collection was improved but syndicates of financiers
were still called upon to advance cash on the security of those taxes. Suppliers
of military goods for the insatiable armies of the Empire could make huge
profits. The property market was fluid and open to speculation. Most wealth,
however, had a tendency to settle in land and that stability was what the
regime needed. This is reflected in the fact that representation was on the
basis of landownership. Elections were indirect, and membership of electoral
colleges at arrondissement level required a minimum of 150 francs a year
income from property or real estate. Electoral colleges at the département
level were drawn from the six hundred highest-taxed proprietors in the dé-
partement, and three-quarters of direct taxes came from the land tax. It is
therefore not surprising that of nearly 70,000 electors at both levels in 1810,
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24.6 per cent were rentier landlords, 8.2 per cent landowners who farmed
their own properties, and 18.1 per cent mayors or local officials who were
invariably landowners. Clergy made up only 1.2 per cent of the notables,
military men 2.4 per cent. Far more significant was the weight of civil servants
(15.8 per cent), the liberal professions, including barristers, notaries, doctors,
and academics (14.4 per cent), and merchants and tradesmen (10.8 per cent).

One of Napoleon’s aims was to organize a professional bureaucracy, de-
dicated to public service, which could guarantee the order, justice, and re-
venues of the Empire. The purchase of office that prevailed in the ancien
régime had been abolished and fees were replaced by salaries. Careers were
open to talent and a more regular hierarchy of grades was established.
Family connections and patronage still counted for much in recruitment and
promotion. But the sweeping away of old dynasties of magistrates and the
expansion of the administration and judiciary in the Revolutionary-
Napoleonic period, not least in the Empire, created opportunities for lower
officials and the liberal professions, especially lawyers, who provided 44 per
cent of Napoleon’s magistrates and half of his administrative officials. The
most brilliant careers were made in the army. Despite the long service of
noble officers in the armies of the Republic, half the generals in 1805 had
begun their careers after 1792. Promotion to the officer corps was possible
through the military schools such as Saint-Cyr (1808) or the Ecole Poly-
technique, through training units for a social ¢lite destined for the Imperial
Guard, from foreign units, and by the promotion of NCOs on the battlefield,
to replace casualties among subaltern officers. This last route became in-
creasingly common after 1809.

It was to reward bravery on the battlefield that Napoleon founded the
Legion of Honour in 1802, the first step towards reconstituting the nobility.
Between 1804 and 1815 some 40,000 awards were made, although the price
of bravery meant that only 25,000 were still alive in 1815. In 1804 eighteen
marshals were created, including Joachim Murat, the son of an innkeeper,
and the titles of prince and duke followed. In 1808 the imperial nobility was
completed with the ranks of count, baron, and chevalier, all of them here-
ditary. This looked like the ‘refeudalization’ of France, but in fact 80 per
cent of ennoblements were for military or bureaucratic service, and large
incomes such as 30,000 francs a year for a count were required before the
title was awarded. The privileges of the ancien régime nobility were not
reinstated. Napoleon was anxious to make it possible for old nobles to rally
to the imperial court, but one estimate that 22.5 per cent of the imperial
nobles owed their original titles to the monarchy is probably too generous.

Napoleon did very little for representative government. His constitutions
included a Legislative Body, elected by the colleges, which could vote on
legislation but not debate. The Tribunate, a sort of brains’ trust, could debate
but not vote—but the liberal opposition of idéologues like Benjamin Constant
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was too much for Napoleon, and the Tribunate was purged in 1802 and
finally abolished in 1807. And the Senate which was first appointed, then
co-opted, was an alternative organ through which the Emperor could legis-
late. The hub of the system was the Council of State, a body of appointed
jurists which prepared all the legislation, and was attended by many future
prefects as part of their training.

What characterized the Napoleonic regime above all was the strong
executive, under the control of a single charismatic figure who appointed and
dismissed ministers, generals, prefects, and bishops, commanded armies,
directed foreign policy, saw to the codification of the laws, and reorganized
the systems of education, worship, and administration. Whereas in the Re-
volutionary period adminstration had been the function of committees, now
it was the function of all-powerful individuals. In the départements the ad-
ministrations were replaced by prefects who were directly responsible to the
Ministry of the Interior and in their turn appointed mayors in all the com-
munes. General councils at département level and municipal councils re-
presented the propertied classes, but carried little weight. Bishops were far
more powerful than under the ancien régime, for cathedral chapters had been
abolished and Napoleon refused to authorize any but a few charitable or
teaching orders, mainly of women. The bishops were overseen by the Ministry
of Worship which authorized the seminaries they set up to restock a priest-
hood that had been depleted by the revolutionary years and confirmed the
clerical appointments that they made. The Catholic Church became the
ecclesiastical arm of the state-power and the bishops ‘prefects in purple’.
Finally it was under Napoleon that the police was fully developed. Fouche,
a former agent of the Terror who became Minister of Police just before the
coup détat and indeed helped to organize it, established a prefect of police
in Paris and general commissaires of police in the large towns, especially at
the ports and frontiers, who took over police powers from the prefects. He
was also responsible for a secret police that was as active abroad as it was in
France. Jacobin and royalist subversion was kept under control, albeit by
irregular methods. ‘Special courts’ were set up in 1801 to deal with suspects,
which were staffed by army officers as well as magistrates, and dispensed
summary justice without jury and without appeal. A network of prisons was
set up in 1808 and a decree of 1810 enabled the government to imprison
arbitrarily suspects who could not for political reasons conveniently be
brought to trial. This was nothing less than the old lettre de cachet, but
the Napoleonic police-state introduced a new efficiency into its methods.
Moreover, ordinary French people were increasingly forced to reckon with
the police-force. Smuggling, the evasion of conscription, and desertion were
all forms of popular resistance to the regime which reached epidemic pro-
portions in the early years of the Empire. However, by 1810-11 a professional
and disciplined police-force, through the use of spies, garrisons, and terror,
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managed to bring this resistance under control and made possible the mass
conscription of the final years of the Empire.

The Hegemony of Napoleon

According to the Memorial of Saint Helena, a lengthy piece of self-
justification of dubious authenticity put out by those dedicated to elaborating
a Napoleonic legend, the Emperor was a liberator and defender of nation-
alities. Speaking of the French, Italians, Germans, and Spaniards, he is
recorded as having in mind ‘the agglomeration, the concentration of peoples
geographically one, but dissolved and fragmented by revolutions and
politics’. ‘I would have liked’, he is quoted, ‘to make of each of these peoples
a single and united national body’, bringing them together subsequently in
the harmony of a ‘great European family’, along the lines of the United States
of America.! Fifteen years later his nephew, Louis-Napoleon, reasserted the
view that the Emperor was ‘the messiah of new ideas’ who had liberated
peoples from feudalism, monasticism and corrupt dynasties and cherished a
‘grand design’ to gather them into a ‘European Confederation’.2

In fact Napoleon had no such ambitions. These were myths created by
succeeding generations of Bonapartists for their own political ends. The
European strategy of Napoleon, devised in conjunction with his brilliant
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Talleyrand, was to ensure the hegemony of
France. Peoples would be grouped ad hoc into states which were entrusted
according to dynastic principles to Napoleon’s brothers or generals, and used
like pieces on a vast chess board in a game to checkmate the powers that
contested his supremacy, Austria, Prussia, Russia and Great Britain.

Napoleon’s reputation as a liberator of peoples originated in the Italian
campaign of 1796 when, as a general of the Directory, he ‘freed’ Lombardy
from Austrian domination and established the Cisalpine Republic, based on
Milan. In 1797 he put an end to the old Venetian Republic, but it became
clear that he was interested not in Italian unification but in the Adriatic
empire of Venice, including Istria, Dalmatia, and the Ionian Islands, the last
of which were seized by the French as stepping-stones to the Levant and
Egypt. At the Peace of Campo Formio in October 1797 France was happy
to surrender Venetia to Austria if in return she could secure her position in
the Adriatic. From there Napoleon led an expedition to Egypt in 1798 in an
attempt to cut off British trade routes to India, but instead the British
destroyed the French fleet at Aboukir Bay. At the beginning of 1799 French
armies, having annexed Piedmont and Tuscany, and established republics in
Rome and Naples, controlled the whole of the Italian peninsula except Vene-
tia and the islands. But the Directory did nothing to unite Italy, as the [talian
Jacobins desired, for fear of creating a potential rival on the other side of

1 Comte de Las Cases, La Mémorial de Sainte-Hélene (London, 1823), iv, 125-6.
2 Louis-Napoleon Bonaparte, Des Idées napoléoniennes (London, 1839), 15, 141, 164.
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the Alps. Soon the moment had gone, as Russian and Austrian troops
invaded Italy from the north and Russian and Turkish ships ejected the
French from the Ionian Islands and made them into a republic which paid
tribute to the Sultan but was protected by Russian arms.

Napoleon now seized power from the bankrupt Directory and directed
foreign policy as First Consul as well as general. In 1800 he sent one army
across the Rhine into Bavaria and led another across the Alps into Italy.
Defeats were inflicted upon the Austrians at Marengo and Hohenlinden. Still
he had no plans to create an Italian nation-state. For strategic reasons
Piedmont was annexed directly to France in 1802 and the Ligurian Republic,
centred on Genoa, suffered the same fate in 1805. A second Cisalpine
Republic was set up as a buffer-state against Austria, and Napoleon even
allowed it to be called the Italian Republic in 1802, but Venetia remained
outside it. Little more was done to ‘liberate’ Germany. The left bank of the
Rhine was annexed by France in 1797, and between 1801 and 1803 German
princes of the Holy Roman Empire met with French representatives in Re-
gensburg to discuss compensation for territorial losses on the Rhine. As a
result all but three of the eighty-one ecclesiastical princes lost their sovereign
rights, as did all but six of the fifty-one imperial towns and cities and all
the several hundred imperial knights. South German states such as the
Landgraviate of Hesse-Darmstadt, the Margraviate of Baden, the Duchy of
Wiirttemberg and the Electorate of Bavaria were correspondingly enlarged.
However, there was no question of creating a single German state.
On the contrary, the south German states now served as a third force
in alliance with France to counterbalance the pretensions of Austria and

Prussia.
Just as Napoleon did not think of creating nation-states under his auspices,

but only of offsetting the influence of his rivals, so his rivals sought not to
unleash the forces of nationalism against him but to restore the balance of
power in Europe, which was a euphemism for keeping French imperialism
within certain limits. Friedrich von Gentz, a Prussian Protestant who trans-
ferred to the service of Austria in 1802, published an important survey of the
Political State of Europe before and after the French Revolution (1801). In this
he argued that French Revolutionary expansion had destroyed the balance of
power in Europe, that Prussia and Austria should sink their traditional
differences and become the axis of an anti-French coalition of powers, and
that the ‘ancient ramparts’ against France in the Austrian Netherlands,
Holland, the left bank of the Rhine, Switzerland, Savoy, Piedmont, and Italy
which now lay under French influence should be restored to their original
defensive purpose. In the long-term this book anticipated the way France
would be dealt with at the Congress of Vienna. In the short-term it was a call to
arms of the Third European coalition against France which took shape in
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1804-5. The architect of that coalition was Alexander I, Tsar of Russia
from 1801, who concluded treaties with Austria, Prussia, Sweden, and Great
Britain. The First four powers provided men; Britain provided ships and, as
the ‘banker of the coalition’, money.

Disaster struck the Coalition almost at once. The French and Spanish
fleets were defeated at Trafalgar on 19 October 1805, but the next day the
Austrian army surrendered at Ulm in Bavaria. The Prussians made a truce
and the Russians, eager to give battle, were smashed at Austerlitz on 2
December 1803, the anniversary of Napoleon’s coronation. By the Treaty of
Pressburg, signed on the 26 December 1805, Austria surrendered the Tyrol
to Bavaria which became a monarchy and the following month Bavaria,
Wiirttemberg, and Baden signed a secret federative pact with France. The
Grand Duchy of Berg was created in March 1806 from territories belonging
to Bavaria and Prussia and entrusted to Joachim Murat. Berg and the south-
ern states of Germany formed as it were the stalk and body of the pear-shaped
Confederation of the Rhine, which was set up in July 1806 under the pro-
tection of Napoleon to serve as a barrier between France and Prussian and
Austrian power. By this act, the German states abjured their allegiance to
the Holy Roman Emperor, and on 6 August 1806 the Emperor Francis, who
had already proclaimed himself Emperor Francis II of Austria, dissolved the
Holy Roman Empire which had ceased to have any meaning. Under the
Treaty of Pressburg, France finally obtained Venetia, which was incorporated
into the Kingdom of Italy (as the Italian Republic became in 1805), together
with Istria and Dalmatia on the Adriatic coast. The Bourbon Kingdom of
Naples was conquered by France early in 1806, but it was set up as a separate
kingdom under Napoleon’s brother, Joseph instead of being integrated into
the Kingdom of Italy.

Napoleon was now supreme in Central Europe Russia replied by opening
up a new theatre of war in the Balkans. In September 1805 Great Britain
managed to negotiate a treaty between Turkey and Russia, which permitted
the Russian fleet to sail through the Straits and reinforce its position in the
Ionian Islands. But the Balkans were stirring in revolt. The attempt of Sultan
Selim III to centralize the adminstration of provincial governors and create
a modern, disciplined army had only antagonized the traditional janissary
corps and the provincial governors or pashas, who had appropriated their
fiefs and built up private armies like so many warlords. These pashas—
Mohammed Ali of Egypt, Ali Pasha of Janina in Epirus and Albania, and
Pasvanoglu Osman Pasha of Bulgaria—received some support from the
French. In 1801 janissaries in league with Pasvanoglu seized Belgrade and
the terror that followed provoked a rising of Serbs in February 1804 led by
Karageorge (Black George), a cattle-merchant who had seen service in the
Habsburg armies. The Serbs received support against Pasvanoglu from Con-
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stantine Ypsilantis, the Hospodar or Governor of Wallachia. Though the
hospodar was supposed to rule that principality on behalf of the Porte, he
was 1n fact a client of the Russians. When the Sultan dismissed Ypsilantis,
Russia invaded the Ottoman Empire (1807). Prince Adam Czartoryski, Alex-
ander’s close adviser on foreign affairs, was already dreaming of a federation
of Slav states in the Balkans under Russian protection. Further south, the
tyranny of Ali Pasha was provoking resistance among the Greek klephts or
mountain rebels in Thessaly and Macedonia and among the Italian-speaking
aristocracy of the Ionian Islands, led by John Capodistria. In the summer of
1807 Capodistria, with the support of the mainland rebels and Russia, laun-
ched a campaign against Ali Pasha which might be described as the first
manifestation of Greek nationalism.

Russia was nevertheless soon forced to come to terms with France. Prussia
was defeated by France at Jena and Auerstadt on 14 October 1806 and the
French occupied Berlin, Warsaw, and the Hanseatic towns. Russian forces
held Napoleon to a bloody draw at Eylau on 7 February 1807 but were
defeated at Friedland in June. On 8 July Napoleon and Alexander confronted
each other on the river Niemen and arranged the Treaty of Tilsit. Napoleon’s
priority was to reduce Prussia to a shadow of its former self. The Kingdom
of Westphalia was carved out of Prussian territory, Hesse-Cassel, Brunswick,
and southern Hanover, to reinforce the Confederation of the Rhine against
Prussia, and entrusted to Napoleon’s brother, Jerome. A Polish state was
created from the Polish lands annexed by Prussia under the Partitions,
although it was an insult to Polish nationalism. It included none of the Polish
territory appropriated by Russia under the Partitions, was called the Grand
Duchy of Warsaw, and was ruled by the King of Saxony. Russia paid for
the truce by ceding the Ionian Islands to France but as compensation was
able to turn against its erstwhile ally, Sweden, in February 1808, and deprive
her of Finland.

After the conclusion of the Franco-Russian alliance only Great Britain
stood in the way of Napoleon’s European supremacy. The French navy was
in ruins, but the British economy was dependent on the possibility of ex-
porting textiles and metal wares to Europe, and of importing naval stores
from the Baltic and Russia, and cereals through Hamburg and Danzig. On
21 November 1806 the French issued decrees from Berlin ordering the closure
of European ports to British vessels and founding what became known as
the Continental System. British trade found a loophole in Denmark, and
France and Russia combined to put pressure on Denmark to force her into
the Continental System. The British bombarded Copenhagen and seized the
Danish fleet in September 1807 in an attempt to keep the Baltic open, but
this only drove Denmark firmly into a French alliance. Sweden under Gustav
IV Adolf was Anglophile, and was invaded by French forces under General
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Bernadotte early in 1808. The pro-French party overthrew Gustav in March
1809, and not only signed a treaty with France on the 6 January 1810 but
elected Bernadotte as Crown Prince, to succeed the senile and childless
Charles XIII.

One yawning gap remained in the Continental System: the Iberian pen-
insula. King Charles I'V of Spain counted for little and affairs were managed
by Godoy, a Guards’ officer and the Queen’s lover. Godoy brought Spain
into the Continental System in February 1807. The French government then
required Portugal to close her ports to British shipping and to declare war on
Great Britain. When Portugal refused, France and Spain agreed to partition
Portugal (27 October 1807), French troops invaded the country, and the
royal house of Braganga fled to its colony, Brazil. But Godoy had now
become extremely unpopular in Spain. The Madrid mob, supported by dis-
contented nobles and army officers, overthrew him on 17 March 1808.
Charles IV had no choice but to abdicate in favour of his son, Ferdinand,
Prince of Asturias, ‘the Desired One’. However, the military presence of the
French at Madrid, under Murat, made itself increasingly felt, and a popular
revolt against the French occupation on 2 May 1808 was put down with
great savagery. Napoleon now invited both Charles IV and Ferdinand to
Bayonne, where he was stationed with the main French army, and obliged
them to renounce their rights in favour of Joseph Bonaparte, King of Naples.
It was this act that triggered off the Spanish War of Independence. At the
end of 1807 the British had responded to Napoleon’s Continental System by
Orders-in-Council blockading the ports of France and her allies. Now Britain
answered the appeals of the Portuguese provisional junta and landed her
own troops under Sir Arthur Wellesley in August 1808, in order to recapture
Lisbon. The Peninsular War had begun.

The outbreak of war and revolution in Spain dramatically exposed the
vulnerability of Napoleon’s Empire. Troops had to be moved en masse from
northern to southern Europe. In the summer of 1808 the Prussian Chief
Minister, Karl vom Stein, devised a plan to combine a war of liberation with
sweeping reforms. In the event Austria was the first defeated power to contest
French hegemony, by launching attacks in April 1809 on French positions
in Bavaria, the Tyrol, Venetia, and the Adriatic. Napoleon, who had annexed
the Papal Legations in 1803, and Umbria and the Marches in April 1808,
consolidated his defences by absorbing the rest of the Papal States into the
Kingdom of Italy in May 1809, taking Pope Pius VII prisoner, and beat the
Austrian forces decisively at Wagram on 5 July 1809. Under the Treaty of
Schonbrunn on 14 October 1809 the French now gained the Austrian port
of Trieste, which was still trading with Britain, much of the Slovene provinces
of Carinthia, Styria, and Carniola, and parts of Croatia, including the
Military Border with the Ottoman Empire. These were now forged into the
Illyrian Provinces, which had purely strategic significance and were in no
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sense intended to encourage Slovene, Serbo-Croat, or South Slav nation-
alism. Neither did Napoleon mean to help the Serbs. If anything, he would
have handed them over to Austria, for his policy now was to conclude an
alliance with that country, prepared in March 1810 by his marriage to the
Emperor’s daughter, Marie-Louise.

The Continental System was becoming increasingly porous. Trade with
Great Britain continued through Amsterdam and the Hanseatic ports of
Bremen, Hamburg, and Liibeck. In 1810 Napoleon acted decisively. Holland,
since 1806 a satellite state under his brother Louis, was annexed directly to
the Empire in June. The whole of the north coast of Germany, including
Hanover both within and outside the Kingdom of Westphalia, followed in
December. Russia was similarly dependent on its trade with Britain, and
erected a tariff at the end of 1810 that was unfavourable to French interests.
In order to save the Continental System, Napoleon was obliged to launch an
invasion of Russia. His right flank was secured by an alliance with Austria
in December 1811. Austria would surrender Galicia in order to build the
Grand Duchy of Warsaw into a stronger buffer-state against Russia, to be
further enlarged by Lithuania and White Russia, and would herself recover
the Illyrian Provinces at the end of the war. King Frederick William III of
Prussia was bullied—on pain of losing his crown and the complete dis-
memberment of his state—into an alliance with France in February 1812.
On 24 June 1812 the French armies invaded Russia.

Russia however was not unprepared. Napoleon had greatly angered his
former general, Bernadotte, who was now King of Sweden, by his occupation
of Swedish Pomerania in January 1812, and Bernadotte had his own dynastic
ambitions. In April Alexander was able to bring Sweden into an alliance. In
May he concluded a truce with the Turks at Bucharest and closed the Balkan
theatre, sacrificing as he did the hopes of the Serb rebels. The French cam-
paign was a disaster in which 400,000 troops were lost, and on 13 January
1813 Tsar Alexander recrossed the Niemen at the head of his victorious
forces.

The Prussian minister, Stein, had been at the Russian Court since early in
1812, and in February 1813 an alliance was signed between Russia and
Prussia. Stein’s ambition was to provoke a national insurrection in Germany
which would shatter Napoleon’s creature, the Confederation of the Rhine,
and make way for a united German Reich under Prussian leadership. To
Metternich, who became Chancellor of Austria in October in 1809, and his
grey eminence, Gentz, such ideas were anathema. The patronage of re-
volution by Russia and Prussia had to be stopped. Metternich made clear
his opinion of German nationalism by arresting Baron Hormayer, who had
formed an Alpine League to raise revolt against France and Bavaria in the
Tyrol and Illyrian Provinces. On 8 August 1813 Metternich was still trying
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to avoid war by getting Napoleon to renounce his protectorate of the Con-
federation of the Rhine. When Austria did go to war alongside Prussia and
Russia on 12 August it was emphasized that this was not for the German
nation but in order to maintain the balance of power in Europe. After the
battle of Leipzig, Metternich set to work to bring Bavaria, Hanover, and the
other German states into the alliance, offering them guarantees of sovereignty
and territorial integrity. Unlike Stein’s vision of a revolutionary, unitary
Reich under Prussian hegemony, this was the sober construction of a con-
servative, federal Germany under the control of Austria. For the time being,
Metternich’s strategy prevailed.

Assault on the ancien régime

The impact of Napoleon on the political and social structure of Europe was
not everywhere the same. It was greater in territories that were annexed than
in satellite states, and greater in satellite states than in those which were
occupied only with difficulty and by force of arms. Where French Re-
volutionary armies had passed before, overturning feudal and ecclesiastical
institutions, there Napoleonic rule had a firmer grip. French military support
for local rulers enabled them to undertake by ‘revolution from above’ what
as minor enlightened despots in the eighteenth century they had failed to
achieve. But Napoleon was above all a dynast and conqueror: what he
required from subject territories was men and money. If they could be pro-
vided without administrative reforms, so much the better. Some states which
remained sovereign imitated Napoleon’s methods in order to weaken tra-
ditional élites or to strengthen state-power. Far more common however
was resistance to Napoleon, whether blind peasant hostility to taxes and
conscription, the defence of aristocratic, ecclesiastical, and corporative pri-
vileges, or liberal oppostion to arbitrary, bureaucratic, and foreign rule.
Belgium, or the Austrian Netherlands, was occupied in 1795 and formally
annexed in 1797. The French encountered the hostility of a nobility and
Catholic Church which still looked towards Austria, and proceeded to dis-
solve the monasteries and persecute the secular clergy. The introduction of
conscription in September 1798, as in France, provoked a widespread peasant
revolt, which had to be put down by force. Those who gained from French
rule were above all the middle classes who bought Church lands, enjoyed the
abolition of the guilds and wide, protected markets in France, and were ready
to take office in a French-speaking and French-dominated administration.
The left bank of the Rhine was occupied in 1792 and again after 1794. The
great prince-bishoprics of Trier and Mainz were swept away and Jacobin
ideas seduced Rhenish democrats. With some support from the French
General Hoche they declared an independent republic on the left bank in
September 1797. But Hoche died almost at once and the Directory annexed
the Rhineland and subjected it to a military dictatorship. It was not until
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1800 that the Rhineland was organized into departments on the French
model. As in Belgium, it was the bourgeoisie which did best, notably the
merchants and manufacturers of Aachen, Krefeld, and Cologne who became
mayors, municipal councillors, and presidents of electoral colleges, together
with the educated class which was prepared to serve in the administration
under French prefects.

Propaganda from the French Revolutionary armies found more fertile soil
in Piedmont. The king was forced to flee from Turin to Sardinia, and secret
societies which sprang up in the triennium 1796-9 had close links with the
Jacobin opposition to the Directory and dreamed of a united, democratic
Italy. When the Directory held a plebiscite in February 1799 on the question
of the annexation of Piedmont to France, the secret societies organized a
massive insurrection against it. After 1800 Piedmont and Tuscany were firmly
integrated into the French administrative system. In 1805 and 1808 re-
spectively, Turin and Florence were given princely courts, but they were
purely decorative and in no sense autonomous governments. The Pied-
montese aristocracy did not rally but looked nostalgically towards the exiled
royal house in Sardinia.

When the Cisalpine Republic was recovered in 1800 it was treated as a
conquered province. A provisional government was maintained there by
force for two years. There could be no question of a plebiscite on a con-
stitution, after what had happened in Piedmont, and Napoleon was not one
to waste time with constituent assemblies. At Christmas in 1801 he
summoned an assembly of Italian notables to cross the Alps to Lyons, where
they received a constitution from his hands and acclaimed him President of
what he agreed to call the Italian Republic. A representative of the wealthy
Milan patriciate, Melzi d’Eril, was appointed Vice-President.

Melzi was anxious to break all ties with the first Cisalpine, which had been
far too revolutionary, although he could not call upon the imperial nobility
of the former duchy of Milan, which was too Austrian. A concordat with
Rome was concluded in 1803 which established Catholicsm as the religion
of the state. As in France, however, organic decrees were published to tighten
state control of the Church, and purchasers of Church land were made secure.
Melzi wanted the Republic to be founded on landed wealth, whether old or
new, and disagreed with Napoleon who wished also to bind the commercial
and educated bourgeoisie to the Republic. The electoral colleges for the
legislative body therefore included 200 merchants, meeting at Brescia, 200
professional men, meeting at Bologna, and 300 landowners, meeting at
Milan. Most of the landowners were nobles: 77 per cent in Lombardy,
89 per cent in Venetia when it was added to the Kingdom of Italy in
1805. Napoleon naturally became King of Italy. His son-in-law, Eugene de
Beauharnais, became Viceroy in March 1805 and presided over the
establishment of an Italian nobility in 1808.
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The tradition of the vigorous self-governing Italian commune fitted ill with
the centralized system of French administration. But a rising in Bologna in
1802 provoked Melzi to carve the Italian Republic into departments and
impose prefects. His inclination was to favour nobles as prefects, but they
were poor administrators. After 1806 Lombardy was ruled by Venetian
prefects, who were all noble, while Venetia was ruled by Lombards. Only
when France went to war with Austria in 1809 were more servants of the
first Cisalpine appointed as prefects, and the prefectoral corps came to look
something like a professional bureaucracy.

Like the Italian Republic, the Kingdoms of Westphalia and Bavaria, and
the Grand Duchy of Warsaw were all satellite states. Westphalia was set up
as a model state in which the privileges of the (largely Hanoverian) nobility
were abolished with those of provinces, towns, and guilds, and the Civil Code
was introduced. Serfdom was abolished, but in fact this applied only to
personal servitude. Serfs obtained no land and they were obliged to provide
dues and services unless they redeemed them. Representation of Stdnde—
nobility, clergy, and cities—gave way to the representation of wealth 1n a
parliament that was composed of seventy landowners, fifteen merchants or
manufacturers, and fifteen professional men or bureaucrats. But the par-
liament met only twice and the heterogeneity of the new kingdom could be
managed only by bureaucratic centralization. Indeed the Crown domains
were directly managed by generals of the Grand Army, in order to provide
revenues for the French Empire.

In Bavaria the support of the French army permltted the Chief Minister,
Count Maximilien von Montgelas, to smash the privileges of the nobles who
dominated the estates, and of the Church, which was particularly trou-
blesome in the Tyrol, taken over from the Austrians in 1805. A constitution
was promulgated in 1808, providing for electoral colleges in each of fifteen
administrative circles draw from the 400 most-taxed landowners, merchants
or industrialists. As it happened the parliament did not meet before 1818 but
the circles were admirably governed by French-style prefects and the old
collegiate system of central government, in which decisions were reached
by majority, was replaced by departmental ministries. Montgelas himself
accumulated four ministeries: Foreign Affairs, Finance, the Interior, and
Worship.

The Grand Duchy of Warsaw was another artificial creation. When Alex-
ander I turned down the offer it was entrusted to Frederick Augustus, King
of Saxony, and equipped with a constitution issued by Napoleon in July 1807
from Dresden. The Civil Code was introduced. The lesser nobles who had
fought in Polish Legions alongside the French were suspected of Jacobinism.
Moreover, Napoleon was now in alliance with Alexander I and it was there-
fore the Polish magnates around the Tsar’s adviser, Prince Adam Czar-
toryski, who dominated the regime. Serfdom was abolished, but if a serf left
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his master he left his land, horse, and plough behind also. If he stayed, labour
services were required until he redeemed them. Napoleon was impatient with
the Polish nobles’ cherished Seym or parliament. ‘As for their deliberating
assemblies’, he said, ‘their /iberum veto, their diets on horseback with drawn
swords, I want nothing of that.... I want Poland only as a disciplined force,
to furnish a battlefield.’3

In 1798 Holland and Switzerland had both become unitary and democratic
republics, the Batavian and the Helvetic, under the patronage of the Direc-
tory. In Switzerland the new order was in the interests of the the lesser
burghers and officials, and of districts like the Vaud and Argovie, which had
been subject to the urban patriciate of Berne. Napoleon on the other hand
favoured the urban patriciates, which meant that the constitution that he
promulgated in Paris in 1803 returned Switzerland to a federal system,
without a common authority and above all, so far as he was concerned,
without a common army. In the Batavian Republic the National Assembly,
dominated by radicals, finally agreed on a unitary constitution in April 1798.
But the traditional ruling €lites with their local power-bases recovered power
two months later. The following year the British attempted a landing in
Holland and Napoleon decided that he could take no chances. The National
Assembly was broken up by a coup d’état in September 1801 and replaced
by a Regency of State which represented the urban patriciate of Amsterdam
and the landowners of the inland provinces, some of whom were partisans
of the deposed House of Orange. When full-scale war broke out with Great
Britain, Napoleon entrusted Dutch affairs to a single Grand Pensionary
(1805) and then made Holland a kingdom under his brother Louis (1806).
Louis Bonaparte was far from being a subservient tool and paid for his
independence dearly in 1810, when Holland was annexed directly to the
French Empire.

Outside these satellite states French power was much less firmly con-
solidated, and rested first and foremost on superior military force. The
French had been ejected from Naples in 1799 by Russian and Turkish troops,
the British navy, and a peasant rising organized by Catholic clergy into the
Sanfedists or Army of the Holy Faith. In February 1806 the French re-
occupied Naples and obliged King Ferdinand to flee to Sicily, where he was
supported by British money and sea-power. French requisitions immediately
provoked another rising in Calabria, and though it was suppressed, bri-
gandage remain endemic. Josecph Bonaparte set about attacking the power
of the Neapolitan barons whose fiefs gave them tax exemptions, a noble
chamber in the estates, seigneurial dues and monopolies, and their own
baronial courts to enforce them. A law of August 1806 abolished feudalism
but it remained a dead letter until 1808, when Joseph moved to take the

3 Quoted by André Fugier, La Révolution frangaise et I Empire napoléonien (Paris, 1954), 265.
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throne of Spain and was replaced in Naples by the Grand Duke of Berg,
Joachim Murat. Baronial jurisdiction was abolished, as was personal ser-
vitude, but dues and services attached to land tenure remained unless they
were redeemed. Moreover the division of common land and the sale of
monastic lands enabled the nobility, as well as their bailiffs and the gabelotti
who sublet their estates, to enlarge their landholdings. A constitution drawn
up for Naples was never implemented. Intendants like French prefects were
put in charge of the administration but were not as important as the regional
military commanders who commanded an army 40,000 strong. Murat how-
ever was clever enough to promote Neapolitans into the army, bureaucracy,
and ministries. These Neapolitans became influenced by Carbonarist ideas
of a united, democratic Italy which were introduced into Naples by the
French after 1807. When Napoleon allied with Austria in 1809 Murat began
to contemplate turning against the emperor with his new power-base. In
Sicily, the British minister, Lord William Bentinck, tried to build a bridge to
Murat as the ‘Italian Bernadotte’ by forcing a British-style constitution on
the hapless King Ferdinand in 1812.

Napoleon was no more successful in his dealings with the Bourbons of
Spain. Their deposition on 10 May 1808 sparked off an insurrection of the
Madrid mob and peasants along the Mediterranean coast, both against the
French and against the collaborating Spanish authorities. The movement
was taken over by the notables—local gentry, clergy, and officials—as the
only way to control it. Provincial juntas were elected to organize the apo-
calypse, each with its own guerilla army, and on 19 July that of Seville
defeated the French army at Bailén. The regular Spanish army which at first
had offered no resistance to Murat gradually came over to the cause. Pro-
vincial juntas sent delegates to a central junta at Aranjuez. Composed of
grandees and prelates, it swore to preserve ‘our rights, fueros, lands and
customs, and especially the succession in the reigning family’.4 Joseph Bon-
aparte was now in retreat. At the end of July 1808 he was forced to abandon
Madrid. His regime was based on a minority of afrancesados, notably
bureaucrats who saw a chance to complete the enlightened reforms of Charles
III. But these reforms consisted mainly of persecuting monks and priests
who were seen to be stirring the ignorant peasants into rebellion. A con-
stitution drafted at Bayonne was never promulgated. Spain was divided into
departments but prefects were never appointed; French rule was that of the
military governors.

Within the forces of resistance a struggle now developed between the
generals and the provincial juntas, some of which they considered to be
‘republican’. An attempt was made to smooth over the differences in Sep-
tember 1810 by calling a Constituent Cortes. But this only highlighted the

1 Quoted by Geoffroy de Grandmaison, L’Espagne et Napoléon I, 18041809 (Paris, 1908),
344,
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tension between the ‘two Spains’. The Cortes was dominated by liberals who
enacted a constitution in 1812 which limited the powers of the king and
abolished the sefiorios or jurisdictions of the nobility. The nobles, clergy, and
constituted bodies had their revenge in the ordinary Cortes elected in 1813.
To be rid of the liberals they were prepared to invite back Ferdinand VII,
‘the Desired One’, on any terms.

At the other end of Europe the King of Prussia was not deposed after his
defeat by the French in 1806, but the country was occupied, dismembered,
and bled white by taxes and requisitions. It was the genius of the Chief
Minister Stein that only reforms along Napoleonic lines could serve to defeat
the tyrant. In order to head off peasant revolt, serfdom was abolished in
October 1807. The nobles who had performed so lamentably in battle suffered
the consequences. The nobility ceased to be a privileged Stand in 1807. From
1808 noble birth was no longer a guarantee of promotion in the Prussian
officer corps. Rittergiiter, or noble estates which carried tax exemption and a
seat (should they meet again) in the provincial diets, were made available to
non-noble buyers. Stein had plans to limit the personal rule of the king by a
Council of State and collective ministerial responsibility. But he also realized
that Prussia could not be regenerated by the dead hand of the bureaucracy.
In the summer of 1808 he tried to persuade the king not to accept French
reparation demands but to authorize a national insurrection and grant a
‘free constitution’. In this way the patriotic energies of the people would be
mobilized behind the state. Yet all that Stein could achieve was municipal
self-government, and reactionary aristocrats at Court ensured that peace was
made with France and Stein dismissed from office (November 1808) before
he could do too much damage. After 1810 another Chief Minister, Karl
August von Hardenberg tried further to increase the powers of the state at
the expense of the Prussian nobility. But the Assembly of Notables which he
summoned in 1811 refused to countenance the taxation of noble estates
without the recall of the provincial diets. His ‘Gendarmerie Edict’ of 1812
which proposed to abolish the patrimonial jurisdiction of the Junkers also
came to grief. It was not until the last offensive against Napoleon in 1813
that Stein returned to office and with General Scharnhorst mobilized
Landwehr militia and Freikorps volunteers to fight alongside the regular
army.

Austria and Russia were also given cause to reflect by defeat at the hands
of Napoleon, but few reforms were carried out. In neither country were the
serfs emancipated. Austria failed to develop a ministerial system that cor-
rected the delays of collegiate administration on the one hand and the ar-
bitrariness of the personal rule of Francis Il on the other. The Hungarian
Diet was the only representative institution in the Habsburg Monarchy,
dominated by nobles, and had to be bullied into voting men and supplies.
After Austerlitz Count Philipp Stadion and the Archduke Charles relaxed
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censorship in order to mobilize opinion for revenge against France and built
up Landwehr and volunteer battalions. But after a second defeat at Wagram
in 1809 Metternich became Chancellor and put an end to such foolish
experiments.

In Russia the traditional representative institutions of Poland were de-
stroyed after its annexation was completed in 1795, and replaced by military
rule. But the mercurial Alexander I could be seduced by Napoleonic 1deas
and for a brief period after Tilsit his Chief Minister, Michael Speransky, was
able to make some changes. Cumbersome collegiate administration under
the supervision of the Senate was replaced by ministers who were fully
responsible to the Emperor for particular departments. The Senate remained
as the highest Court of Appeal. The ‘all-highest council’ gave way to a
Napoleonic Council of State which gave legislative advice and drafted
decrees. Education requirements were made necessary for bureaucrats and
the monopoly of the nobility was challenged. As in Prussia, it was never-
theless the nobles who triumphed and Speransky fell from office early n
1812.

Even the Scandinavian countries were affected by the hegemony of Napo-
leon. Under the patronage of the Emperor the Danish king, Frederick VI,
was able to integrate the Duchy of Holstein into the Danish Commonwealth,
attack the privileges of its German nobility, and in 1810 require the use of
Danish in the administration, law courts, and schools. In Sweden Gustav IV
Adolf had ruled without the Riksdag or parliament since 1792, but in March
1809 he was overthrown by a group of high officials and army officers. The
Riksdag was called and the constitution of 1809 enshrined the privileges of
the nobility in a four-chamber system of estates, including nobles, clergy,
townsmen, and peasants. Bernadotte,. who became King of Sweden as
Charles XIV John in 1810, cemented an alliance with Russia and Great
Britain against Napoleon and defeated Denmark on the way towards Paris.
He received from Denmark its dependency of Norway on 14 January 1814,
But the Norwegians called a Constituent Assembly at Eidsvold in April 1814
and drew up a constitution which limited the authority of the king and
provided for a Storting or parliament, in which two houses were elected on a
low property franchise. In August 1814 Norway was obliged to recognize
Bernadotte as king, but he in turn was obliged to respect Norway’s
constitution. In Norway at least, liberalism triumphed against absolutism,
bureaucracy, and privilege.

The Illusion of Nationalism

Napoleon did nothing to foster nationalism deliberately. His strategy was
not to provide a state structure for oppressed nationalities but to build up a
series of buffer-states to hold Austria and Prussia in check, and to perfect
the Continental System in order to defeat Great Britain. It may be that
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Napoleon provoked nationalism in those whom he oppressed, but national
sentiment rarely corresponded neatly with a particular state; it was either
cosmopolitan or more provincial. Moreover nationalism did not at this stage
unite all levels of society against an outside enemy; it was the property of
definite social strata.

French forces of occupation triggered off large and hostile popular in-
surrections in Belgium in 1798, Naples in 1799 and 1806, Spain in 1808,
and the Netherlands in 1811-12. These should not be seen as genuinely
nationalistic. They were peasant revolts of a very traditional kind against
billetting and plunder, the requisition of foodstuffs, horses, and equipment,
taxation and reparations payments, and above all against the conscription
of men into Napoleon’s armies. Confronted by these popular movements,
the social élites were given a choice. Either they could join the popular
movements or rather take them over in order to control them, or they could
collaborate with the occupying power in order to suppress the insurrection.
Both reactions were influenced by a desire to protect property; but one
resulted in a challenge to the occupier which might be described as
nationalistic, and the other sacrificed national honour to privilege. The Span-
ish War of Independence illustrated the first case, although the notables who
directed the resistance divided sharply between the defenders of La Religion,
el Rey y la Patria and the partisans of a liberal constitution. The Spanish
revolt made a deep impression on German territories that had been defeated
by Napoleon, both as a model and as an opportunity, given the evacuation
of large numbers of troops to southern Europe. In Prussia Stein and Scharn-
horst were eager to launch a similar insurrectionary war against French
power, but 1t was the feudal party, jealous of its privileges, which won the
ear of the king and secured his agreement to Napoleon’s reparation demands.
Austria went to war with France in 1809 but the Appeal to the German Nation
of the Archduke Charles, penned by the Romantic writer Friedrich Schlegel,
declared that Austrian armies would not annihilate the constitutions, laws,
and customs of the various German states, or overturn any thrones, but only
release them from dependence on France and restore the autonomy of the
Austrian Monarchy. In May 1809 Napoleon himself issued a proclamation
to the Hungarians, calling on them to break free from Vienna. But for fear
of encouraging Jacobin conspiracy or serf revolt, the Magyar nobility stayed
put.

To the popular classes one form of oppression was much the same as
another. For ruling nobilities what mattered above all was the security of
the dynasties which secured their own power and privilege. If nationalism
was articulated by any social group it was by the sub-¢lites: the soldier-gentry
of the Polish legions, the academics and students of the German universities,
the Muratist officials and army officers in Naples who subscribed to Car-
bonarist ideas, the civilian and military leadership of the Spanish juntas, the
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commanders of the Prussian Landwehr and volunteer battalions. The rank
and file of the Landwehr and the Landsturm or territorial units probably
thought differently. They had to be told in 1813 by the publicist, Ernst Moritz
Arndt, that the war ‘which is not being fought for booty or conquest but for
the Fatherland and for Liberty, is a holy war’.?

Much of this analysis must turn on the contemporary meaning of the terms
‘fatherland’, ‘patrie’, and ‘nation’. In 1789 a ‘nation’ was a body of citizens
with equal rights which had asserted itself against arbitrary rule and the
privileges of orders, provinces, and corporations. The ‘patrie’ was a land
of liberty, freed from oppression. The French Revolutionary armies saw
themselves not as conquerors but as liberators, at the service of a universal
ideal of liberty, equality, and fraternity. Their mission was to free subject-
peoples from tyranny, aristocracy, and fanaticism, and to create a bro-
therhood of nations. The French armies were received with enthusiasm by
Jacobins in the Rhineland, Netherlands, and northern Italy. But as France
suffered reverses there emerged another version of nationalism which was
territorial, chauvinistic, and saw in conquered provinces a source of men and
money to finance more conquests. The term ‘nationalism’ first appears in the
writings of the Jesuit Abbé Barruel in 1798-9, to describe scorn and an-
tagonism towards foreigners, instead of love for them.

The European reputation of Napoleon until about 1807 was that of a
revolutionary and liberator. He had freed Italians, Germans, and Poles from
the oppression of ancien réginie states and provided them with self-
government. There were those, like the philosopher Hegel, who praised
Napoleon for replacing the mass of petty German states, which were no
more than the private property of princes, by larger states governed in the
general interest by a military and bureaucratic apparatus. On the eve of the
battle of Jena, outside his own university town, he described Napoleon as
‘this world soul... dominating the entire world from horseback... It is im-
possible not to admire him’.6

The darker side of the new Caesarism nevertheless soon impressed itself
on the subject-populations of the French Empire. The Kingdoms of Italy
and Westphalia, the Grand Duchy of Warsaw, and the Illyrian Provinces
served above all as recruiting grounds for Napoleon’s armies. Half of the
soldiers in the French army that crossed the Niemen in 1812 were foreign,
drawn from twenty-five nationalities. The military despotism of the
Napoleonic regime was felt to be far more oppressive than the absolutist go
vernments of the ancien régime. Count Vittorio Alfieri, a Piedmontese noble,
published a tract entitled Misogallo in 1804 in which he urged fellow Italians
to hate ‘with an implacable and mortal loathing those barbarians from

5 Quoted in Hans-Bernd Spies, Die Erhebung gegen Napoleon, 1806-1814[15 (Darmstadt,
1981), 234.

% Quoted by S. Avineri, Hegel's Theory of the Modern State (Cambridge, 1972), 63.
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across the mountains’ as ‘the single and fundamental basis of your political
existence’.” For Alfieri, hatred of the French was the only force that could
unite the diverse cities and regions of Italy. But just as the nationalism of the
French was in the best sense at the service of a universal idea, so the na-
tionalism of those who opposed the French was not narrowly chauvinistic
but fulfilled a higher purpose.

This 1s most clearly seen in the case of Johann Gottlieb Fichte, the son of
a Saxon artisan, who became professor of philosophy at Jena in 1794 and
whose dedication to the principles of the French Revolution cost him his
post in 1799. But after the defeat of Prussia, Fichte delivered a series of
Addresses to the German Nation at Berlin in 1807-8, in which he argued that
France had forfeited its role as the chosen people of liberty. France now
represented despotism, rigidity, and lifelessness, and the cause of freedom,
creativity, and spirituality was being taken up by the young, uncorrupted
German nation. The natural impulse of man was to eternalize his spirituality,
and on earth this could be achieved only through the existence of the nation.
The nation was quite different from the state, which was only a machine for
keeping order. The nation was a spiritual force, and its soul or character was
expressed through its language and culture. The German nation was not tied
to a particular state, for there were dozens of German states; instead it
was present wherever the German language was spoken. As a principle of
spirituality, German nationalism could be even more comprehensive than
that. The German nation above all was the vehicle of liberty in the world,
and as Fichte said, ‘whoever believes in spirituality and in the freedom of
this spirituality, and who wills the eternal development of this spirituality by
freedom, wherever he may have been born and whatever language he speaks,
1s of our blood; he 1s one of us, and will come over to our side’.8 “The German
character 1s no more limited to a particular state than Roman, Greek or
British character’ echoed the poet Novalis, ‘German nature 1s representative
of genuine humanity and is therefore an i1deal.’®

Such a cosmopolitan ideal was of little use in practice. Friedrich Schlegel’s
Appeal to the German Nation subscribed to the view that a common language
was the basis of German nationality. But in 1809 the Austrian commanders
all had different ambitions. The Archduke Charles, appointed Generalissimus
in 1806, was more interested in a Danubian Monarchy dominating the Bal-
kans than in Germany. Stadion, the Foreign Minister, who belonged to a
family of imperial knights and whose father had been Chief Minister of the
Elector of Mainz, dreamed of restoring the Holy Roman Empire. For the

7 Quoted by Derek Beales, The Risorgimento and the Unification of Italy (London, 1971),
110.

8 J. G. Fichte, Addresses to the German Nation (trans. Chicago, 1922), 126-7.

9 Quoted by Friedrich Meinecke, Cosmopolitanism and the National State (Princeton, 1970),
55.
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Archduke John, the German nation was epitomized by the brave inhabitants
of the Tyrol, which had been surrendered to Bavaria in 1805, and Tyrolese
aristocrats prepared a rising to coincide with the advance of the Austrian
armies.

Far from being identified with the nation-state, nationalism in the early
nineteenth century was both wider and narrower. For intellectuals the nation
was the instrument of a universal ideal. For practical men, the nation was a
small territory much nearer to home, in which their loyalties were embedded.
The only responses to the Austrian appeal in the war of 1809 came from the
Tyrol and from a few Hanoverian nobles who held commissions in the
Westphalian army. But they were fighting for the Tyrol and Hanover, not
for Germany. The Confederation of the Rhine, in which states like Bavaria
were considerably enlarged, provided the basis of a ‘third Germany’ under
the auspices of Napoleon, which counterbalanced the power of Austria and
Prussia. Bavaria, though German-speaking, fought alongside Napoleon in
the war of 1809. The Illyrian Provinces which were created after the war had
no principle of unity, but threw together disparate elements such as the Croat
nobility, the Slovenes of Carinthia and Carniola, and the Serb peasant-
soldiers of the Military Border with the Ottoman Empire. Italy was managed
by Napoleon according to a policy of divide and rule, but the forces of
division were in any case extremely powerful. The three electoral colleges of
the legislative body of the Italian Republic were set up at Bologna and
Brescia as well as Milan in order to meet objections to Milan’s hegemony.
Prefects were reluctant to serve outside their native provinces and the cam-
panilismo of the hill-top communes provided stubborn resistance to any
scheme of administrative centralization. In Spain, during the War of In-
dependence, the patria was the patria chica, the town or province, Catalonia,
or the Asturias, or Galicia, which was being defended against French do-
mination. France itself was unable to digest Belgium, Piedmont, and the left
bank of the Rhine, and even within its old frontiers local loyalties to the
Flemish, Breton, or Provengal ‘nations’ survived the attempt to destroy
provincialism by imposing a grid of départements which corresponded to no
historical, geographical, or linguistic realities.



3

METTERNICH’S EUROPE

The Vienna Settlement

The European peace settlement of 1814-15 was ultimately directed against
revolution and therefore against nationalism, which was seen to be a re-
volutionary force. Immediately, it was directed against France, the
revolutionary power par excellence, which had been responsible for a genera-
tion of turmoil in Europe. Until the end of 1815, the anti-revolutionary
purposes of the Coalition were sublimated into debate on the restrictions
that would have to be imposed on France in the interests of the balance of
power. After 1815, by a curious twist of emphasis, those anti-revolutionary
purposes became more explicit, but in fact concealed a preoccupation with
the balance of power that would be upset if any of the major states made use
of revolution in any country to extend its hegemony.

With some help from royalist secret societies the Allies restored the Bour-
bon monarchy in France in March 1814 and confined her within the frontiers
of 1792. The ‘ancient ramparts’ of which Gentz spoke were rebuilt more
sturdily than ever. Britain was particularly apprehensive about a revived
French sea-power potentially having the use of Antwerp. Castlereagh, the
shrewd but somewhat aloof Ulster Protestant who served as Foreign Minister
in Lord Liverpool’s cabinet, therefore supported the ambitions of William
of Orange to extend the Kingdom of the Netherlands to include Belgium.
The Protocol signed by the Allies on 21 June 1814 established the Low
Countries as a unitary state, studded with barrier fortresses between Y pres
and Namur, Ostend and Liege, like the old Austrian barrier, a magnificant
buffer against French expansion but with too few guarantees for the Catholic,
liberal, and national aspirations of the Belgians. At the other end of France’s
eastern frontier the monarchy of Sardinia-Piedmont recovered its integrity,
including Savoy, and gained Nice and above all the port of Genoa. Joachim
Murat, King of Naples, who had sided with the Coalition against Napoleon
remained a problem. Metternich was prepared cynically to ally with him in
January 1814 against the Viceroy of Napoleon’s Kingdom of Italy. But
Castlereagh was anxious to protect the rights of the Bourbon King Ferdinand
of Naples, whose court the British had sheltered in Sicily. To prevent Murat
from staking out claims in the Papal States, Tuscany, and even Genoa, he
sent Lord William Bentinck from Sicily to Livorno with instructions to head
the Frenchman off. However, Austrian troops reoccupied Milan at the end
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of April 1814 and Habsburg influence was restored in the north of Italy.
Austria annexed Lombardy as well as Venetia ‘for the sole reason’, it was
argued, ‘of killing Jacobinism in Milan’,! and in May 1814 Habsburg princes
returned to Tuscany and Modena, while Napoleon’s wife, Princess Marie-
Louise, returned to Parma. Pius VII recovered the Papal States, including
Umbria, the Marches, and, on the other side of the Appeninnes, the Lega-
tions, or Romagna, which had been incorporated into the Cisalpine
Republics and Napoleonic Kingdom of Italy.

It soon became apparent that France was not the only danger in Europe.
The surge of the Russian and Prussian armies across Europe, proclaiming
the liberation of nations, which had so troubled Metternich, did little to
conceal entirely practical plans for the expansion of their empires. Alexander
and Frederick William of Prussia proclaimed the liberation of Poland, with
Prussia to gain compensation in Saxony, whose king would pay the price for
his collaboration with Napoleon. In fact Alexander planned to resurrect
Poland only as a province of Russia, as a means to extend his influence to
the Oder, and these designs were not lost on the other powers. It was the
mercurial Talleyrand, reappearing in the service of Louis XVIII, who or-
ganized France, Austria, and Great Britain into a secret pact in January
1815, in order to challenge Russia and Prussia if necessary. A ‘cold war’ was
averted, but the victim was the Polish nation. A so-called ‘Congress King-
dom’ was set up, nominally independent but its monarchy hereditarily vested
in the Romanov dynasty. It was three-quarters of the size of the Grand
Duchy of Warsaw, and had a population of little more than three millions.
Most Poles continued to live under Prussian rule in Poznan (Posen for the
Germans), under Austrian rule in Galicia, although Cracow was maintained
as a free city under the protection of the powers, or under Russian rule in
the vast expanses of Lithuania, White Russia, and the Ukraine. Prussia did
not gain Saxony but was compensated much farther west, receiving most of
Napoleonic Kingdom of Westphalia and the left bank of the Rhine. Much
pro-French sentiment persisted in the Rhineland, but the construction of an
additional rampart against France was in the event a realistic move.

For Napoleon had not yet given up, and his return from Elba in March
1815 had to be met by an alliance of Austria, Britain, Prussia, Russia, and
then Bourbon France, to put an end to the schemes, as the Coalition powers
put it, of ‘the enemy and perturbator of the repose of the world’.2In Italy
Murat showed his colours and only miles from the Rubicon at Rimini issued
a proclamation to the Italian peoples on 30 March 1815, calling them to

1 Cardinal Consalvi to Cardinal Pacca, 8 Sept. 1814, quoted by R. J. Rath, The Fall of the
Napoleonic Kingdom of Italy (New York, 1941), 189.

2 Quoted by Félix Ponteil, La Chute de Napoléon ¢ et la crise frangaise de /8/4-15 (Paris,
1943), 254.

’
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liberate Italian soil from foreigners and establish themselves as an in-
dependent nation-state with its own constitution and government. The
danger of the revolutionary unification of Italy from the south, which would
recur in 1859, could not be contemplated by the powers. Metternich,
Castlereagh, and Talleyrand had already decided to be rid of Murat in favour
of Ferdinand of Naples, and it was Ferdinand who had the pleasure of having
him executed that October.

The reappearance of Napoleon stimulated the diplomats to draw together
the different pieces of the wall built against French imperialism in the Final
Act signed at Vienna on 9 June 1815, a few days before Waterloo. On 8 June
the finishing touches had been put to the German Confederation, which was
in no sense a gesture to German nationalism but a league of states which
would replace the Confederation of the Rhine, associated this time against
France, not under it. Neither the radical plans of Stein and the Prussian
generals nor the wishes of the liberals of the smaller states were taken into
account. Safeguarded above all was the sovereignty of the medium-sized
states, Bavaria, Saxony, and Hanover, which were permitted their own armies
and foreign policies, not least as a guarantee against Prussia. Moreover there
was to be no popularly elected German parliament. The new Federal Diet at
Frankfurt consisted of representatives of the thirty-nine German
governments, including Austria and Prussia, both of which lay partly within
and partly outside the Confederation. Through the Federal Diet Metternich
was able to exercise a predominant influence in German affairs. However,
his attempt to bully Piedmont into a similar Italian Confederation in 1815-
16 met with strong resistance, and Piedmont was able to enlist the support
of Russia for its stand. For the other powers, Metternich’s hegemony in
Central Europe was also to have its limits.

The chances that the claims of Balkan nationalists would be heard at
Vienna were very small. With French influence removed, the powers were
opposed to making concessions to trouble-makers. Castlereagh refused no
less than six times to receive the Serbian delegates. But the new leader thrown
up by the Serbs after the defeat of 1813, Milo§ Obrenovi¢, was able to take
advantage of the confusion of 1815 to revolt. The Porte, anxious to avoid
Russian intervention, offered some autonomy to the Serbs in December 1815.
An Ottoman governor continued to manage foreign policy and the military,
but Milo§ was recognized as supreme Knez or Chieftain of the Serbs with
powers of taxation, justice, and internal administration. Things went no
further. Capodistria, who became one of the Tsar’s secretaries of state affairs
in 1816, was unable to resurrect the Septinsular Republic in the Ionian
Islands, which became a British protectorate in November 1815. In the
Habsburg Monarchy Lombardy and Vienna were constituted as a separate
kingdom with a viceroy, but the Illyrian Kingdom set up in 1816 as a
counterweight to Hungary was very short-lived. In 1817 it was integrated
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with the Austrian and Bohemian lands governed from the Interior Ministry
in Vienna, though Hungarians were appeased in 1822 by the concession of
civil Croatia and Dalmatia, while Trieste, Istria, Carinthia, Carniola, and
the Military Border of Croatia-Slavonia remained under Austrian rule.

The Revolutionary Tradition

From exile during the Revolutionary and Napoleonic period nobles and
clergy who had defended their privileges against enlightened despotism before
1789 now saw things in a different light. They still dreamed of a decentralized
provincial order in which the privileges of the ancient estates would be
cocooned, but now the monarchy was seen not as the enemy of that order
but as 1ts guarantor. Unfortunately for them, Napoleon had taught the
crowned heads of Europe a few lessons, and they were not prepared to break
up the shiny apparatus of centralized administration and ministerial power
in order to humour the defenders of privilege. On the other hand the re-
volutionary aspirations of the last twenty-five years did not dutifully lie down
in 1815 as monarchs took up their old stations. Liberals insisted on the rule
of law under a constitution. If the power of the state had increased, then
ministers must be made responsible to elective assemblies, a free press must
articulate and educate public opinion and legal proceedings must be free of
administrative interference, open to the public, and conducted before juries.
In parliament, representation of nobles, clergy, ‘and urban communities
should be replaced by the representation of individual citizens, or at least by
those who owned property and paid taxes.

Behind Wellington’s armies the ultra-royalists returned to France. In the
south they set up a semi-independent kingdom under the Duke of Angou-
1éme, son of the Count of Artois, the most reactionary brother of Louts XVI.
Vengeance was wreaked on Bonapartist notables during the White Terror
and the ultra-royalists won a landslide victory to the ‘Matchless Parliament’
of August 1815. But ministerial and bureaucratic authority remained in the
hands of moderates who fought this frondeur nobility all the way and kept a
tight rein on the Catholic Church and education. The Count of Provence,
the older of Louis XVI’s brothers, was restored as Louis XVIII. He could
not ignore liberal opinion and granted a constitutional Charter in June 1814,
while maintaining the fiction that it was a gift of his regal generosity; there
was no truck with plebiscites. Property was represented in the Chamber of
Deputies while peers sat in the upper house. These concessions were 1n-
sufficient for such liberals as Benjamin Constant, editor of the Mercure after
1817 and then a deputy, who insisted on the acknowledgement of ministerial
responsibility to parliament, a free press, and trial by jury instead of the
arbitrary provostal courts. A revolutionary fringe among students, soldiers
on half pay, and republican army officers went so far as to incite mutiny in
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the garrisons along the eastern frontier in 1821-2, but the leaders were caught
and executed.

The Count of Artois succeeded to the throne in 1824 as Charles X, and
restored influence to the nobility and clergy. His reign saw the growth of a
moderate liberalism which was happy with constitutional monarchy and
forgot the republic. But Charles X had no great respect for constitutions.
When the liberals triumphed in the elections of June-July 1830 he issued
three edicts which imposed press censorship, dissolved the Chamber, and
reduced the electoral body in preparation for new elections. Barricades were
thrown up in the streets of Paris and the army was sent in to restore order.
As it happened, most of the best troops were conquering Algeria and low
pay and liberal ideas combined to lower morale among the remainder. Three
regiments deserted, Charles X was forced to flee, and power passed to mo-
derate, propertied liberals who formed a National Guard to control the mob.
These appealed to Louis-Philippe, son of the Duke of Orleans (nicknamed
Philippe Egalité on account of his opposition to the Crown in 1787-93), to
become the constitutional King of France.

French armies did not move beyond the frontiers in 1830 as in 1792, but
the trails blazed by Revolutionary and Napoleonic armies in the past might
easily be rekindled. In the United Netherlands the regime of the Orange
monarch, William I, was absolutist, run by Dutch officials and, if it was
not overtly Calvinist, certainly kept the Catholic Church firmly under State
control. Opposition built up in the Belgian half of the monarchy, both among
the Catholics who predominated there and among French-speaking liberals,
who chafed under royal absolutism. In 1828 liberals and Catholics sank their
differences and joined constitutional associations to force William to give
ground. William agreed to call the States General but then made the fatal
mistake of sending royal troops to take ¢ontrol of Brussels. Barricades went
up on 23 September 1830, volunteers arrived from other towns like Liége to
reinforce what now became a national uprising, and a provisional govern-
ment declared Belgium an independent state on 4 October 1830. William
appealed to the Great Powers who met at London in November. The English
Foreign Minister, Palmerston, was afraid that Belgium would once again fall
under French control, and proposed that Belgium should be declared neutral,
under the collective guarantees of the powers and (to check the dynastic
ambitions of Louis-Philippe) placed under a monarch who belonged to none
of the major ruling houses. A candidate was found in Leopold of Saxe-Gotha.
Meanwhile the liberal and Catholic leaders of the revolution called a national
congress which by February 1831 had devised a constitution along French
lines which restricted the electorate to a mere 46,000 wealthy individuals.

In the Restoration period Great Britain was already firmly established as
a constitutional monarchy, although the Union with Ireland in 1800 involved
the abolition of the Irish parliament in Dublin. Irish constituencies now sent
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their representatives to Westminster. Insulated from Napoleonic Europe,
Britain did not take the same road towards administrative centralization.
County magistracies were in the hands of the local aristocracy, gentry, and
clergy and the modest central administration in London was also colonized
by landed families. In Parliament the House of Lords was dominated by the
landed aristocracy and the landed gentry, often related to the peerage, held
sway in the House of Commons. Even during the Napoleonic Wars op-
position had been growing to an aristocratic system that was seen to result
in bad government, pensions for the rich, and taxes for the poor. It took
shape in petitioning movements, political clubs, the press, and open-air
meetings, one of which in 1819 was broken up by the local yeomanry at
Peterloo, outside Manchester, with heavy casualties. The leadership in 1807-19
was provided by cranky soldiers like Major Cartwright, Tory radicals like
William Cobbett, the Jacobin orchestrator of the tradesmen of London,
Francis Place, and the philosopher Jeremy Bentham. After that the cause
was taken up by the Whig party, liberal aristocrats around Lord John Russell
and industrialists like Samuel Whitbread.

Considerable pressure for reform came from Ireland, where three-quarters
of the population was Catholic yet denied office, and the vote controlled by
an Ascendancy of Protestant landlords. Catholic opposition was organized
into associations of small gentry, merchants, lawyers, and journalists under
Daniel O’Connell. O’Connell, who used the Catholic clergy to break the Irish
tenantry away from the landlords, was elected for County Clare 1n 1828 and
forced Catholic emancipation from Wellington’s government in 1829 as the
only way too prevent social war. Then O’Connell went on to attack the
Anglican Church in Ireland and to campaign fo the repeal of the Act of
Union. In England an agricultural labourers’ revolt and cotton-spinners’
strike, together with the organization of political unions by merchants, manu-
facturers, and tradesmen in large towns like Birmingham convinced the
Whigs, who won the elections of November 1830, that concessions would
have to be made to reform in order to head off revolution. The Reform Bill
of 1832 redistributed seats from rotten boroughs to populous towns and
counties and increased the electorate from 478,000 to 814,000. The monied,
manufacturing, and educated ¢€lite was ‘hitched to the constitution’ alongside
the landed interest as the best wav to reinforce it.

In Central Europe bureaucratic centralism was the order of the day. Prince
Metternich, Chancellor of Austria since 1809, was no feudalist. The magnates
were not permitted to monopolize high office, least of all in the Catholic
Church, which remained the department of state that Joseph II had made it.
His main fear however was of revolution: Within the Monarchy the Ministry
of Police was fairly efficient, but in the German Confederation where Met-
ternich exercised power only indirectly through the various state governments
and the Federal Diet, things were more difficult. In the German universities
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students and young academics, many of whom had fought as volunteers in
the national uprising of 1813 and dreamed of a free, united Germany, formed
Burschenschaften, or fraternities, which were inspired by these views. On 18
October 1817, the 300th anniversary of Luther’s Ninety-Five Theses and the
fourth anniversary of the battle of Leipzig, the Burschenschaften organized a
massive festival at Wartburg Castle, outside Jena. Gentz told Metternich
in 1818 that ‘of all the evils affecting Germany today, even including the
licentiousness of the press, this student nuisance is the greatest, the most
urgent and the most threatening’.3 The murder of a Russian agent by a
young theology student in March 1819 was for Metternich evidence of a vast
conspiracy aimed against monarchical institutions. He met with rep-
resentatives of the German governments at Karlsbad in Bohemia that
summer to draw up decrees to close student fraternities, tighten press cen-
sorship, and organize police surveillance in universities, which were adopted
by the Federal Diet in September 1819.

Metternich had little time for representative institutions, which in the
Habsburg Monarchy were archaic and powerless. The Polish nobility of the
Galician estates met in 1817 for the first time since 1782, and the constitution
of the free city of Cracow (1818) survived for only ten years. The prelates,
lords, knights, and cities of the Bohemian estates counted for little. The
Hungarian Diet, which met after a gap of thirteen years in 1825, represented
the powerful Magyar aristocracy and gentry and had the power to vote taxes
and recruits, but was described by Metternich as ‘one of the most tiresome
constitutional divertissements in the world’.4

In Germany the Federal Constitution provided for the representation of
estates in provincial diets, and this was the general rule. The Constitution of
Baden in 1818 was the only one in Germany under which the autonomy
and privileges of nobles and cities weré destroyed by the representation of
individuals in the second and more powerful chamber of the diet, although
the diet was dominated by liberal civil servants and the power of the state
remained supreme. Hegel, who became professor of philosophy at Berlin in
1818, argued in the Philosophy of Right (1821) that the representation of
individual wills could give rise only to anarchy. They would have to be
guided towards the general interest by corporations, which should alone be
represented in the estates, and above that by a ‘universal class’ of trained
civil servants who alone could perceive the wider good of the state. In Prussia
itself provincial estates were not resurrected until 1823. They represented the
owners of Rittergiiter or noble estates, burghers, and the rural class, and
were only advisory. There was no United Diet at Berlin. This was intolerable
for the liberals of the Rhineland, which was now annexed to Prussia. They

3 Quoted by Donald E. Emerson, Metternich and the Political Police (The Hague, 1968), 110.
4 Metternich to Gentz, 17 Aug. 1825. Quoted by George Barany, Stephen Széchenyi and the
Awakening of Hungarian Nationalism, 1791-1841 (Princeton, 1968), 123.
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campaigned for Staatsbiirgertum or equal citizenship against the system of
estates, for vigorous parliamentary government against the dead hand of
Prussian bureaucracy, and for the Rechtsstaat or constitutional state against
arbitrary power. In some German states constitutional guarantees were quite
insufficient and in Hesse-Cassel, Saxony, and Brunswick they had to be
extracted by force from rulers in 1830-1, the Duke of Brunswick being
overthrown in the process. The Danish liberal Uwe Jens Lornsen, a former
member of the Burschenschaft of Jena, mounted a propaganda campaign at
Kiel in November 1830 in favour of a Norwegian-style constitution. He was
arrested and the system of four consultative estates on the Prussian model
conceded by Frederick VI of Denmark in 1834 was much more to the taste of
the conservative, German-speaking Ritterschaft of Holstein. In Switzerland,
where cantonal sovereignty and the dominance of the urban patriciates was
underscored by the Constitution of 1815, a liberal movement in 1830-2 did
force more popular constitutions on the oligarchies of half the cantons, but
the Federal Diet was too weak to force ‘regeneration’ on the conservative
forest cantons, led by the city of Basle.

In southern Europe constitutions were abrogated by returning monarchs
and the Church and nobility were restored to some of their former powers.
But there were no concessions to representative government and re-
volutionary opposition built up in the royal armies which were subjected to
purges, cut down in size, and paid little and irregularly by bankrupt regimes.
Secret societies riddled the armed forces and provided links with civilians
who had also lost out at the Restoration.

On 1 January 1820 there was a mutiny at Cadiz among Spanish troops
who were about to be sent to fight revolution in South America. Junior
officers launched a pronunciamiento and forced Ferdinand VII to proclaim
the Constitution of 1812 which he had annulled six years before, form a
ministry of ‘men of 1812’, and summon the Cortes. This fell under the
influence of exaltados, the radicals of Madrid and the provincial capitals
who dominated the political clubs, press, and masonic lodges. However,
counter-revolutionary resistance built up in Aragon, Navarre, and Galicia.
Portugal was under the grip of the British military while King John VI
remained in exile in Brazil. But in August 1820 a military coup was executed
in Oporto, a national junta and provisional government were thrown up,
and the Cortes summoned. This met at Lisbon in January 1821 and published
a liberal Constitution, including a single-chamber Cortes, which was accepted
in 1822 by John VI who now returned from Brazil. But the Portuguese nobles
and clergy, deprived of the privileged position that they had occupied in the
traditional Cortes, made clear their opposition and looked to the Queen and
her younger son, Miguel, to give a sign.

Even before the Portuguese rising, in July 1820, the Muratist army officers
of the Kingdom of Naples, linked with discontented civilians through the
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secret society of the Carbonari, mutinied against the Bourbon King Fer-
dinand, in the hope that they could .press the Spanish Constitution on him.
The movement was echoed in Sardinia-Piedmont, where Victor Emmanuel I
of Savoy had returned in 1814 to restore the Church and aristocracy to their
former glory. In March 1821 army officers, supported by a minority of nobles
who belonged to another secret society, the Federati, forced the king to
abdicate and found his cousin Charles Albert willing to accept the Spanish
Constitution. These risings threatened the position of the Austrians in Italy.
They ruled the Duchies of Parma and Modena indirectly, the first through
Marie-Louise, the former wife of Napoleon, and Lombardy and Venetia
directly from Vienna. These two provinces were permitted only consultative
assemblies to remind the Emperor of the ‘needs, desires and prayers of the
nation’, and the privileges of the Italian nobilities received scant recognition.
Moderate liberal opposition focussed on the Conciliatore journal of the Lom-
bard noble Count Confalonieri and the young dramatist Silvio Pellico. But
Metternich was taking no risks after the troubles in Naples and Confalonieri
and Pellico were among a dozen patriots to be arrested, tried in secret in
1821, sentenced to death, reprieved, and sent to do long prison sentences
in the grim Spielberg fortress in Moravia. The Papal States underwent a
restoration that was positively medieval. Sales of Church lands were annulled.
The Sanfedists were made into the irregular troops of the Papacy and all
justice was dispensed in Church courts. Civil administration was given back
to cardinals and bishops and conducted in Latin. Press censorship was ex-
treme and there was no lay representative government to speak of. This was
of course anathema to nobles, officials, and academics who had served in the
Napoleonic Kingdom of Italy but it was not until February 1831 that they
were able to take advantage of the absence of the cardinal-administrators in
Rome to elect a new Pope, to launch a rising in Bologna, co-ordinated
with other coups in Parma and Modena, and to establish a provisional
government.

Counter- Revolution and Conquest

Metternich’s sole aim was to stop the spread of revolution. The best means
was through the Quadruple Alliance of Austria,-Prussia, Russia, and Britain,
set up in November 1815, and to which Bourbon France was admitted in
1818. The Tsar proposed a Holy Alliance to make explicit the hostility of
the powers to revolution. The Pope and the Sultan were excluded from this
Alliance, but only Austria, Prussia, and Russia joined it. Castlereagh was
adamant in his state paper of 5 May 1820 that the Quadruple Alliance had
been made to free the Continent from the ‘military domination of France’
and not for the ‘superintendance of the internal affairs of other states’.5 This

5 Quoted by R. W. Seton-Watson, Britain in Europe, 17891914 (Cambridge, 1937), 74.
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policy of non-intervention was reinforced by the fear that the main purpose
of intervention was not to suppress revolution but a means whereby the
counter-revolutionary powers could extend their hegemony in Europe.

Metternich obtained support for his policy of intervention from Russia
and Prussia at the Congress of the powers at Troppau in Galicia in October
1820. At a second Congress at Laibach (Ljubljana) in March 1821 the Tsar,
Frederick William of Prussia, and Ferdinand of Naples authorized Met-
ternich to send in Austrian troops to crush the rebellions in Naples and
Piedmont. But Metternich’s scheme at the Congress of Verona in November
1822 to set up a central investigating commission in Italy to co-ordinate the
police surveillance of secret societies in the various states was resisted as an
unwonted increase in Austrian domination not only by Tuscany and the
Papacy but also by France and Russia. The tension between Austria and
France in Italy almost reached the stage of war in January 1832, when
Metternich sent troops to Bologna to suppress the rising and the French
landed a force at Ancona.

Over Spain, Metternich was worried by Russian promises to send 400,000
troops to crush the revolution, and at the Congress of Verona supported
intervention by France as a way out of the dilemma. The ‘Hundred Thousand
Sons of St Louis’ crossed the Alps in January 1823 under the Duke of
Angouléme to restore Ferdinand VII to absolute rule. In turn Ferdinand and
Metternich encouraged the Queen of John VI and their younger son Miguel
to bold action in Portugal. Portugal was one area where Great Britain con-
sidered that it had a vital interest and was ready to compromise on the
principle of non-intervention. On the death of John VI a struggle for the
succession broke out between his sons, Dom Pedro, Emperor of Brazil since
1822, and Dom Miguel. Dom Miguel, supported by Austria, had himself
crowned King of Portugal in 1828. But Britain maintained the claim of Dom
Pedro, sent the fleet to support the landing he made from the Azores in July
1832, and installed him in Lisbon as king. Dom Miguel fled to Spain, where
the death of Ferdinand VII in 1833 caused a similar succession crisis. The
throne was claimed by his reactionary brother, Don Carlos, but the suc-
cession of Ferdinand’s infant daughter, Isabella, was upheld by her mother,
Maria Cristina, who acted as regent, and by the Spanish establishment. This
represented the triumph of constitutionalism in Spain as well as Portugal,
and was safeguarded after 1834 by the Quadruple Alliance of Britain, France,
Spain, and Portugal.

The danger of a confrontation between Austria and Russia centred on the
Balkans, and the problem flared up with a rising of the Greeks against their
Ottoman overlords in March 1821. In 1814 the Greek merchant colony at
Odessa had founded a Philiki Etairia or Friendly Society, in secret, for ‘the
liberation of the fatherland from the terrible yoke of Turkish oppression’.6

6 Quoted by Richard Clogg (ed.), The Struggle for Greek Independence (London, 1973), 95.
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It was not quite certain where the fatherland was, since the Greek diaspora
extended to Macedonia, Thrace, Bulgaria, the Danubian Principalities, Asia
Minor, the Levant, and trading cities from Marseilles to Odessa. Yet the
Etairia aimed to trigger off a Balkan-wide rising against the Turks. The
presidency of the society was refused by Capodistria but accepted in 1820 by
Alexander Ypsilantis, himself a Russian general and the son of the Hospodar
of Wallachia who had entered Russian service. Y psilantis established links
with Ali Pasha, who had extended his hegemony from Epirus to Thessaly
and western Macedonia and had many Greek landowners, captains of armed
bands, and outlaws of the Peloponnese within his orbit. Ypsilantis made an
alliance with Milo§ Obrenovi¢, the ruler of the Serbs since 1817 and, failing
support from the Hospodar of Moldavia and the Romanian boyars, with
the Romanian peasant leader Tudor Vladimirescu. This made it possible for
Ypsilantis to cross the Prut from Bessarabia in March 1821 with a small
army of some 700 Greek students. The Peloponnese rose in revolt at the
same time, but then the movement fell apart. Obrenovi¢c made a deal with
the Turks in pursuit of his goal of a hereditary principality. Vladimirescu
could not be relied on and was executed by the Etairia in May 1821. Ali
Pasha was captured by the Turks and executed in February 1822.

As the Turks gained the upper hand and multiplied instances of harsh
repression, so the Tsar, on the advice of Capodistria, planned to go to war
with Turkey as the protector of the Christians who lived in the Ottoman
Empire. Metternich managed to prevail on the Tsar to dismiss Capodistria,
‘the scourge of Europe’, and found support from Castlereagh for the view
that the Ottoman Empire must be maintained as a bulwark against Russian
ambitions. But Castlereagh committed suicide in 1822 and his successor,
Canning, believed that the best way to avoid a Russo-Turkish war was for
Britain to combine with Russia to force the Porte to concede that Greece
must be set up as an autonomous if tributary state. This was agreed by
Britain, Russia, and France under the Treaty of London (6 July 1827), but
Canning died before the Porte agreed to the settlement, and the Turks were
still determined to crush the Greek rebellion. In the event, the British and
French fleets destroyed the Turkish navy at Navarino and Russian armies
surged into the Balkans and forced the Porte to concede self-government for
the Danubian Principalities and Serbia under the Treaty of Adrianople in
September 1829. British fears that Russia would acquire complete do-
mination at Constantinople seemed to be realized in 1833 when the Sultan
pledged himself to close the Straits to all foreign warships. The Black Sea
was now a Russia lake, and Russian ships had easy access to the Medi-
terranean. In a statement of 11 July 1833 Palmerston laid the basis of a policy
by declaring that ‘the integrity and independence of the Ottoman Empire are
necessary to the maintenance of the tranquillity, the liberty and the balance
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of power in Europe’.” It was a sentiment with which Metternich who-
leheartedly agreed.

The Russian autocracy was prepared to play with revolution in the
Balkans, but not at home. The principles of 1789 had been kept out of Russia
but the young army officers who crossed Europe in 1814, reached Paris, and
occupiled northern France in 1816-18 were enrolled into masonic lodges and
there exchanged ideas with French and Belgian liberals. Returned to St
Petersburg, they transformed the lodges into secret societies and plotted to
bring constitutional rule to an arbitrary and militaristic state. On 14
December 1825 a group of army officers refused to swear loyalty to the new
Tsar Nicholas I and tried to launch a rising. It was crushed; five Decembrist
ringleaders were hanged, 121 were sentenced to hard labour or exile, and 300
others evacuated to remote garrisons.

The Congress Kingdom of Poland, which the Tsar ruled as king, had a
constitution drawn up by Prince Czartoryski and a Seym or parliament, of
bishops, nobles, and townsmen. But the fagade of constitutionalism could
not disguise the iron grip of the Russian military and bureaucracy, and liberal
opposition in the Seym was supported by student fraternities at Warsaw and
Vilna and secret societies such as the Patriotic Society among young officers
of the Polish army and members of the cadet school at Warsaw. Through
Kiev links were established with future Decembrists, but the Polish 1n-
surrection did not break out till November 1830, when the Tsar ordered a
general mobilization to deal with the revolutionary threat from France. The
Sejm declared the rising national and moderates around Czartoryski tried to
extract concessions from the Tsar. But Nicholas would have none of it and
when the Sejm declared the throne vacant in January 1831 Russian troops
invaded the Congress Kingdom. Leadership now passed to the radicals of
the Patriotic Society. After six months of war the rising was suppressed, the
Polish army, Seym, and universities were abolished, and the kingdom was
placed under military rule. The containment of Poland was something on
which Russia, Prussia, and Austria could all agree, and their agreement was
sanctioned by the Treaty of Miinchengratz in 1833.

Imperialism and Nationalism

In continental Europe the nineteenth century was dominated by multi-
national empires—Russia, Austria, and, to some extent, Prussia. Coherence
was maintained by personal loyalty to the monarch, state service in the army,
Church, or civil bureaucracy, and respect for the privileges of provinces and
estates. Tensions nevertheless arose. For every favoured élite there was an
unfavoured sub-¢élite. Centralized bureaucracies staffed by foreigners pro-
voked hostility from all levels of the oppressed nationality. Opponents of

7 Quoted by Donald Southgate, ‘The Most English Minister...’: The Policies and Politics of
Palmerston (London, 1966), 65.
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ruling empires who were driven into exile dreamed of insurrections on the
widest scale. Fortunately for the those empires, revolutionaries did not find
sufficient breadth or depth of support for their plans. The emergence of a
national consciousness was hampered by the patchwork of political and
linguistic boundaries and by divisions between the educated stratum and the
illiterate mass. ,

The suppression of the Polish revolt in 1831 snapped the link between the
Russian autocracy and the Polish gentry. There was now no middle way
between loyalty and conspiracy. Five thousand Poles went into exile in
France, and not only radicals but also moderates such as Czartoryski. In
Paris the radicals set up a Polish Democratic Society in 1832 to resurrect the
Kingdom of Poland with its frontiers of 1772. To end Partition, the de-
struction of two empires and the amputation of Prussia was necessary. For
this reason the Polish nation was not to be restored at the expense of any
other subject-nation. The Polish legions which fought in Bonaparte’s armies
in 1799-1800 carried on their shoulder-flashes the Italian motto, Gli uomini
liberi sono fratelli (free men are brothers).® With their immense military
experience the Polish gentry placed themselves at the service of all re-
volutionary nationalist movements. The destruction of the old empires would
give rise to a brotherhood of all nations, of Poles, Germans, Italians, Swiss,
Czechs, Magyars, and the rest. Adam Mickiewicz, the Polish poet, who never
returned to Poland after his internal exile in Russia (1824-9), was proud that
Poland should sacrifice herself for other nations. For Poland was a crucified
nation, the Christ of peoples, and as such had a divine mission to redeem
others.

The Polish Democratic Society preached that the Polish serfs should be
emancipated so that they could lend support against the partitioning regimes.
This was opposed by Czartoryski and his aristocratic party who feared for
social order. It also cut little ice with the peasants. The Polish or Polonized
gentry was spread in a thin film over Poland, Lithuania, White Russia, and
the Ukraine, far wider than the area inhabited by Polish peasants. And the
principal enemy even of the Polish serfs was the serf-owner. The insurrection
planned by the Polish democrats in February 1846 failed partly because the
Posnanian rising was betrayed and partly because in Galicia the serfs turned
on the Polish gentry who were trying to raise revolt and massacred two
thousand of them before Austrian troops completed the suppression.
Emancipation, the serfs calculated, if it came at all, would come from Vienna.

The Italian nobility and middle class, living under Austrian rule in
Lombardy-Venetia, suffered the domination of Austrian officialdom. The

8 Quoted by Norman Davies, God's Playground: A History of Poland (Oxford, 1981), ii, 295.
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Austrian law code was introduced into the law courts and was enforced by
Austrian magistrates. The highest civil and military posts were reserved for

Austrians and the careers of soldiers who had served in the Napoleonic Army
of Italy were blighted. The Venetian tradition lived on in the Austrian Navy,
which was largely staffed by Italian officers and in which the language of
command was Italian. However, Lombard nobles often did better to enter
the service of Charles Albert of Piedmont.

Giuseppe Mazzini, the son of a Genoese doctor, could never contemplate
such a course of action. He never forgave Piedmont for its incorporation of
Genoa in 1814 and looked back to the democratic Ligurian Republic of
1796-9. Mazzini joined the Carbonari in Genoa, was arrested in 1830 and
went into exile in Marseilles. The failure of the risings in Parma, Modena,
and Bologna convinced him that the era of coups by secret societies was
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